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I will address the questions in the order presented.
1. - There are several statements regarding sexual dimorphism in vocalizations and morphology that do not reflect current literature (page 61624). In my dissertation (Halterman 2009) I found that there were no morphological differences in body size or shape and size of tail spots between males and females as stated in Hughes 1999. The characteristics from Hughes were not made using genetically sexed individuals. The statement at the end of the second full paragraph beginning with “Males and female differ slightly… and ending with (Hughes 1999, pp2-3) should be removed from the document to reflect our current understanding of cuckoo morphology.

· The paragraph following makes statements about cuckoo vocalizations. Based both  on my research and subsequent work by the Southern Sierra Research Station (McNeil et al 2012 and 2013), there statements about unmated and unmated vocalizations is incorrect. I would make the following edits: 1. In the first sentence, remove the word “mated”. The second sentence is incorrect, based on the previously mentioned research.  I would suggest “soft cooing notes” be added to the previous sentence, after “towards the end”.
 
· Page 61629, third column, second bullet point. I, and other researchers in the southwest, have observed known-age juvenile cuckoos that, at one month old, are nearly indistinguishable from adults in appearance. This includes a yellow bill.

· Pages 61632, second column, end of partial paragraph – Please add “McNeil at al 2011, 2012” in the citations.

· Page 61633, end of first full paragraph: Please add hackberry (Genus Celtis) after tamarisk.
  
2.  The proposed rule accurately summarizes the species requirements, and the scientific foundation is fundamentally sound.
 
3. No comments.
 
4. I found the review to be accurate and that it reflected the current information available. I see a valid case for listing as detailed in the proposed rule. 

5.  Not to my knowledge.

6. To my knowledge, the best available information was used.

7. I am not aware of any significant peer-reviewed scientific papers omitted from consideration.

8. The detail was sufficient.

9. There are many basic questions about this species – site fidelity, migration routes, and survival rates are a few examples – which will impact recovery of the species.  These are mentioned, but the fact that they will have a big impact on the recovery process should be emphasized. 
 


 

