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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

WILDLIFE SERVICES

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) is directed by Congress to protect American
agriculture and other resources from damage associated with wildlife.  The primary authorities for
the Wildlife Services (WS) Program are the Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 1931, as
amended (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C 426-426b) and the Rural Development, Agriculture and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act of 1988 (P.L. 100-202).  WS (formerly Animal Damage Control
[ADC]) activities are conducted in cooperation with other Federal, State and local agencies, and
private organizations and individuals. 

The WS program uses an Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) approach
(sometimes referred to as IPM or "Integrated Pest Management") in which a series of methods
may be used or recommended to reduce wildlife damage.  IWDM is described in Chapter 1, of the
Animal Damage Control Program Final Environmental Impact Statement.  These methods include
the alteration of cultural practices as well as habitat and behavioral modification to prevent
damage.  Controlling wildlife damage may require that the offending animal(s) be removed or that
populations of the offending species be reduced.  Potential environmental impacts resulting from
the application of various control techniques are evaluated in this Environmental Assessment
(EA).  Alternatives were developed for consideration using the ADC Decision Model as described
in Chapter 2 (pp. 2-20), Appendix P and Appendix Q of the ADC Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (USDA 1995).

PURPOSE AND NEED

Waste Management of New Hampshire Inc. (WMNH) operates the 1,200 acre Turnkey Recycling
and Environmental Enterprise Facility (TREE), located on Rochester Neck Road, Rochester,
New Hampshire (Fig. 2).  Waste Management of New Hampshire Inc. has requested assistance
from WS with problems caused by large populations of herring gulls (Larus argentatus), great
black-backed gulls (Larus marinus) and, to a lesser degree, ring-billed gulls (Larus delawarensis)
at the TREE Facility.  Concerns include:

1)  unsafe and unhealthy working conditions created as a result of the deposition of fecal material
and other debris directly on employees and other persons using the facility and on the surfaces of
vehicles and machinery;
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2)  unsafe working conditions created when large numbers of gulls make frequent low flights to 
and from the working face of the landfill, often obstructing the vision of equipment operators,
distracting their necessary concentration when operating heavy equipment in a high-flow traffic
area;

3)  operator safety and effectiveness when large numbers of gulls actively feed on the working
face obstructing terrain topography, materials, obstacles and hindering waste placement and
compaction activities;
 
4)  deposition of food items, other landfill refuse, and fecal material on private residential
properties as well as municipal structures adjacent to or in the vicinity of the landfill; 

5)  increased pollution at storm water retention ponds as a result of runoff carrying increased fecal
loads from gulls that loaf on landfill property and large numbers of gulls directly using these
ponds as loafing areas; 

6)  increased cost of maintaining and replacing WMNH and customer equipment damaged by
corrosive gull droppings;

7)  the ability to proactively address potential future conflicts with landfill abutters as the landfill
expands and gull population numbers continue to increase and

8)  the ability to comply with the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Solid
Waste Rule: Part Env-Wm 2506.03 requiring the control of birds as a potential disease vector.

The TREE Facility encompasses approximately 1,200 acres, typically operates six days a week
and typically processes 3,000 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW) material daily.  Material is
initially deposited by trucks with up to 25 ton loads at one or more “working faces”.  Waste
placement and compaction continue throughout the day until all active working faces are covered
with tarps or a mixture of wood chips and soil.  Habitat adjacent to the constructed sideslopes and
working face of the active TLR III landfill is comprised of several areas that have been final
capped and stabilized with a vegetative cover and low lying continuous tracts of level sand;
essential for the future development of additional landfill footprints and MSW disposal activity.
Water accumulates at low lying areas throughout the facility.  Herring, great black-backed and, to
a lesser degree, ring-billed gulls concentrate in large numbers at the TREE facility.  Gulls are
attracted to the facility as a feeding and loafing area.  Factors contributing to the large population
of gulls at the TREE facility include: 1) an easily accessible and substantial daily food source, 2)
proximity to the seacoast, (Great Bay National Wildlife Refuge) and the nearby Isles of Shoals,
New Hampshire (a gull breeding and wintering site), 3) availability of fresh standing water
(on-site storm water basins, rivers and City of Rochester municipal waste water treatment plant 
lagoons) and 4) numerous suitable loafing sites on capped or future landfill areas.  Gulls are 

2
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attracted to the working face to feed and use the surrounding uncapped landfill sideslopes as
loafing areas.  Photographic indexing surveys conducted by WS at the facility during the winter of
1998 indicate that gull population numbers typically peak between November and March with
daily visitation documented between 6,000 to 8,000.  Gull population estimates for this same time
period are between 25,000 to 30,000 (WMI pers. Comm.).  Due to gull population turnover, gulls
in flight or using other portions of the landfill and those arriving throughout the day; a more
reliable estimate of daily gull visitation is derived by using a correction factor of 5.0 which
accounts for gull population turnover due to gulls flying to and from the landfill during each
operating day (Belant 1993).  Determining total daily visitation may be obtained by multiplying
the number of gulls seen by 5.0, which indicates that gull visitation is actually several times higher
than the numbers observed by WS.  A conservative total of 30,000 (5.0 x 6,000) gulls would be a
more reliable index of daily gull visitation to the facility which is slightly greater than WMI
estimates and extrapolates from WS photographic indexing totals.

OBJECTIVE:

To address conflicts associated with large populations of gulls at the TREE facility.  WMNH’s
primary management objective would be zero gull visitation to the working face.  Meeting this
objective would reduce maintenance and replacement costs associated with the accumulation of
gull droppings on machinery and property; reduce human health and safety threats associated with
gulls on active working faces; control potential disease vectors and improve relations with
neighboring property owners.  The long-term recommendation would be to conduct continuous
integrated harassment activities annually; with support of habitat management, exclusion and
limited take.

BACKGROUND:
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North America.  In the northeastern United States, landfills often serve as foraging and loafing
areas for gulls (Larus sp.) throughout the year, while attracting larger populations of gulls during
migration periods (Bruleigh 1998).  Concentrations of gulls at landfills usually occur in close
proximity to people and often result in complex conflicts.  Gulls that visit landfills may loaf and
nest on nearby rooftops, causing health concerns, aesthetic distractions and structural damage to
buildings and equipment.  They may contaminate public water supplies if they concentrate on
municipal ponds or lakes (Hatch 1996).  Gulls can cause damage to some agricultural crops. They
may pose health and safety risks to personnel involved in landfill operations.  Gulls can pose
significant hazards to air traffic when they occur in large numbers near airports (Cleary et al.
1996).  Concentrations of gulls often impact the productivity and survivorship of rare or
endangered colonial species such as terns (USDI 1996).  
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Herring, great black-backed and ring-billed gulls have expanded their ranges and increased in 
numbers substantially over the past 20 years.  Some of that increase and range expansion can be 
attributed to gull access to human food waste products disposed of at landfills.  More than 2,800
pairs of great black-backs nested at the Isles of Shoals in 1989, an increase of more than 500 pairs
since the late 1970s (Borror and Holmes 1990).  Historically, young black-backs migrated
southward when they left the breeding grounds (Gross 1945).  Now they commonly travel inland,
where they concentrate near landfills (R.M. Bollengier, pers. comm.).  Herring gulls are abundant
in New Hampshire throughout the year, particularly near the coast and in the Merrimack Valley
and Lakes Region (Foss 1994).  The Shoals colonies in Maine and New Hampshire increased to
4,654 pairs in 1977 (Borror 1980), but have declined since then, as great black-backed gulls have
increased.  They are notorious for swarming at municipal dumps and following fishing boats (Foss
1994).  Ring-billed gulls recently have become fairly common spring and fall migrants along the
New Hampshire coast (Foss 1994).  Dramatic increases have resulted in a number of conflicts
with human interests (Blokpoel 1980).  The ring-billed is an opportunistic feeder and will beg
food from people at beaches and fast-food establishments and scavenge at dumps and sanitary
landfills (Blokpoel and Tessier 1986).  Today the ring-billed flourishes throughout much of its
historic range, with abundant food supplies at landfills contributing to their increase (Blokpoel and
Tessier 1986).  

Integrated harassment projects conducted by specific facilities and various agencies to reduce a
variety of conflicts associated with large numbers of gulls utilizing landfills, adjacent facilities and
rare or endangered species breeding grounds have dramatically increased in the United States.
WS cooperative integrated harassment projects to mitigate gull hazards to aircraft, property and
human health and safety are currently being conducted in Florida, New York, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island and New Hampshire.  New Hampshire WS is consulting with the New Hampshire
Audubon Society on a harassment project for recolonization of the state endangered common tern
and federally endangered roseate tern on White and Seavey Island, Isles of Shoals, New
Hampshire.

Large populations of gulls at the TREE facility increase the safety and health risks to landfill
employees and other persons directly using the facility, as well as increase the potential for
additional conflicts to landfill abutters and others in the general vicinity of the facility.  Increased
costs to WMNH and facility clients for equipment maintenance, upkeep and repair are also
incurred as a result of accumulations of corrosive gull droppings.  Because of these concerns, the
legal requirement to control potential disease vectors (New Hampshire Department of
Environmental Services Solid Waste Rule: Part Env-Wm 2506.03) and a substantial increase in
gull populations using the TREE facility, WMNH initiated a control program in 1996.  The
control program employs pyrotechnics, repellents, propane cannons, distress tapes, shooting
under a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) permit (MB789845-0) and habitat management.
However, the lack of personnel to commit to full time gull control and the magnitude of the gull
population have resulted in minimal harassment program success with 
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gull populations at the facility increasing each successive year.  Exacerbating the situation is the
fact that gulls may habituate to intermittent pyrotechnic usage and become even harder to
persuade to move to a different location.  Gulls will aggressively feed at the working face in the
presence of humans, machinery and pyrotechnic usage.  Because of the limited success of this
program and the complexity of the problem, WMNH has requested Wildlife Services to become
more actively involved in gull damage management at TREE facility.

In cooperation with WMNH, WS initiated an intensive integrated gull harassment pilot project at
the TREE Facility on September 13, 1999.  This one time pilot project was conducted to
determine if a longer-term project could be successful in meeting project goals.  If a longer-term
project was conducted, an Environmental Assessment (EA) and public notification process would
be initiated by WS.  The non-lethal harassment methods include: pyrotechnics, propane cannons
and distress calls.  To emphasize the non-lethal component of this harassment project, only a
limited number of gulls have been taken to date (Fig. 1).  The pilot project was initiated in early
fall when gull numbers are typically lower to reduce the potential immediate impact on landfill
abutters.  Preliminary assessment of the project has resulted in WMNH requesting Wildlife
Services longer-term involvement in the project.

Gulls attempting to use the landfill as feeding and loafing area were harassed five days a week by
WS and WMNH employees for the reporting period of Sept. 13-Nov. 5, 1999.  Harassment 
efforts were initiated at the facility prior to gulls daily feeding activities.  Pyrotechnic usage and
number of gulls taken were recorded daily.  The total number of pyrotechnics fired at the 
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TREE facility was  46,870 by WS and WMNH personnel; 45 gulls were taken by WS between 
September 13, 1999 and November 5, 1999 (Table 1).  Gulls were removed under a strictly
adhered-to protocol to enhance the effectiveness of non-lethal methods.  Success of the pilot
project was evident through a reduction in pyrotechnic usage of greater than 50% from 8,548
during the first week of the pilot project to 4,467 during week eight.  An impulse of migratory
gulls was noted during week four of the pilot project and may explain the increased pyrotechnic
usage for that period.  The majority of gulls (80%) taken by WS to enhance the  pyrotechnic
efforts was during the first two weeks of the pilot project.  Habituated gulls were much more
aggressive and harder to move during this period.  Nine gulls were taken during weeks three
through eight of the pilot project.  No increase in gull activity at neighboring properties was
reported during the pilot project.  

The overall success of the pilot project of reducing gull visitation to the working face and reduced
gull population numbers at the facility is related to several factors: persistent and timely integrated
harassment, supported by limited take of gulls to enhance non-lethal harassment, focusing efforts
on the working face where gulls can access food and timely covering practices by WMNH at the
end of each day.  Discontinuing any of these activities would in all likelihood compromise the
effectiveness of the integrated harassment pilot project and result in increased conflicts at the
landfill and possibly other facilities adjacent to the landfill.  WMNH has requested that the
integrated gull harassment program be continued to mitigate potential conflicts related to gulls
using the TREE facility as a feeding and loafing area.

To assist with evaluating the pilot project’s effectiveness and direction and enhance public
involvement, a questionnaire was distributed to landfill clients in November, 1999.  A total of 31
clients who transport waste material to the facility on a daily basis responded with 87% favoring
continuation of the integrated gull harassment pilot project.  Twenty nine responses noted fewer
gulls on the working face.   Sixty two percent (62%) of the respondents reported problems
unloading waste material due to gull activity including: accumulation of droppings on vehicles
(15), people (7), holes and droppings on tarps used to cover waste material (3) and an unhealthy
working environment (1).  Seven respondents objected to the limited removal of gulls to enhance
the effectiveness of harassment efforts, nineteen clients did not object and five clients had no
opinion.   WS and WMNH personnel activities received a 87% approval rating for effectiveness,
courtesy and safety.  Four respondents noted pyrotechnic usage in close proximity to vehicles and
workers and the occasional erratic flight of a pyrotechnics as safety concerns.  Additional
comments from this survey are provided in Appendix 1.

HISTORY OF WILDLIFE SERVICES INVOLVEMENT AT THE TREE FACILITY

1) Robert Steele of WMNH first contacted WS in May 1991 in response to concerns over large
numbers of gulls in neighboring residential areas and at the nearby waste water treatment lagoons 
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in Gonic, New Hampshire.  This contact was made by phone and Wildlife Services recommended
habitat management and environmental manipulation.  The use of pyrotechnics was discussed.
The number of gulls was estimated at 1,000. 

2)  On January 23, 1992, at the request of Site Manager Alan Davis, Dennis Slate, WS State
Director for New Hampshire, and technician Paul DeBow made a site visit to TREE to determine
methods that might be effective in reducing or preventing gulls from using building roof tops for
loafing.  There were also concerns regarding droppings on equipment and the safety of equipment
operators.  The number of gulls was estimated at about 3,000.  Pyrotechnics were being used
periodically at the working face by designated landfill personnel.  According to Robert Steele, the
population of gulls using the landfill had increased dramatically during the summer of 1991 and
even more markedly by December 1992, with the onset of cold weather.  WS recommended
installing overhead wires on the buildings and applying to the FWS for a permit to take a limited
number of gulls to reinforce the effectiveness of the pyrotechnics being used.  On this date, there
was discussion of WS conducting monitoring to formally estimate the number of gulls and species
composition of the gull community using the TREE facility.

3)  On March 12, 1992, Dennis Slate communicated with Mr. Davis by letter, reiterating the
recommendations for overhead wires for building rooftops, continuing to cover the waste with
tarps at the end of the day, and using pyrotechnics with limited take under the conditions of a
FWS permit to harass gulls from accessing the working face.  A  USFWS depredation permit
application was enclosed in the correspondence.

4)  Alan Davis again contacted WS on February 24, 1994 with continued and increasing problems
with gulls.  Paul DeBow responded with a Migratory Bird Damage Project Report, a copy of
which was sent to the FWS Permit Office to support Mr. Davis' permit application for TREE.
Paul DeBow also contacted Dr. Richard Dolbeer at the National Wildlife Research Center (name
recently changed from the Denver Wildlife Research Center) about TREE's problems.  Dr.
Dolbeer provided specifics on installing and maintaining overhead wires.  Two papers on gulls and
overhead wire exclusion were forwarded to Mr. Davis on March 7, 1994.

5)  In November 1996, Bill Howard, Senior Environmental Engineer for WMNH, contacted
Marsha Barden of WS to schedule a meeting and field visit with Site Manager Richard Messer.
Dennis Slate and Marsha Barden met with Richard Messer on November 22, 1996.  During a tour
of the facility, about 8,000 to 10,000 gulls (estimate) were observed on the working face.  
The range of potential control methods was discussed, including wire grids, repellents,
frightening devices and shooting.  Information was provided to Bill Howard regarding technical
issues and vendor addresses for repellents and bird distress calls.

6) On May 12, 1997, Bill Howard called WS to request further assistance, given that large 
expenditures of both money and personnel time spent on repellents and pyrotechnics were 
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insufficient to effectively address the gull problem at TREE.  WS recommended a depredation
permit be applied for and used to enhance the effectiveness of the existing harassment effort
involving the use of pyrotechnics, propane canons and methyl anthranilate repellent.  Supporting
documentation (ADC Form 37) was provided by WS for this permit, which was issued on August
21, 1997.  WS offered its services to train landfill personnel to shoot/frighten gulls.  In addition,
WS offered to conduct a gull monitoring project to establish a benchmark for the gull community
using TREE so that the effectiveness of harassment effort could be evaluated.  

7)  On November 12, 1997, WS conducted a training session in gull harassment and safe shooting
for landfill personnel at TREE.  At that meeting, Site Manager John Monaco, Jr. requested that
WS prepare a proposal to take a more active role in gull damage management for WMNH.

8)  On November 20, 1997, Dennis Slate and Marsha Barden met with Bill Howard to discuss
plans for WS to submit a proposal to WMNH to conduct an environmental assessment for the
impacts associated with an integrated gull harassment program and a gull population survey.  Two
sites for photographically indexing the gull community using TREE were selected and tested.

9)  From December 1997 to March 1998, WS personnel conducted photographic and other
surveys of gull use at TREE.

10) On July 30, 1999, WMNH and WS agreed to initiate an intensive integrated gull harassment
pilot project to start in September 1999.  The pilot project would be evaluated after one month to
determine WS potential long-term involvement.  WS would initiate the EA process if the pilot
project demonstrated that a longer-term project would likely be effective in meeting management
objectives.

11) On October 13, 1999 Bill Howard of WMNH and Dennis Slate and Marsha Barden of WS
met to discuss the effectiveness of the current cooperative integrated gull harassment pilot project
at the TREE facility.  WMNH requested WS long-term involvement and WS agreed to initiate the
Environmental Assessment (EA) and public notification process while continuing non-lethal
harassment only until such time as the EA had been approved.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

Alternatives were developed for consideration using the ADC Decision Model as described in
Chapter 2 (pp 2-20) Appendix P and Appendix Q of the ADC Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (USDA 1995).  All of the alternatives analyzed involve methods that can create
off-site impacts.  We have considered those impacts and some are discussed in greater detail
under the alternatives presented.

8
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Alternative 1. No New Action:

The present methods employed by WMNH to reduce gull visitation to the TREE facility are:
pyrotechnics, propane cannons, distress calls, habitat management and the limited take of gulls to
enhance the use of pyrotechnics.  WS would continue to assist WMNH with obtaining a
Migratory Bird Depredation Permit.  Under this alternative no new actions, lethal or non-lethal
would be employed by WS to reduce concentrations of gulls or attractiveness of the TREE
facility to gulls.  If WS does nothing, WMNH personnel will likely continue to conduct gull
harassment activities intermittently as time from their other duties permits.  Because personnel
have other duties that prevent them from making a full-time commitment to deterring gulls,
WMNH management has found this approach to be insufficient in addressing the gull problem.
Gull harassment activities would not be persistent or effective enough to deter large numbers of
gulls from feeding and loafing at the facility.  Landfill equipment operators and clients would gain
no relief from the health and safety problems associated with the large numbers of gulls.
Equipment maintenance costs would continue to be incurred by WMNH and other persons using
the facility.  Potential disease vectors would not be controlled.  As the landfill increases in
elevation, conditions associated with increasing gull populations may become more visible in the
surrounding community.

Alternative 2. Non -Lethal:

Habitat Modification/Management. Habitat modification to discourage gull use of the TREE
facility includes reducing or eliminating food, nesting and loafing sites and water.  TREE provides
both feeding and loafing sites and some areas of temporary fresh water.  WMNH would be
responsible for continuing and completing habitat modifications.  Current mowing regimes  allow
for increased grass height to discourage gulls from loafing at specific areas.  However, vegetation
has to be maintained in grass-herbaceous state and not allowed to succeed to shrubby vegetation
because any significant root penetration may adversely affect the landfill’s final cover system.
Vegetation management conducted by WMNH has not significantly reduced gull visitation to the
facility.  A modern landfill provides large areas of open sand and grassy hills which are ideal
loafing areas for gulls.  Where feasible, filling or draining ponds or installing overhead wires
would make them less attractive to gulls.  WMNH would be responsible for continuing landfill
cover activities to reduce food availability.  However, because the facility requires access
throughout the day, food sources cannot be covered until the end of the day.  Gulls must be
prevented from reaching the food source by additional methods throughout the day.  Vegetation
management activities, a practical tool in certain situations, has not reduced gull visitation to this
active landfill. 

9
Exclusion. Gulls may be excluded from areas with overhead wires installed in a variety of
configurations at differing heights because gulls require considerable space to land.  WMNH
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landfill or buildings.  Gulls rarely fly under or between wires.  Gulls typically learn quickly to
avoid wires and wired/gridded areas.  WS would conduct an informal Section 7 Consultation with
the FWS regarding potential "May Affect" Federally endangered species, given that such
structures could potentially impact threatened and endangered birds.  Daily movement and
relocation of working faces, high client visitation rate, activity of numerous landfill personnel
operating large equipment and overall size of the facility severely limit the effective installation of
overhead wires at TREE.  In some instances, gulls may land beside areas where overhead wires
are installed and then walk to feeding sites.  This scenario would require additional side netting,
impractical at an active site such as the TREE facility.  

Repellents. Methyl anthranilate (ReJeX-iTÔ TP-40 or AP-50) has shown some efficacy in
repelling gulls from shallow pools of water used for loafing.  This substance is a food additive
(grape flavoring) that is safe for human consumption and is formulated to repel birds.  WMNH
would be responsible for purchasing and applying the material.  WMNH has employees certified
to apply pesticides with the New Hampshire Pesticide Control Board.  WS would provide a list of
vendors to WMNH.  Methyl anthranilate may have some continued applicability as part of an
integrated program at TREE.  If used, EPA label instructions would be strictly followed.  There
would be no adverse impacts on the environment.  The product’s high price would be mitigated
by selective use as only one part of an integrated control program.  WMNH has previously used
methyl anthranilateat the TREE facility.  Applications have been ineffective in reducing gull
visitation to the facility.  The volume of waste and the daily rate of deposition prevent the use of
methyl anthranilate until the end of the day.  Taste and odor repellents cannot be implemented to
control gull access to the active working faces during working hours.  This method would be
most effectively used during covering of the working face at the end of the day.

Avitrol® has been used at some landfills (e.g. Medley Landfill, Waste Management in Florida) as
a part of an integrated approach to frighten gulls (Constantin 1995).  Avitrol® is a bird
management chemical registered for use as a flock frightening repellent.  Given its history at some
other landfills, it should be considered as a potential method to augment other harassment
methods.  Avitrol® (25% concentrate, EPA Reg. No. 11649-10) is generally lethal to the few 
gulls that consume treated bread baits, and the adverse reaction to the active ingredient
4-Aminopyridine frightens the flock from the treatment site.  Use of Avitrol® would require a
USFWS permit and State pesticide permit.  It can be applied only by certified applicators such as
WS employees or some private sector pest control operators.  All EPA label instructions would
be strictly followed to prevent impacts to non-target species.  WMNH would be responsible for 
purchasing this material.  WS would attempt to retrieve all carcasses and dispose of them through
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deep burial at the landfill.  Documented reports of secondary poisoning following Avitrol® use
have been  limited.  If requested, WS requested would conduct applications and maintain requisite
documentation of activities.
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have been  limited.  If requested, WS requested would conduct applications and maintain requisite
documentation of activities.
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Harassment (Frightening). The use of frightening devices can be extremely effective in reducing
bird concentrations.  Harassment activities would include the use of various auditory harassment
methods (pyrotechnics) including: screamers, bangers, shell crackers and other firecracker-like
methods, and propane cannons to reduce gull visitation to the landfill.  The keys to a successful
bird harassment program are timing, persistence and diversity of devices.  Gulls are more apt to
disperse from a feeding or loafing area they have occupied for only a brief period than one they
have used for a lengthy period.

Pyrotechnic devices (screamers and bangers) are typically discharged from a 15 mm pistol and
ignited by a blasting cap.  Various types of noise are produced as the pyrotechnic reaches between
75 to 200 feet in the air.  The 12-gauge exploding shells (shell crackers) are discharged from a
shotgun and produce an aerial explosion.  When properly discharged, these methods cause
negligible impacts except for the desired harassment of gulls and perhaps turkey vultures, crows,
starlings, grackles or other birds commonly attracted to landfills.  Pyrotechnics and propane
cannons generally produce minimal noise impacts when used in the landfill environment.  WMNH
and WS personnel would be responsible for conducting pyrotechnic harassment activities.  WS
would train WMNH gull control employees in gull harassment methods and strategies and the
proper use of various pyrotechnics and safety equipment (ear and eye protection).  WMNH would
provide pyrotechnics.  Fire hazards would be accounted for when using pyrotechnics and propane
cannons.  Fire extinguishers would be kept at the site where pyrotechnics are being discharged.
Harassment sites would be selected a safe distance from the working face and also provide
maximum auditory accessibility to gulls attempting to access the working face.  No State or
Federal permits are required to conduct auditory or visual bird harassment activities.

Remotely fired LP gas exploders (propane cannons) are a preferred method to reduce staff-time
and frighten birds.  The may be moved and fired on command to increase their effectiveness.
WMNH would be responsible for providing the LP gas exploders.  WS recommends
remotely-fired devices over-time fired cannons to reduce the chance of gulls acclimating to 
predictable firing schedules.  However, time-fired cannons could also be used to augment other
methods.  WS has provided Waste Management with information regarding the potential purchase
and implementation of a remotely detonated propane cannon.

Gull distress tapes are recorded vocalizations of gulls in stressful situations.  The level of noise
can be regulated by volume controls on speakers attached to the tape player.  Distress tapes may 

11
cause an annoyance to persons close to speakers, but otherwise produce no impacts except
possibly helping to disperse gulls.  WMNH would be responsible for providing recorders and
amplifying speakers.  WS would provide a list of vendors to WMNH.  Distress calls currently in
use at TREE are insufficiently amplified to be effective in deterring gulls.  High quality, mobile
amplifiers would increase effectiveness of this tool.   
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Oversized human effigies placed at strategically visible locations can enhance harassment efforts.
The use of effigies presents no impact other than enhancing the overall effectiveness of an
integrated gull harassment program.  WS would be responsible for construction, placement and
repair of effigies.  Because startle responses eventually diminish (often within days or a few
weeks) as a function of several factors, including weather conditions, bird numbers and the
availability of nearby unprotected foods (Feare et al. 1986), effigies would be moved frequently
and paired with propane cannons when possible.

Waste Management has been conducting harassment activities at the TREE facility using
pyrotechnics, propane cannons and distress calls.  Large quantities of pyrotechnics have been
discharged annually at the facility.  However, current and previous harassment activities,
conducted on a part-time basis, have been less than successful and gull populations and the
associated conflicts continue to increase at TREE.  Harassment activities have not been conducted
persistently on an ongoing basis, lack incorporation of adequately diverse methods and have been
initiated after large populations of gulls have habituated to the facility as a source of food and a
loafing area.  Repellency is variable, and depends on the persistence and skill of the operator, the
attractiveness of the crop, the numbers of birds present and the availability of alternative food
sources (e.g. Mott 1978; Mott and Timbrook 1986, Salmon and Conte 1981).  

Many factors have contributed to the lack of success of the harassment activities previously
conducted by WMNH at TREE.  Harassment activities have been conducted only intermittently
by landfill personnel as time from their other duties permits.  Without a persistent pyrotechnic
program established, propane cannons have proven ineffective and have not augmented
harassment activities.  Cannons have not always been used when needed or moved frequently
enough.  The size of the working face and distant and numerous locations of suitable loafing areas
has limited the utility and effectiveness of gull distress calls.  The initiation (timing) of harassment
activities by WMNH has been after gull numbers have increased and habituated to TREE as a
feeding and loafing area.  Also, the amount of MSW managed daily at the facility has proven
adequate to support a large population (at times 30,000) of gulls on a daily basis.  Gulls have
habituated to the intermittent pyrotechnic program and their numbers have increased to intolerable
levels.  Effigies have not been incorporated into the harassment program.  In summary: a
persistent, long-term, well timed and efficient integrated harassment program has not been
successfully implemented by WMNH.  The intermittent harassment activities conducted by
WMNH have been insufficient to overshadow the attractiveness of the facility to gulls as a feeding
and loafing area.    

12
Alternative 3. Local Gull Population Suppression:  

Shooting. Shooting gulls can be a  highly selective and useful form of control under certain
conditions.  Killing gulls with emphasis on local population suppression could provide short-term
relief from gull conflicts at the TREE facility. WMNH would conduct shooting activities under
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the authority and guidelines of a USFWS Migratory Bird Depredation Permit issued to them.  WS
would remove gulls as agents of the WMNH permit or obtain their own USFWS Migratory Bird
Depredation Permit.  WS would assist WMNH with acquiring and renewing the permit annually.
WS would provide bird identification training for landfill gull control personnel to ensure only
species identified on the permit are removed.  WS would also provide landfill personnel with
training in gun safety and effective shooting.  Only steel shot would be used and carcasses would
be disposed of according to permit conditions.

Shooting is not a very successful method for reducing large colonies because of the relatively
small number of gulls that can be shot (Soloman 1994).  Given that the gulls at TREE are also
part of a large transient regional gull population, this intensive effort would have to continue for
an extended period of time (probably almost continuously) each year.  WMNH has conducted
limited shooting activities within the conditions of their permits at the TREE facility since 1994 to
enhance the effectiveness of gull pyrotechnic harassment efforts.  Sporadic shooting by WMNH
has not been well coordinated with the persistent usage of other harassment activities
(pyrotechnics).  Consequently, WMNH shooting efforts have not reduced gull visitation to the
landfill.  Attempts to suppress the local population at the landfill would in all likelihood elicit a
vocal, negative response from some groups and individuals opposed to this approach, given that
the recent taking of gulls has had limited or no success in resolving conflicts.

Alternative 4. Integrated Management:

The preferred alternative will heavily emphasize use of integrated non-lethal harassment,
exclosure, when practical, and habitat modification.  Limited take of gulls would occur to enhance
and maintain the integrity of the emphasized non-lethal strategy.  If gulls have to be taken, they
would be removed under a strictly adhered-to shooting protocol to insure maximum 
benefit to the overall control strategy designed to meet project objectives.  The objectives of this
project are to: reduce safety threats to humans, reduce human health threats by controlling
potential disease vectors, reduce property and equipment damage, reduce maintenance costs and
improve relations with neighboring property owners.  The long-term recommendation would be
to conduct integrated harassment activities annually, initiating harassment in September and
continuing through April.  Effective harassment programs are typically ongoing and persistent.
The success of relocating gull nesting colonies in New York required 3 continuous years using
non-lethal methods (Forbes,  1995).  

13
Under this alternative, the use of  pyrotechnics (screamers, bangers and shellcrackers), propane
cannons and effigies along with selective removal of a limited number of gulls with 12 gauge steel
shot to enhance noise harassment and effigies would comprise the primary harassment methods
employed by WS and WMNH.  To enhance the effectiveness of the harassment program selective
removal of a limited number of habituated or decoy gulls may be necessary.  “Repellency” is
enhanced when shooting is implemented concurrently, or when other measures are taken to slow
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birds’ habituation to noise (Slater 1980, Inglis 1984).  A strict shooting protocol would be
implemented to selectively remove "decoy" gulls or individuals from larger flocks to achieve the
maximum effectiveness of  non-lethal methods.  Gulls would be removed only when absolutely
necessary.  Personnel would be qualified in bird identification and firearm safety.  There may
potentially be some opposition to the removal of any gulls for any purpose.

Harassment activities would be conducted daily by one WMNH employee and up to three WS
employees as required to meet the objective of near zero gull visitation to the working face.  The
project would be conducted annually from September through April to coincide with peak gull
migration and reduce gull related impacts associated with the landfill.  Initiating this project in late
summer when gull numbers are lower would reduce the potential immediate impact to landfill
abutters.  Starting this project in late summer, after the young have fledged, but before migrant
numbers build up in the fall, represents the most appropriate starting time.  The lower numbers of
gulls would reduce the potential immediate impact on landfill abutters.  Although gull control may
not appear to be a pressing issue during the summer months from the point of view of TREE
management, the chances of success in moving gulls that have habituated to this site are much
better when their numbers are relatively small.  Also, if the project is successful in moving the
gulls off-site, any potential problems created elsewhere by the displaced birds will be lesser than if
started in the winter, with the potential sudden impact of 30,000 gulls to surrounding areas,
particularly area airports.  Pease International Tradeport Portsmouth, NH; Sanford Airport
Sanford, ME and Sky Haven Airport Rochester, NH would possibly be impacted.  WS would
contact area airports regarding potential conflicts from gull harassment activities and request they
monitor for changes in gull activity.  

WS would continue conducting gull population surveys using photograph indexing to formally
document the size and species composition of the gull community using TREE (initiated
December 1997 and continuing).  Data collection has documented peak gull visitation periods,
provided a daily gull visitation index and would continue to assist with evaluating project
effectiveness.  This information is essential in documenting the magnitude, intensity and seasonal
variability of the problem, as well as establishing a benchmark for measuring effectiveness of
control efforts.  The gull community using TREE would be sampled at the active face and primary
loafing areas approximately once a week at fixed intervals throughout the day using 35
mm photography (shots will be obtained from  photographic transects covering the face and 
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loafing areas) to document the number of gulls visiting the facility and the approximate species
composition of the gull community.  WS would consult with nearby Sky Haven and Sanford
Airports officials monthly, to evaluate any increased hazards resulting from the harassment
program.  WS would continue to participate in quarterly wildlife hazard meetings at Pease and
maintain monthly bird hazard monitoring activities to ensure any increased gull hazards are
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project would be conducted annually from September through April to coincide with peak gull
migration and reduce gull related impacts associated with the landfill.  Initiating this project in late
summer when gull numbers are lower would reduce the potential immediate impact to landfill
abutters.  Starting this project in late summer, after the young have fledged, but before migrant
numbers build up in the fall, represents the most appropriate starting time.  The lower numbers of
gulls would reduce the potential immediate impact on landfill abutters.  Although gull control may
not appear to be a pressing issue during the summer months from the point of view of TREE
management, the chances of success in moving gulls that have habituated to this site are much
better when their numbers are relatively small.  Also, if the project is successful in moving the
gulls off-site, any potential problems created elsewhere by the displaced birds will be lesser than if
started in the winter, with the potential sudden impact of 30,000 gulls to surrounding areas,
particularly area airports.  Pease International Tradeport Portsmouth, NH; Sanford Airport
Sanford, ME and Sky Haven Airport Rochester, NH would possibly be impacted.  WS would
contact area airports regarding potential conflicts from gull harassment activities and request they
monitor for changes in gull activity.  

WS would continue conducting gull population surveys using photograph indexing to formally
document the size and species composition of the gull community using TREE (initiated
December 1997 and continuing).  Data collection has documented peak gull visitation periods,
provided a daily gull visitation index and would continue to assist with evaluating project
effectiveness.  This information is essential in documenting the magnitude, intensity and seasonal
variability of the problem, as well as establishing a benchmark for measuring effectiveness of
control efforts.  The gull community using TREE would be sampled at the active face and primary
loafing areas approximately once a week at fixed intervals throughout the day using 35
mm photography (shots will be obtained from  photographic transects covering the face and 
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loafing areas) to document the number of gulls visiting the facility and the approximate species
composition of the gull community.  WS would consult with nearby Sky Haven and Sanford
Airports officials monthly, to evaluate any increased hazards resulting from the harassment
program.  WS would continue to participate in quarterly wildlife hazard meetings at Pease and
maintain monthly bird hazard monitoring activities to ensure any increased gull hazards are
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documented in a timely fashion.  Over a six year cooperative relationship WS has assisted Pease in
reducing wildlife hazards and attractants.  

Additional secondary methods employed under this alternative to augment harassment activities
may include distress calls at strategic locations, overhead wires, habitat management, Avitrol®
(requires FWS and State permits) and methyl anthranilate repellents.  Methyl anthranilate has been
used at TREE, but to date with limited effectiveness. WS would advise WMNH on locations
where methyl anthranilate might be used most cost effectively.  WMNH or WS employees with
current New Hampshire Certified Pesticide Applicators licenses would be responsible for applying
repellents.  EPA label instructions would be strictly adhered to.  WS would be responsible for
acquiring the necessary State or Federal permits.  Overhead wires (or lines) may be installed
above water or buildings to exclude gulls from certain loafing areas.  Impacts to smaller, agile
birds would be negligible.  WS would consult with the USFWS regarding potential “May Affect”
status for any Federal endangered species.  WMNH would continue to manage vegetation growth
on completed phases of the landfill to exclude gulls from these areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The individual and cumulative impacts relative to the biological, sociocultural, physical and
economic environments are discussed under each alternative presented in this section.  Issues
evaluated and discussed under each alternative include potential impacts to: target, non-target and
threatened and endangered species, landfill abutters, human health and safety, water, the landfill
and other persons directly using the facility.  A summary comparing the impacts under each
alternative is presented in Table 2.

Issues and Concerns

The following issues and concerns have been considered under all alternatives and are presented
here to reduce redundancy.  In some cases, actions involving removal of wildlife from residential
areas may distress local residents who have developed affectionate bonds with individuals through
feeding and observing them.  WS is aware of this human dimension, recognizes that gulls may
have aesthetic value and has acknowledged this possibility in its decision making process and will
ensure animals are removed humanely only through approved methods.  

15
WS recognizes that herring, great black-backed and ring-billed gulls have aesthetic value.  The
actions taken under this EA would not noticeably reduce the ability of citizens to observe herring,
great black-backed and ring-billed gulls in their natural environments.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations requires Federal agencies to analyze disproportionately
high and adverse environmental effects of proposed actions on minority and low-income
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populations.  WS has analyzed the effects of the proposed action and determined that
implementation of the preferred alternative would not have adverse human health or
environmental impacts on low-income or minority populations.      

Alternative 1. No New Action: 

This alternative would have no effect on gull populations and associated problems at the TREE
Facility, as indicated by the history of the site.  Gull harassment activities would not be persistent
or effective enough to reduce large numbers of gulls from feeding and loafing at the facility.
Under this alternative reported gull population totals have increased from approximately 1,000 in
1991 to approximately 30,000 in 1998.  WMNH, aware of the increasing health and safety
hazards to landfill personnel and clients, increasing equipment maintenance and repair costs,
regulatory requirements to control birds as potential disease vectors, to reduce storm water
pollution impacts due to potential contamination from gull droppings and a desire to maintain
positive relations with neighboring property owners has found this alternative unacceptable.
Under this alternative there are potential short and long-term negative human health and safety,
equipment costs and neighbor relation impacts.  The potential exists for increased long-term
impacts related to fecal contamination of standing water on the TREE facility.  A potential for
fecal contamination of local water supplies would remain.  Potential disease vectors would not be
controlled.  Equipment maintenance costs would continue to be incurred by WMNH and other
persons using the facility.  As the landfill increases in elevation, conditions associated with
increasing gull populations may become more visible in the surrounding community.

Rapid increases in herring and great black-backed gull populations and their potential adverse
effects on other seabird populations became apparent in Maine by 1920 (Norton 1924).  More
recently, this problem has moved southward along the Atlantic Coast.  During the 1930’s fewer
than 100 pairs of these gulls were nesting in Massachusetts.  However, by the mid-1980’s, the
population was estimated at nearly 50,000 pairs (Blodget 1988).  During the period 1976-1990,
the nesting population of ring-billed gulls in the Canadian portion of the lower Great Lakes
system increased from almost 56,000 pairs to some 283,000 pairs.  This population increase may
be associated with the apparent “urbanization” of gulls.  

This alternative would have no negative cumulative impact on local or regional gull populations.
If TREE is an important energy subsidy, local and regional gull populations may continue to 

16
increase, as will potential conflicts associated with large concentrations of gulls.  Negative
impacts to local and regional threatened and endangered species may be expected to continue or
perhaps increase as interspecific competition for nesting space and gull predation remain high.

Alternative 2. Non-Lethal:
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Habitat Modification/Management. There are several diverse loafing areas and water attractants
at various locations at TREE so that grass management and removing water sources would have
only minimal effect on gull visitation and use at the landfill.  Completed cells or capped landfills
are typically earthen or grass covered surfaces.  Changing these components of landfill operations
would be very costly and could produce other unknown and undesirable effects.  For example,
gulls may utilize adjacent areas off site as loafing areas.  

The effect of this alternative would be to deter gulls from desired loafing areas.  Continuous
landfill construction activities, size of the multiple working faces, rate of client visitation and
distribution of loafing areas would make this a costly alternative producing only a minimal desired
effect of dispersing gulls.  

Repellents. Use of Methyl anthranilate (ReJeX-iTÔ TP-40 or AP-50) could reduce gull visitation
to treated areas and could have some continued applicability  in an integrated program at TREE.
This pesticide is a food additive (grape flavoring), safe for human consumption, and is formulated
to repel birds.  If used, EPA label instructions would be strictly followed.  There would be no
adverse impacts on the environment.  The product has been previously used with limited effect.
The adverse economic impact of the product’s high price would be mitigated by its selective use
as one part of a diverse control program.

Avitrol® has been used at some landfills (e.g. Medley Landfill, Waste Management in Florida) as
a part of an integrated approach to frighten gulls (Constantin 1995).  Given its history at some
other landfills, it should be considered as a potential method to effectively augment other
harassment methods.  Avitrol® (25% concentrate, EPA Reg. No. 11649-10) is generally lethal to
the few gulls that consume treated bread baits, and the adverse reaction to the active ingredient
4-Aminopyridine frightens the flock from the treatment site.  Use of Avitrol® would require a
FWS permit and State pesticide permit.  It can only be applied by certified applicators such as WS
employees or some private sector pest control operators.  All EPA label instructions would be
strictly followed to prevent impacts to non-target species.

Harassment (Noise & Visual Frightening). This approach entails a long-term, full-time,
aggressive, integrated control program of non-lethal harassment.  The positive effect of this
alternative could be to temporarily reduce gull visitation to the working faces, prevent gull
population numbers from increasing and reduce various problems associated with large
populations of gulls.  Adverse effects of this alternative include: gull habituation to pyrotechnic 

17
and visual deterrents resulting in increased usage of pyrotechnics and greater cost to the program.
Reducing gull visitation to the facility over the long-term may not be accomplished through this
alternative as gulls will habituate to harassment efforts over time.

There is potential for greater levels of noise heard by abutters and landfill personnel.  Human
safety concerns have been documented due to the erratic flight of a limited number of
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pyrotechnics and conducting harassment activities in close proximity to landfill personnel and
other persons using the landfill.  WS and WMNH gull control personnel are aware of these
concerns and would conduct all harassment activities under effective safety protocols.

There are possible adverse effects to neighbors and surrounding properties including potential
increased gull concentrations at these sites.  Potential off-site problems associated with large
populations of gulls would be monitored by WS and WMNH.  No state or Federal permits are
required to conduct harassment activities.  No federal or state endangered species are anticipated
to be affected by this alternative.  No negative environmental effect would result from the use of
pyrotechnics effigies and distress tapes.

Non-lethal activities would have no cumulative impact on gull populations.  Gull populations may
continue to increase if the landfill is an important energy subsidy.  Long-term negative impacts
associated with large concentrations of gulls and an increasing gull population may occur locally
and to a lesser degree regionally.  Potential short and long-term negative impacts on local
threatened and endangered species may be expected to continue if the effectiveness of non-lethal
methods are not enhanced by limited take.

Alternative 3. Local Gull Population Suppression:

This alternative could result in the removal, primarily by shooting, of up to thousands of gulls
annually.  It could be unsafe to remove such large numbers, particularly around the working face
with shotguns.  Strictly adhered-to shooting lanes would have to be established and maintained as
well as frequent refresher training for wildlife specialists to ensure safe program delivery.  Rocket
netting loafing gulls is a potential method to remove large numbers of gulls.  It would likely be an
unacceptable goal to remove all gulls attempting to visit the TREE Facility, given the large
numbers of gulls attempting to feed and loaf at the facility and the new migrants that continually
attempt to gain access.  Attempts to suppress the local population at the landfill would in all
likelihood elicit a vocal, negative response from some groups and individuals opposed to this
approach.

Local gull suppression attempts, primarily by shooting, may result in the removal of up to 20 gulls
per day.  This daily total would result in 100 gulls removed weekly and greater than 5,000
(100/week x 52 weeks) to be potentially removed annually.  However, implementation of only
local gull suppression activities to reduce gull conflicts at TREE has not been previously 

18
conducted and the 20 gulls per day is an estimate.  Nineteen gulls (approximately 5/day) were
removed to enhance harassment activities at TREE during week two of the integrated harassment
pilot project.  This best judgment estimate increases the 5 per day total to 20 per day as no
harassment activities would be conducted under this alternative and additional gulls would be
required to be removed to meet management objectives.  Given an estimated index of daily gull
visitation of up to 30,000 (5.0 x 6,000), the potential removal of an additional 5,000 gulls per year
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likelihood elicit a vocal, negative response from some groups and individuals opposed to this
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Local gull suppression attempts, primarily by shooting, may result in the removal of up to 20 gulls
per day.  This daily total would result in 100 gulls removed weekly and greater than 5,000
(100/week x 52 weeks) to be potentially removed annually.  However, implementation of only
local gull suppression activities to reduce gull conflicts at TREE has not been previously 
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conducted and the 20 gulls per day is an estimate.  Nineteen gulls (approximately 5/day) were
removed to enhance harassment activities at TREE during week two of the integrated harassment
pilot project.  This best judgment estimate increases the 5 per day total to 20 per day as no
harassment activities would be conducted under this alternative and additional gulls would be
required to be removed to meet management objectives.  Given an estimated index of daily gull
visitation of up to 30,000 (5.0 x 6,000), the potential removal of an additional 5,000 gulls per year
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(17% of the local population) as part of local gull suppression activities emphasizing lethal
methods would have negative cumulative impacts on local or regional gull populations. 

Removing thousands of gulls annually may have cumulative impacts on local and regional gull
populations.  Local populations would likely be reduced over time if sufficient numbers of
breeding adults were removed.  Assuming recruitment from immigration is manageable, this
program would still need to be in place long-term.  Regional gull populations would likely be
impacted to a lesser degree than the local population that uses TREE.  Cumulative regional
impacts would depend on the number of migratory birds shot that are using TREE.    

Alternative 4. Integrated Management: 

The proposed alternative would directly impact an estimated 30,000 gulls by preventing gulls
from using the TREE facility for feeding and loafing, thus requiring them to seek alternative
feeding and loafing areas.  Dispersing gulls could potentially produce impacts on area airports,
landfill abutters and the Isles of Shoals, New Hampshire.  Gulls pose a significant safety hazard to
aircraft and air passengers.  WS would monitor gulls using the landfill to assess program
effectiveness and possible adverse effects to the surrounding areas.  However, long-term impacts
should result in benefits to the surrounding areas due to the reduced numbers of gulls using the
landfill for feeding and loafing for extended time periods.  As part of quarterly wildlife meetings at
Pease International Tradeport (10/28/99 and 1/19/00) WS consulted with representatives
regarding increased gull activity.  No increased gull activity has been reported by Pease personnel
to date.

TREE personnel currently have authority under a USFWS Migratory Bird Depredation Permit to
remove up to 400 herring, great black-backed or ring-billed gulls in any combination annually; not
to exceed 75 in any given month.  To address conflicts associated with large populations of gulls
at the TREE facility and achieve the management objective of near zero gull visitation to the
working face, WS anticipates requesting authority for the removal of an additional 200 gulls
annually as part of ongoing persistent integrated harassment activities.  Given the recent gull
population increase along the east coast and an estimated index of daily gull visitation of up to
30,000 (5.0 x 6,000), the removal of an additional 200 gulls per year as part of integrated
harassment activities emphasizing non-lethal methods would have very minor cumulative impacts
on local or regional gull populations.  If successful in meeting WMNH objectives and if the
landfill is an important energy subsidy; then overall gull carrying capacity would be reduced.

19  
Therefore, ancillary impacts associated with large numbers of gulls using TREE such as
threatened and endangered common and roseate tern recovery activities on White and Seavey
Islands, economic costs and human health and safety issues could be reduced. 

WS has consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding concerns over potential
impacts of implementing the EA including: installing overhead wires to exclude gulls from specific
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areas, removal of a limited number of gulls and the impacts of gulls dispersing to surrounding
areas.  No adverse impacts to state or federally listed threatened or endangered species are
anticipated under the preferred alternative (No. 4 Integrated Management) and documented
through the attached letter e.g. Informal Section 7 Consultation.

There is potential for greater levels of noise heard by landfill personnel and abutters.  Removing a
limited number of gulls would enhance pyrotechnic effectiveness and require fewer to be used.
Human safety concerns have been previously documented.  WS and WMNH gull control 
personnel are aware of these concerns and would conduct all harassment activities a safe distance
from landfill personnel and clients.

The proposed alternative would be conducted in compliance with all local, state and federal laws.
The proposed alternative would reduce the problems associated with large populations of gulls
using the TREE Facility as a feeding and loafing area.  WS and WMNH gull patrol employees
would be responsible for conducting all pyrotechnic and shooting activities.  WS would supervise
WMNH gull control employees and ensure safety requirements are met.  WS would be
responsible for assisting WMNH with renewal of their Migratory Bird Depredation Permit and
obtaining a permit for WS employees.  Only WS and Waste Management employees would
conduct shooting activities.  

Initiating the project in the early fall would be advisable to precede peak gull migration.  Starting
the project at this time would allow WS and WMNH to prevent gulls from establishing feeding
and loafing territories rather than having to move them once they became established on site.  WS
would make available in a central location literature to aid landfill personnel and clients to
understand the adverse effects of large populations of gulls, diseases gulls can transmit, habitat
requirements of gulls and the adverse effects of purposely feeding gulls or allowing them
sustained easy access to food.  

Additional Safety Precautions

Because of the harsh terrain and types of material frequently encountered at the TLR-III landfill
all WS personnel involved in the control project will have had a series of Tetanus and Hepatitis
pre-exposure vaccinations.

20
Informal Section 7 Consultation

The Predecisional EA was provided to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Senior Endangered
Species Specialist, New England Field Office for review regarding potential impacts to federally
listed or proposed threatened or endangered species on December 15, 1999 in accordance with
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543).  No
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adverse impacts to federally listed or proposed endangered species are anticipated.  A January 19,
2000 letter documenting no adverse effects from actions covered under the preferred alternative
(No. 4 Integrated Management) to federally listed species is attached.

Public Notification

The Waste Water Treatment Plant of Rochester, Pease International Tradeport, Sanford Airport,
Sky Haven Airport and Rochester neighbors adjacent to the TREE facility have been briefed on
the need to control gull visitation to the landfill, methods proposed and possible adverse effects to
them.  A list of persons and agencies consulted is provided (Appendix 2).  WS attended Pease
Quarterly Wildlife Meetings (10/28/99 and 1/19/00) and provided an update regarding the status
of gull harassment activities at TREE.  Pease International Tradeport reported no increased gull
activity or gull related hazards to aircraft.  Responses from questionnaires provided to persons
using the landfill are reported in this document.  A letter from the Senior Endangered Species
Specialist of the New England Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service documenting no
adverse effect to threatened or endangered species is included.  Public notification was conducted
on February 7th and 8th, 2000 in the Fosters Daily Democrat Dover, New Hampshire.  No
requests for the EA or comments regarding the predecisional EA were received by WS during the
30 day comment period as a result of the public notification.  Comments or a copy of the
predecisional document may be obtained from the following address:

USDA, APHIS, Wildlife Services
59 Chenell Drive, Suite 7
Concord, NH 03301-8548

Individuals requesting the predecisional document will be acknowledged in the completed
document.  Signature of the Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision by the WS Eastern
Regional Director represents a completed document.  All other public comments are considered in
the final decision.

21
Literature Consulted:

Belant, J. L., Seamans, T. W., Gabrey, S. W. and Ickes, S. K. 1993. Importance of Landfills to 
nesting herring gulls. The Condor 95:817-830.

Blodget, B. G. 1988. The east coast gull explosion. Mass. Wildl. 38:12-19.
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AND 
DECISION

Reducing Potential Conflicts With Large Numbers 
of Gulls Using the

Turnkey Recycling and Environmental Enterprise Facility
Rochester, New Hampshire

USDA, APHIS, WS
59 Chenell Drive, Suite 7

 Concord, NH   03301-8548

The proposed action is to implement an integrated wildlife damage management strategy
(Alternative No. 4) for the purpose of reducing actual and potential adverse effects caused by
large populations of gulls using the Turnkey Landfill of Rochester located in Rochester, New
Hampshire as a feeding and loafing area.  These adverse effects include: potential health and
safety hazards to landfill personnel and clients, equipment maintenance and repair costs associated
with the accumulation of gull droppings, potential storm water pollution, potential disease vectors
and potential negative relations with neighboring property owners.  This strategy incorporates
non-lethal auditory and visual harassment methods, limited removal of a select number of gulls to
enhance the effectiveness of harassment efforts, exclusion methods, habitat modification,
repellents and public education.

A careful review of the EA indicates that there will not be a significant impact on the quality of
the human environment as a result of this proposal.  I agree with this conclusion, and therefore,
determine that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be prepared.  This
determination is based on consideration of the following factors:

1.  The proposed activities will occur in localized areas at and around the landfill.
                        The proposed activities are not national or regional in scope.

25
2. The proposed activities will not significantly affect public health and safety.  The

methods used to control gulls are highly target specific and are not likely to affect
public health and safety.  The proposed activities may benefit public health by
controlling disease vectors.  

3. The proposed activities will not have an impact on unique characteristics of the
                        geographic area such as historical or cultural resources, park lands, prime 
                        farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecological critical areas.  The 
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                        nature of the methods proposed for alleviating damages are not likely to affect the

                        physical environment.

4. The effects on the quality of the human environment of the proposed activities are
                        not highly controversial.  Although some people are opposed to some aspects of 
                        bird damage management, the methods and impacts are not controversial among 
                        experts. 

5. The possible effects of the proposed activities on the quality of the human 
                        environment are not highly uncertain and do not involve unique or unknown 
                        risks.  

6. The proposed activities do not establish a precedent for actions with future 
                        significant effects or represent a decision in principle about a future consideration.

7. There are no significant cumulative effects identified by this assessment. All gull
removal will be coordinated with USFWS.  The impacts on herring, great
black-backed and ring-billed gull populations when combined with other sources of
mortality have low to negligible impact.  

8. The proposed activities will not affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
                        objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
                        nor will it cause a loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical
                        resources.  

9. The proposed activities will fully comply with the Endangered Species Act of 
                        1973, as amended.  The proposed activities would not affect non target Federally 
                        or State listed threatened and endangered species.  The proposed action will be 
                        likely provide indirect benefit to nesting shorebirds in the Isles of Shoals by
                        reducing gull predation and competition for nesting space.  The USFWS has
                        concurred with this conclusion.

26
10. There are no irreversible or irretrievable resource commitments identified by this

                        assessment, except for a minor consumption of fossil fuels for routine operations.  
11. The proposed activities will not threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law

or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.  Wildlife Services
has consulted with the (state, local and Federal agencies involved). 
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Director, WS Eastern Region
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            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27



Additional copies of the EA are available upon request from the WS office identified above.

______________________________                                               ________________
Gary E. Larson                                                                                       Date
Director, WS Eastern Region

Attachment:   
Reducing Conflicts Due To Large Populations of Gulls At the Turnkey Recycling 

            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27



Additional copies of the EA are available upon request from the WS office identified above.

______________________________                                               ________________
Gary E. Larson                                                                                       Date
Director, WS Eastern Region

Attachment:   
Reducing Conflicts Due To Large Populations of Gulls At the Turnkey Recycling 

            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27



Additional copies of the EA are available upon request from the WS office identified above.

______________________________                                               ________________
Gary E. Larson                                                                                       Date
Director, WS Eastern Region

Attachment:   
Reducing Conflicts Due To Large Populations of Gulls At the Turnkey Recycling 

            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27



Additional copies of the EA are available upon request from the WS office identified above.

______________________________                                               ________________
Gary E. Larson                                                                                       Date
Director, WS Eastern Region

Attachment:   
Reducing Conflicts Due To Large Populations of Gulls At the Turnkey Recycling 

            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27



Additional copies of the EA are available upon request from the WS office identified above.

______________________________                                               ________________
Gary E. Larson                                                                                       Date
Director, WS Eastern Region

Attachment:   
Reducing Conflicts Due To Large Populations of Gulls At the Turnkey Recycling 

            and Environmental Enterprise Facility Rochester, New Hampshire

27















28
Appendix 1. Individual Commentator Index

Comment
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3. Keep up the good work.  The gulls can be a real hazard.

4. A very worthwhile project.  For the past several weeks it has almost been a pleasant place to      
   come to.                                   

5. Shooting too close to trucks.

6. At time pyrotechnics have gone off close to me and my truck.

7. It is better with the gulls off-site.

8. Less poop on truck and saving me time and money.

9. Keep safe distance from trucks.                    
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2. Mike Amaral: Senior Endangered Species Specialist, New England Field Office, USFWS

3. Bill Howard: District Engineer, Waste Management of New Hampshire Inc.
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4. Dianne Deluca: New Hampshire Audubon Society

5. Mark Ellingwood: Wildlife Programs Administrator, New Hampshire Fish and Game                 
                                  Department

6. Shannon Starrat: Environmental Coordinator, USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services 

7. David Reinhold: Environmental Coordinator, USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services

8. Patricia Hannon: Program Coordinator, New Hampshire Department of Environmental              
                                Services

9. Richard Wadleigh: National Environmental Manager, USDA/APHIS/Wildlife Services
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