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House Subcommittee Hears
Testimony on the Act

Oversight hearings on the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 were held by
the U.S. House of Representatives on
February 22 and March 8, 1982. These
sessions, along with an earlier round of
hearings conducted on December 8 and
10, 1981, by the U.S. Senate, are pre-
liminary to reauthorization of the Act by
Congress.

Congressman John Breaux (D-LA),
chairman of the Subcommittee on Fish-
eries and Wildlife Conservation and the
Environment, Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, presided over
both days of House hearings. Breaux
opened the hearings by stating, "'l think
most of us agree that the goals of the
Act are noble. Most of us also agree
that there have been problems for
various reasons with its implementation.
Let us resolve to listen to each other to
work together in a spirit of compromise,
to develop legislation that will result in a
strong, effective, and rational program
to protect endangered species.” Testi-
mony was received by the Subcommit-
tee from three Federal agencies and
from over 2 dozen other witnesses rep-
resenting State governments, private in-
dustry, conservation groups, and
academia.

The witnesses were organized into
panels addressing various issues. Sum-
mary testimony of the Fish and Wildlife
Service (Interior), National Marine Fish-
eries Service (Commerce), and the
State Department was not heard until
the end of the second day, allowing
these witnesses to respond to all pre-
ceding testimony.

Eugene Hester, Deputy Director of
the Service, testified that a recent agen-
cy review of the Act had revealed ‘'sev-
eral problem areas which need to be
addressed.” He stated that the Service,
however, was “‘uncertain how to trans-
late the identfication of these problems
into specific legislation” and suggested
that, perhaps, policy or regulatory
changes could solve many of the prob-
lems. The Service recommended that
the Section 7 “exemption process’” be

streamlined and that an "experimental
population” category be established un-
der the Act. The Service requested a
1-year reauthorization during which it
will attempt to “correct identified prob-
lems through existing regulatory and
administrative mechanisms before
opening up the Act to further major leg-
islative modification.” Other Service
witnesses were Ronald E. Lambertson,
Associate Director and Endangered
Species Program Manager; John L.
Spinks, Chief, Office of Endangered
Species; and Richard Jachowski, Chief,
Office of the Scientific Authority.
William H. Stevenson, Deputy Admin-
istrator for Fisheries, National Marine
Fisheries Service, summarized Com-
merce's activities conducted under the
Act. He testified that the Act "“‘has
worked well with respect to the marine
species” and recommended a 2-year
reauthorization without amendments.
Richard B. Roe, Acting Director, Office

of Marine Mammals and Endangered
Species, also testified for Commerce.

The testimony of David A. Colson,
Assistant Legal Advisor for Oceans, In-
ternational Environmental and Scientific
Affairs, U.S. Department of State, fo-
cused on international wildlife conser-
vation, and in particular, on the Conven-
tion on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora (CITES) which is implemented by
the Act. Colson stated, ‘‘The Depart-
ment of State is firmly committed to the
reauthorization of the Act as a means of
carrying out our international obligations
and furthering our interests. We should
be concerned about amendments to the
Act which would call into question our
ability to carry out our obligations or
which would detract from the leadership
role we exercise.”

Prior to the State Department's testi-
mony, a proposal had been made that
the Act be amended to require that the
United States automatically take a res-
ervation if, under CITES, a domestic
species is added to the CITES appen-
dices notwithstanding U.S. opposition.
Colson commented on this amendment,

Continued on page 5

Condor Pair Accidentally Destroys
its Own Egg

Efforts to conserve the critically En-
dangered California condor (Gymno-
gyps californianus) were dealt a set-
back February 26 when the first egg
known to have been laid this season
was accidentally destroyed by the
breeding pair.

On February 14, a biologist with the
Condor Research Center was the first
person ever to witness the laying of a
California condor egg. The egg was
dropped from the standing position, fall-
ing about one foot into a sand substrate
without suffering any apparent damage,
and the female began incubation within
minutes. The biologist observed the
event through a telescope from one-
third of a mile away in the mountains
northwest of Los Angeles.

Both birds took turns incubating the
egg until February 24, when the male

condor refused to relinquish it to the fe-
male. After 2 days of disputing, the fe-
male managed to work the egg out from
under her mate. Unfortunately, the egg
rolled out of the nest cave and, despite
efforts by both condors to work it back
inside, it rolled over the cliff. Most of its
remains were quickly consumed by ra-
vens and the female condor, although a
few fragments were recovered for
study.

The condor pair has mated again
since the incident and, because the loss
occurred so early in the breeding sea-
son, there i1s a reasonably good chance
that the birds might produce a second
egg. They are believed to be the same
pair that successfully fledged a chick 2
years ago after other disputes at that
time.



Endangered Species Program re-
gional staffers have reported the follow-
ing activities for the month of February:

Region 1 —Efforts to eradicate all fe-
ral sheep and goats from Mauna Kea
Forest Reserve on the Island of Hawaii
are progressing successfully. The proj-

ect was mandated by a Federal Court
order, and is intended to protect the En-
dangered palila (Psittirostra bailleui)
and its mamane-naio forest ecosystem.
Between July 1980 and May 1981, the
first phase of the project involved public
hunting, which harvested 1074 feral
sheep and 95 feral goats. The second
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phase, involving Hawaii Department of
Forestry and Wildlife staff, resulted in
the taking of 494 feral sheep and 64 fe-
ral goats by October 1981. At that time,
it was estimated that fewer than 30
sheep and 6 goats remained. Since
then, a bimonthly program of 1-week
long efforts using Hawaii personnel and
helicopters has been continuing in the
effort to eradicate the few remaining fe-
ral goats and sheep.

The Laysan Duck Recovery Plan has
been submitted to the Director for
approval.

Representatives of interested Federal
and State agencies and the botanical
community at large met recently in Cali-
fornia for the annual review of the ap-
proximately 800 California plant taxa
published in the December 15, 1980,
Notice of Review.

Region 2—The Dexter National Fish
Hatchery has produced about 1.8 mil-
lion razorback sucker (Xyranchea tex-
anus) eggs, with approximately 500,000
larvae hatched as of March 1, 1982,

Some progress is being made toward
acquisition of the San Bernardino
Ranch (Arizona) in fiscal year 1982 af-
ter meetings with The Nature Conserv-
ancy and the Cochise County Recrea-
tion Commission. The ranch contains
habitat for several listed fishes.

As of February 26, 1982, there were
eight active bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus) territories in the Salt
and Verde River systems (Arizona),
with young hatched at three sites. One
nest, however, was about to be flooded
by the rising Horseshoe Reservoir. The
adults at that nest are incubating the
eggs, and several contingency plans
are being considered.

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Depart-
ment is assisting Region 2 by trapping
and shipping Texas bobwhites (Colinus
virginianus texanus) to be used as “fos-
ter parents’” for introductions of masked
bobwhite (C.v. ridgwayi) chicks from
the Patuxent Wildlife Research Center
into Mexico. This project is part of the
U.S./Mexican Cooperative Agreement
for Wildlife Conservation.

Region 4—The Georgia Department
of Natural Resources has located two
more eagle nests in Georgia. Unlike the
nest found last year, which was the first
nest reported in Georgia in several
years, these nests are not located on
the coast.

The Eastern Indigo Snake Recovery
Plan has been submitted to the Director
for approval. Draft recovery plans for
the Tennessee purple coneflower
(Echinacea tennesseensis), Alabama
cavefish (Speoplatyrhinus poulsoni),
and the painted snake coiled forest
snail (Anguispira picta) have been
submitted for technical review. Agency
reviews are being conducted on recov-
ery plan drafts for the Puerto Rican



parrot (Amazona vittata), red wolf
(Canis rutus), and Eastern cougar (Fe-
lis concolor cougar).

The Range-wide Red-cockaded
Woodpecker Survey is continuing with
input from military installations and na-
tional wildlife refuges in the region.

The Green Pitcher Plant Recovery
Team was appointed on January 6,
1982, and a draft recovery plan, com-
pleted under contract, was transmitted
to the recovery team on February 12,
1982.

Since early February, there has been
a continuing die-off of manatees
(Trichechus manatus) in Lee County,
Florida. As of March 4, the toll was 21
known dead. One was probably injured
in a boat collision, but the others exhib-
ited no signs of trauma and their cause
of death has not yet been determined,
although cold water temperatures have
been ruled out. The manatee salvage
and necropsy team, operating out of the
National Fish and Wildlife Laboratory
(NWFL) in Gainesville, Florida, has
taken tissue samples, which are being
analyzed at NWFL and various other
labs.

Region 5—Pete McLain, Deputy Di-
rector of the New Jersey Fish, Game,
and Wildlife Department, has prepared
a plan for bald eagle management in
New Jersey. The one remaining bald
eagle pair in the State has a long histo-
ry of nesting failure, but officials are
hopeful that they will accept a captive-
produced hatchling this spring from the
Patuxent Wildlife Research Center.

A bald eagle found incapacitated
along the lower Connecticut River Janu-
ary 31 was rehabilitated by raptor ex-
perts Jan and Stuart Mitchell and re-
leased 2 weeks later. The nature of the
bird's problem was not known, but it had
a body temperature lower than normal,
and the Mitchells provided food and an-
tibiotics. The event received coverage
in the local Connecticut press.

The Delmarva Fox Squirrel Recovery
Team met in Annapolis February 19 to
discuss recovery progress, funding, and
updating of the recovery plan. Addition-
al squirrel transplants in Maryland and
Virginia are scheduled for this spring.

Region 6—A management plan is
being prepared for whooping cranes
(Grus americana) on the Platte River in
Nebraska. The plan will be based large-
ly on the results of recent studies com-
pleted by the Service, U.S. Geological
Survey, and Bureau of Reclamation.
Phase | of the plan will concentrate on a
review of the Platte River Studies and
the flow aspects of the plan, including
the amount of flow needed to scour the
habitat, the amount needed when
cranes are present, and the amount
needed to protect the wet meadow com-
plex. Phase Il of the plan, to be com-
pleted when funds become available,

Culebrita Island Remains Part
of Refuge System

On February 1, 1982, Secretary of the
Department of the Interior, James G.
Watt signed a notice advising the public
of his decision on the proposed disposi-
tion and administration of lands de-
clared excess by the U.S. Navy on the
islands of Culebra and Culebrita, Puerto
Rico. The Department has decided to
deed 936 acres in Culebra Island to the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and to
transfer 776 acres to the Service. The
decision also retains approximately 262
acres on Culebrita Island in the Serv-
ice's National Wildlife Refuge System.

Six species protected under the En-

dangered Species Act of 1973 are af-
fected by this disposition which imple-
ments the alternative combining social,
economic, and wildlife benefits devel-
oped in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. Cooperative management
agreements between the Common-
wealth and the Service relating to con-
servation and development of the natu-
ral and cultural resources on the land
involved have been developed and will
be carried out. The formal land ex-
changes are planned for early 1982.
(For more information on this story see
the November 1981 BULLETIN).

will cover other alternatives and recom-
mendations for protecting the habitat,
such as mechanical and chemical meth-
ods for clearing woody vegetation.

A Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) was signed with Francis E.
Warren Air Force Base in Cheyenne,
Wyoming, for the management and pro-
tection of a rare plant species, the Colo-
rado butterfly plant (Gaura neo-
mexicana ssp. coloradensis). One of
three known populations exists on the
base. This is the first of several MOU'’s
that Region 6 is pursuing for plants.

Twenty Aleutian Canada geese
(Branta canadensis leucopareia) were
killed by a mink (Mustela vison) at the
Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Cen-
ter during a blizzard the night of Febru-
ary 23. Over 50 mallards (Anas
platyrhynchos) were also found dead.
The winter bird pens have been rela-
tively secure in the past, and it is
thought that the deep snow drifts may
have allowed the animal to cross the
perimeter fences into the pen complex.
Although the mink at first eluded a num-
ber of live traps which were set in and
around the pens, it was found captured
the following morning.

A dead black-footed ferret (Mustela
nigripes) was found near the ranch
southwest of Meeteetse, Wyoming,
where dogs killed a ferret last Septem-
ber (see the October 1981 BULLETIN).
The ferret was found by Dr. Tim Clark,
who has been working in the area to ob-
tain information on the winter activities
of black-footed ferrets and to locate ad-
ditional prairie dog towns with ferrets
present. A necropsy did not reveal the
cause of death, but additional tests are
being conducted. It has been deter-
mined that the ferret definitely was not
the individual radio-collared and tracked
in November 1981 (see the December
1981 BULLETIN).

A third dead ferret, this time a road
kill, was found March 3 about Y mile
north of Meeteetse, and approximately

15 miles northeast of the main study
area. This latest discovery has raised
biologists’ hopes of finding a new popu-
lation of ferrets.

Region 7—Work is continuing on
revising both the approved Aleutian
Canada Goose Recovery Plan and the
agency review draft of the Alaska Pere-
grine Falcon Recovery Plan.

Back Issues of
Bulletin Available

Back lIssues of the Endangered
Species Technical Bulletin are avail-
able from the Fish and Wildlife
Reference Service in Denver, Colo-
rado. This service is an agency of the
Denver Public Library and is funded
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Division of Federal Aid. Available
“hard copy" issues will be sent free of
charge upon request for as longas the
supply lasts. Aset of back issues (July
1976 November/December 1980) is
available on microfiche for $2.00.
Please state clearly which “hard
copy” issues (month and year) you
wish to receive and/or send money
for microfiche copy to Fish and
Wildlife Reference Service, Unit 1,
3840 York Street, Denver, Colorado
80205 (800/525-3426).

Attention Readers

If you are receiving a duplicate
copy of the BULLETIN, or if your
office continues to receive copies
addressed to individuals no longer
employed by your agency, please let
us know so that we can eliminate these
entries from our mailing list. Please
refer to the zip code as well as to the
addressee when you call or write
regarding changes in the mailing list.
Thank you.

—The Editor




RULEMAKING ACTIONS— reoruary 1982

Hay’s Spring Amphipod
Listed as Endangered

This tiny aquatic crustacean, the Hay's spring amphipod (Stygobromus hayi), was
recently added to the U.S. List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.

Photo by C. Kenneth Dodd

Hay's spring amphipod (Stygo-
bromus hayi), an aquatic crustacean
occurring in a single spring within the
National Zoological Park in Washington,
D.C., was listed by the Service as an

Endangered species (F.R. 2/5/82). Crit-
ical Habitat has not been determined for
the amphipod because of possible col-
lection threat or malicious acts.
Extensive surveys of the Rock Creek

Drainage by Dr. John Holsinger of Old
Dominion University have determined
that Hay's spring amphipod is found
only at one small spring which emerges
from the rocky western wall of the Rock
Creek Valley and flows about 35 meters
into Rock Creek. No more than 10 indi-
viduals of the species have been seen
at the site at any one time.

The continued existence of this spe-
cies is threatened by vandalism and by
overcollecting for scientific purposes.
Additionally, since the entire habitat
covers an area of only about 5 square
feet, it could be threatened by the possi-
bility of its existence being overlooked
during future park planning.

Implementation of the protections
provided by the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 for the amphipod will have
no effect on development since those
protections are consistent with the cur-
rent management and maintenance of
both Rock Creek Park and the National
Zoological Park. No plans or projects
are known or anticipated which will be
affected by this rule. The listing, how-
ever, will draw attention to the species’
existence and add further justification
for its protection during future planning
at the National Zoological Park.

The species was first proposed (un-
der the scientific name Stygonectes
hayi) as Endangered on January 12,
1977. As a result of the Endangered
Species Act Amendments of 1978, that
proposal was withdrawn by the Service.
The species was reproposed on July
25, 1980.

Wood Stork Population Declines in States

Through a notice of status review
(F.R. 2/16/82) the Service is seeking
additional biological data on the U.S.
population of the wood stork (Mycteria
americana) to determine whether this
species should be protected under the
Endangered Species Act. The review
was prompted by data indicating popu-
lation decline and adverse habitat
modification.

The Service is also seeking informa-
tion regarding environmental and eco-
nomic impacts which might be effected
by a possible listing of the stork or by a
determination of Critical Habitat for the
species (i.e. effects on Federal funding,
grants, or permits). Information respon-
sive to the notice should be submitted
on or before April 19, 1982, to the Area
Manager, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, Department of the Interior, 15 North

Laura Street, Jacksonville, Florida

32202.

Biology and Status

Wood storks, the only true stork na-
tive to the U.S., are large, long-legged
wading birds which frequent freshwater
and brackish wetlands and nest in cy-
press and mangrove swamps. They
feed in freshwater marshes and similar
habitats.

Formerly, wood storks nested in the
coastal southern States from South
Carolina to Texas. Today, nesting in the
U.S. is confined to Florida and south-
eastern Georgia. The U.S. breeding
population has declined from approxi-
mately 75,000 in the early 1930's to
only 10,000 in 1979. The most consist-
ent nest failures have occurred since
1960, with the overall number of storks

breeding in the U.S. declining 41 per-
cent between 1960 and 1975.

Two major factors involved in the de-
cline of the wood stork in the U.S. are
(1) the reduction in the number of avail-
able nesting sites and (2) the loss of an
adequate food base during the nesting
season. Both factors are due primarily
to drainage and altered hydroperiods
caused by manipulation of wetlands,
particularly in south Florida. Major wood
stork rookery and feeding areas are lo-
cated on a map published within the no-
tice of status review.

The present U.S. breeding population
is now disjunct from the population
which nests from Mexico through Cen-
tral and South America to northern Ar-
gentina. The Mexican and Central
American breeders, which disperse into
the southern U.S. after breeding, are
not subjects of this review.



CITES NEWS—rebruary 1982

The Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended in 1979, designates
the Secretary of the Interior as both the
Management Authority and the Scientif-
ic Authority of the United States, for the
purposes of the Convention on Interna-
tional Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). Man-
agement Authority responsibilities are
delegated to the Associate Director—
Federal Assistance; Scientific Authority
responsibilities are delegated to the As-
sociate Director-Research.

The Service's Wildlife Permit Office
(WPO) functions as staff to the U.S.

Management Authority for CITES, as-
suring that wildlife and plants are ex-
ported or imported in compliance with
laws for their protection and issuing
permits for legal trade of these species.
The Service’'s Office of the Scientific
Authority (OSA) functions as staff to the
U.S. Scientific Authority for CITES. OSA
reviews applications to export and
import species protected under CITES,
reviews the status of wild animals and
plants impacted by trade, makes cer-
tain findings concerning housing and
care of protected specimens, and ad-
vises on trade controls.

Service Announces Preliminary
Proposals to Amend CITES Appendices

The Service has announced the pre-
liminary results of its review of North
American animals included on Appen-
dices | and Il of CITES (F.R. 2/17/82).
Public comment on the review is invited,
and all statements received by August
31, 1982, will be considered in deter-
mining whether the Service should sub-
mit proposals to the CITES Secretariat
for circulation to the Parties.

Background

At last year's CITES conference at
New Delhi, India, the Parties resolved to
conduct a 10-year review of the appen-
dices, and a notice initiating Service
participation in this process was pub-
lished in June 30, 1981 (see the July
1981 BULLETIN). The review is being
conducted in coordination with the Ca-
nadian Wildlife Service and the
Direccion General de la Fauna Silvestre
of Mexico. Both biological and trade in-
formation on CITES species native to
North America (and islands under U.S.
jurisdiction) was solicited. Comments
were received from a number of State
wildlife agencies, zoos, and interest
groups.

Potential Proposals

Among the potential proposals is a
change in status under CITES for the
following species, or some of their pop-
ulations: bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis), gray wolf (Canis lupus),
lynx (Lynx canadensis), pronghorn an-
telope (Antilocapra americana), swift
fox (Vulpes velox), Tule white-fronted
goose (Anser albifrons gambelli), and
the Mona Island boa (Epicrates
monensis monensis). The Service is
considering a proposal to retain the riv-
er otter (Lutra canadensis) on Appendix

I to help control trade in other otter spe-
cies similar in appearance. Also under
consideration are proposals to remove
the blue pike (Stizostedion vitreum
glaucum) and longjaw cisco (Corego-
nus alpenae) from Appendix | because
these fishes are likely to have been
extirpated.

The Service has decided not to pro-
pose changes in CITES listings of other
North American animals at this time.
Results of the review on plants will be
announced in a separate notice. The
Service plans to publish a further Fed-
eral Register notice in September 1982
announcing its decisions on the poten-
tial proposals prior to submitting them to
the CITES Secretariat for consideration
at the next CITES conference, which is
expected to occur around April 1983.

HOUSE HEARINGS

Continued from page 1

saying it is “inappropriate and does not
further our interests from a practical
perspective.” He said that the State De-
partment was not opposed to reserva-
tions per se, but noted constitutional is-
sues, the need for flexibility in conduct
of foreign relations, and that “the legal
structure of CITES is such that the tak-
ing of a reservation . .. is little more than
a political objection, at least as con-
cerns parties to the Convention.’ Col-
son also expressed concern that, such
a precedent having been set by the
U.S., broad scale taking of reservations
could soon become the “death knell" of
CITES' effectiveness.

A proposed amendment to the Act
providing for a determination of “no det-
riment’ under CITES had also been rec-
ommended to the Subcommittee. Col-
son commented on this saying, “While
we would fully support greater State in-
volvement in such determinations, we
believe that to conform with CITES, any
formulation concerning “no detriment”
should be sufficiently flexible, providing
for the consideration of possibly differ-
ent criteria in specific cases, and sub-
ject to final determination by the nation-
al scientific authority established by
Section 8(a) of the Act pursuant to the
Act.”

The third proposal of concern to the
State Department is that the Act be
amended to delete the requirement for
listing foreign species, Endangered or
Threatened, under the Act, leaving their
listing solely to CITES. Colson clarified
that the Act provides much broader pro-
tection than CITES and that “if listing of
foreign species is terminated under the
Act, Section 8 programs providing for fi-

Continued on page 11

Request for Data on Additions
to CITES Appendices

The Service has published a notice
(F.R. 2/16/82) requesting information
from the public on species that might be
considered for inclusion on Appendix |
or Il of CITES. All data received by May
31, 1982, will be considered in identi-
fying organisms that should be pro-
posed for CITES listing at the next con-
ference of the parties, which will occur
around April 1983.

The scope of this examination is
worldwide, and includes both plants and
animals. In its notice, the Service in-
cluded a preliminary list of some plants
that are considered candidates for list-
ing under the Endangered Species Act,
and which are of special interest for
CITES protection because of actual or

potential international trade.

After analysis of the information re-
ceived in response to the February 16
notice, the Service plans to publish an-
other notice in July 1982 announcing
those species selected .as candidates
for U.S. CITES proposals. After further
comment and review, the Service will
publish in October 1982 a notice of the
U.S. proposals that will be forwarded to
the CITES Secretariat.

Copies of the February 16 notice, the
current CITES appendices, and the cri-
teria for making changes in the appen-
dices are available from the Office of
the Scientific Authority, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.
20240 (202/653-5948).



Virginia’s Endangered Mussels Studied by
State’s Co-op Fishery Research Unit

Second in a series on Endangered spe-
cies projects being conducted by the
Service's Cooperative Research Units
program.

Scientists have known since the last
century that the rivers of eastern North
America contain the richest and most
diverse freshwater mussel fauna in the
world. Unfortunately, this important re-
source has declined to the point where
23 species of mussels are now classi-
fied as Endangered.

Since relatively little is known about
the biology, ecology, and habitat re-
quirements of these organisms, re-
search is essential for their conserva-
tion and recovery. The Service's
Virginia Cooperative Fishery Research
Unit, along with the Biology Department
of the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University (VPI & SU), was con-
tracted by the Virginia Commission of
Game and Inland Fisheries (VCGIF)
and the Service’'s Endangered Species
Program for studies on the State's nine
Endangered mussel species. Although
the work is concentrating on listed spe-
cies in southwestern Virginia waters, it
is expected to have applications to
other mussels of the Tennessee River
Basin.

The Cumberland Plateau region,
which includes portions of seven States
along the southern Appalachian Moun-
tains, is a major center of molluscan
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speciation. In addition to many endemic
mussels, its waters contain fauna typi-
cal of the Ohio and Mississippi River
Basins. Approximately 65 mussel spe-
cies occur in Virginia, an indication of
the area’s diversity. Within the upper
Tennessee River drainage, particularly
sections of the Clinch and Powell Riv-
ers, the North, Middle, and South Forks
of the Holston River, and their numer-
ous tributaries, are found the State's re-
maining populations of nine Endan-
gered mussels: the fine-rayed pigtoe
(Fusconaia cuneolus), shiny pigtoe (F.
edgariana), rough pigtoe (Pleurobema
plenum), Cumberland monkeyface
(Quadrula intermedia), Appalachian
monkeyface (Q. sparsa), birdwing
(Conradilla caelata), dromedary
(Dromus dromas), green-blossom
(Dysnomia |Epioblasma] torulosa gu-
bernaculum), and tan riffle shell (D.
[=E]) walkeri). (Two of these, P. ple-
num and D. t. gubernaculum, were re-
ported historically from Virginia, but are
now thought to be extirpated from the
State.)

Virginia Co-op Fishery Research Unit
Study

The lead responsibility for protection
and management of the State’'s Endan-
gered mollusks is with the VCGIF,
which contracted with the Virginia Co-
operative Fishery Research Unit and
VPI & SU to obtain the necessary basic

Searching for endangered mussels with a plexiglass-bottom waterscope and

mussel scoop.

biological and ecological data. Among
the chief study objectives were to 1)
compile a literature digest, determine
the species’ ranges, and develop rela-
tive distribution maps; 2) describe the
general habitat characteristics for each
listed mussel; and 3) summarize the
data. Co-op unit leader Dr. Garland B.
Pardue, assistant leader Dr. Richard J.
Neves, and biologists Dr. Ernest F.
Benfield and Sally D. Dennis submitted
the final report, aided in their investiga-
tions by Alexander V. Zale, Lynn Rus-
sell Weaver, and Jane Barden.

The projects included under the first
objective were originally contracted to
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA),
and that agency's 1978 report provided
a literature review, along with historical
and recent collection records; however,
since no fieldwork had been conducted
to update the previous records, it was
necessary to verify the Endangered
mussel sites. A team of four biologists
was sent out during periods of low
stream flow (summer-autumn) to sam-
ple both historical sites and other areas
showing evidence of suitable habitat.
Where practical, the search was carried
out by snorkling and wading;
waterscopes were used in all riffle
areas. Stream banks were examined for
freshly dead shells, and representative
shells of the various species found dur-
ing the surveys were retained for the
VPI & SU collection. All live specimens,
however, were returned to the water.
Wherever several individuals of a listed
species were discovered, the biologists
conducted quantitative sampling. All
specimens in each sample quadrat
were identified, counted, measured for
shell length, and placed back into the
same area.

Host Fish Surveys

Following internal fertilization of eggs,
mussel embryos develop to the glo-
chidial phase within the gills of adult fe-
male mussels. These immature mussels
are released into the stream where, in
most species, they must attach to the
gills or fins of certain fishes. During this
parasitic phase, the glochidia derive nu-
trients from the host fish and metamor-
phose further, developing the anatomy
necessary to survive later as adults. Be-
cause of their particular requirements,
most mussels exhibit degrees of speci-
ficity in their host selection; only certain
fishes can benefit each mussel species.
Conservation of the appropriate host
fishes therefore is very important in any
recovery effort for listed mussels.

As part of the Virginia Co-op Fishery
Unit study, researchers visited all im-
portant Endangered mussel sites where
there were no past fish collection rec-
ords in order to determine species com-
position. A gas-powered, backpack
electroshocking device was used to
stun the fish and, after an initial exami-



nation at the site to determine that no
protected fishes were taken, the speci-
mens were preserved in formalin for
identification and further analysis in the
laboratory.

Although more research is necessary
on the requirements of Virginia's En-
dangered mussels, life history studies
conducted by Zale and Weaver on sev-
eral Cumberlandian mollusks have con-
firmed that nongame fishes are impor-
tant hosts. This point has implications
for certain traditional fishery manage-
ment practices, such as the stocking of
streams with game species, which could
change fish community compositions.
Among the Virginia co-op unit's recom-
mendations is that fisheries manage-
ment operations in Endangered mussel
habitat be carefully reviewed.

Other habitat characteristics take on
greater importance after the glochidia
drop off the host fish to begin the free-
living phase of their life cycle. Literature
and site surveys were conducted on the
substrate, water quality, and hydrology
of the waters within southwestern
Virginia.

TVA has recently completed similar
studies in the upper Tennessee River
drainage to evaluate the status of
Cumberlandian mussels throughout
their range.

Management Recommendations

Of the seven Endangered mussels
still remaining in Virginia, five have de-
clined to such a low level that habitat
conservation appears to be their only
chance for long-term survival within the
State. Habitat for Quadrula intermedia,
Q. sparsa, and Dromus dromas is in the
Powell River between river miles (PRM)
115.8 and 130.6; Conradilla caelata oc-
curs within the same stretch, as well as
in the Clinch River between (at mini-
mum) CRM 206.9 and 219.2; and Dys-
nomia walkeri is found only in the Mid-
dle Fork of the Holston River between
MFHRM 18.4 and 29.1. Taken together,
these 37 miles constitute virtually all
known habitat for the five mussel spe-
cies in Virginia. Until more is known
about the particular needs of individual
species, conservation of habitat for all
species present at any given Endan-
gered mussel site (both listed and non-
listed species) is considered the best
approach. Among the study team'’s rec-
ommendations is that Virginia consider
designating areas of special concern as
mussel sanctuaries, similar to those al-
ready established in Tennessee to pro-
tect that State’s Endangered mussels.

Because of their greater numbers and
distribution, Fusconaia cuneolus and F.
edgariana, the two other listed species
still found in Virginia, are considered in
less immediate danger. The Virginia
Co-op Unit’s studies of host fish identifi-
cation and distribution, substrate, and

Fusconaia edgariana

Typical habitat for the shiny pigtoe mussel in the North Fork Holston River. [Inset
of the shiny pigtoe (Fusconaia edgariana).]
Photos by Virginia Cooperative Fishery Research Unit

water quality within the upper Tennes-
see River drainage indicates that suit-
able habitat for these two species exists
outside their current range (although
within their historical range). After fur-
ther research on the mussels’ life histo-
ries, and with permission from VCGIF,
the researchers hope the two species
can be reintroduced in some areas, with
the goal of improving their status to the
point where they will no longer be
Threatened or Endangered.

Habitat Conservation

Before recovery and management of
Virginia’s Endangered mussels can be
successful, the continuing problem of
habitat degradation needs to be ad-
dressed. One of the study team’s rec-
ommendations was simply the enforce-
ment of existing water quality
regulations. The Virginia State Water
Control Board was urged to establish
additional monitoring stations near En-
dangered mussel populations so that
changes in immediate water quality can
be detected. Some streams, such as
the North Fork of the Holston River be-
low Saltville, have been contaminated
by chloride compounds and mercury.
Even isolated spills of toxic substances
could have devastating impacts on the
sedentary, filter-feeding organisms.

Habitat damage also takes place in
more obvious ways. Freshwater mus-
sels generally occur in shallow streams
where their specific temperature and
oxygen requirements are met, but dam
construction has turned some of these
waters into deep, cold, stagnant reser-
voirs. Channelization, along with gravetl
and sand dredging, can result in the
complete destruction of mussel beds.
Siltation caused by improper agricultur-
al, mining, and forestry methods has
traditionally been a major problem, and
today waste material from coal washing
operations is also being recognized as
having a significant impact on mussel

populations. Fine particles enter the wa-
tershed and degrade the water quality,
often settling in mussel beds, clogging
the mollusks’ gills, and making the sub-
strate too unstable for their support.

Recovery Plan

A"TVA malacologist under contract to
the Fish and Wildlife Service through
the Asheville Area Office is wnting a
comprehensive recovery plan, on a wa-
tershed basis, for all listed mussel spe-
cies occurring in the Clinch, Powell, and
Nolichucky Rivers. The data gathered
through the Virginia Co-op Fishery Re-
search Unit Study will be an important
contribution to development of the plan.

Although the importance of mussels
in freshwater ecosystems is not fully re-
alized by many people, mussels do play
a significant role. Like all living things,
they are part of a complex, delicately
balanced network, and occurrence of a
single species can affect many others.
For example, both adult and immature
mussels are an important food source
for a number of mammals, waterfowl,
and fishes. They are edible by humans
as well, though not often consumed,
mussel beds near municipal sewage or
industrial outfalls are usually contami-
nated and consumption could therefore
pose a serious threat to health.

Mussels are becoming very valuable
as natural monitors of water quality. Be-
cause they feed by filtering particles out
of the water column, mussels can accu-
mulate pesticides, heavy metals, and
other toxic substances in their tissues.
The mollusks eventually collect
pollutants present in streams even at
very low concentrations, giving warning
to humans of dangerous contaminants
that are often difficult to detect.

Other selected co-op projects will be
featured periodically in future issues of
the BULLETIN.



RECOVERY NEWS

Director Signs
Five Plans

Final recovery plans for four species
have been approved by the Service's
Director: Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan—
1/29/82; Maryland Darter Recovery
Plan—2/2/82; Southern Sea Otter Re-
covery Plan—2/3/82; and Socorro Iso-
pod Recovery Plan—2/16/82. A com-
prehensive work plan for the Florida
manatee was signed on February 2,
1982.

Grizzly Bear

Historically, the range of the grizzly
bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) extended
from Ontario, Canada, westward to the
California coast and from Alaska south
to Texas and Mexico. Between 1800
and 1975, grizzly populations in the low-
er 48 contiguous States declined from
estimates of over 100,000 to less than
1,000 bears. The leading causes for the
species’ decline were livestock depre-
dation control, habitat deterioration,
protection of human life, commercial
trapping and sport hunting. Logging,
mining, ranching, farming, and recrea-
tional development continued to add to
man-caused mortality and adverse al-
teration of the grizzly’s habitat.

Grizzlies are believed to have disap-
peared from Texas by 1890, California
by 1922, Utah by 1923, Oregon by
1931, New Mexico by 1933 and Arizona

Remnant grizzly bear populations remain in mountainous park, forest, and

by 1935. Remnant populations remain
in mountainous park, forest, and wil-
derness areas of Idaho, Montana,
Washington, and Wyoming. A grizzly
bear was killed in early 1979 near the
Continental Divide in San Juan National
Forest, Colorado. This report casts
doubt on whether the grizzly is still ex-
tant in Colorado.

The recovery plan identifies six
ecosystems where grizzlies have been
present during the past decade. These
areas presently have adequate space
and suitable habitat for the species’
continued survival and are the primary
focus of the recovery plan. The six
areas lie in and around the Yellowstone
National Park, the Glacier National Park
and Bob Marshall Wilderness Area,
Cabinet-Mountains, Selkirk Mountains,
the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area,
and the North Cascades National Park.

Three of the six areas, where grizzly
research is already underway and from
which extensive data bases are avail-
able, were identified as high priority for
implementing recovery tasks. These
areas are designated the Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear Ecosystem, (YGBE), the
Northern Continental Divide Grizzly
Bear Ecosystem (NCDGBE—Glacier
National Park/Bob Marshall Wilderness
Area) and the Cabinet-Yaak Grizzly
Bear Ecosystem (CYGBE). Implemen-

wilderness areas of Idaho, Montana, Washington, and Wyoming.
National Park Service Photo

tation of recovery actions in the re-
maining ecosystems will be undertaken
as additional funds become available.

Highest priority tasks identified in the
plan include: (1) decreasing losses to
the populations from illegal take and
other man-caused mortality. (It is espe-
cially important to reduce losses of fe-
male bears.); (2) monitoring the popula-
tion status and trends; (3) developing
and/or applying guidelines for multiple
use activities on Federal lands to avoid
conflicts with grizzlies; and (4) com-
pleting and resolving management
stratification of Federal lands to reflect
the different intensities and importance
of grizzly bear use and provide optimum
management direction.

Implementation of the recovery plan
will be initiated by the Service's Denver
Regional Director and carried out
through the Denver Regional and Bill-
ings Area Office Endangered Species
Staffs. Further information can be ob-
tained by contacting the Regional Direc-
tor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O.
Box 25486, Denver Federal Center,
Denver, Colorado 80225 (303/
234-2209).

Maryland Darter

The Maryland darter (Etheostoma
sellare), a 3-inch long fish, was discov-
ered in 1912 and described the follow-
ing year. In spite of attempts to collect
the fish at the type locality ("'Swan
Creek near Havre de Grace, Mary-
land” —presumed to be Swan Creek
near Aberdeen, Maryland), 50 years
elapsed before it was reported again. In
1962 and again in 1965, single darters
were collected from Gashey's Run (also
near Aberdeen). In May 1965, a popula-
tion of the elusive fish was located in
Deer Creek in Harford County, Mary-
land; recent sightings of the darter, in
1974, 1977, 1978, and 1979 were all
from Deer Creek. Researchers have
generally concluded that the two indi-
viduals taken from Gashey's Run were
probably stragglers from the Deer
Creek population, which is probably the
only permanent population of the
species.

On March 11, 1967, the Maryland
darter was listed as Endangered and
placed under Federal protection. After
studying the limited available literature
and field records on the species, the
Maryland Darter Recovery Team devel-
oped a recovery plan for the fish. Un-
less the actions specified in this plan
are implemented in the near future, it is
certain that the one known remaining
population of this species will be further
jeopardized.

The recovery plan outlines further
study of the species’ requirements and
range. It also identifies steps to be
taken for the protection, maintenance,
and enhancement of the known darter



The Maryland darter is known to exist in only a single stream—Deer Creek,

Harford County, Maryland.

Photo by James D. Williams

population and habitat. More specifical-
ly, it calls for the establishment of a ref-
uge, development of water level re-
quirements, improvement of water
quality, active participation in the devel-
opment of Deer Creek watershed activi-
ties, and development of public and sci-
entific awareness of the species’ needs.
In the event that additional populations
of the darter are found, the recovery
plan suggests propagation of the fish in
a controlled environment using living
streams and/or hatchery rearing
systems.

The presence of blue-green algae just
downstream from the darters’ habitat
suggests that water quality standards
may need to be improved. Studies are
being conducted by the Maryland Water
Resources Administration to document
these needs.

The Maryland Darter Recovery Plan
was developed by employees of the
Maryland Department of Natural Re-
sources, Smithsonian Institution Ocean-
ographic Sorting Center, and the Serv-
ice. Implementation of the recovery
tasks will be initiated by the Service's
Newton Corner Regional Director and
carried out through the Newton Corner
Endangered Species Staff. Further in-
formation can be obtained by contacting
the Regional Director, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Suite 700, One Gate-
way Center, Newton Corner,
Massachusetts 02158 (617/ 965-5100).

Southern Sea Otter

The remnant southern sea otter
(Enhydra lutris nereis) population in
California currently inhabits approxi-
mately 300 kilometers of nearshore
coastal waters from Oceano in San Luis
Obsipo County to Santa Cruz in Santa
Cruz County. Although this population
has been slowly expanding in range, the
number of otters does not appear to
have increased at expected rates in re-
cent years.

The California population has been

under protective State legislation since
1913. In 1972, protective responsibility
for the species was assigned to the
Federal government under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA). Fur-
ther protection was given the sea otter
in 1977 when it was listed as Threat-
ened under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (ESA). Under both the
MMPA and the ESA, Federal and State
agencies are responsible for protecting
the sea otter and its habitat.

The Service has the lead responsibili-
ty for developing and implementing the
Southern Sea Otter Recovery Plan. The
recently completed recovery plan was
prepared by the Service in cooperation
with the Southern Sea Otter Recovery
Team.

The main objective of the recovery
plan is to restore the southern sea otter
to a non-threatened status and to main-
tain its population at its optimum sus-
tainable level. Delisting of the species
can be considered when the population
is stable or increasing at sustainable
rates in a large enough area of their

original habitat that only a small portion
of the population would be decimated
by any single natural or man-caused ca-
tastrophe. To reach this point (1) at
least one additional sea otter population
must be established outside the current
population range; (2) the existing popu-
lation and its habitat must be protected;
and (3) the threat from oil spills or other
environmental changes must be mini-
mized. The recovery plan outlines strat-
egies to achieve these goals.

Because of its limited range, the
southern sea otter is believed to be
susceptible to population declines from
oil spills. Rates of range expansion and
population growth appear to have de-
clined in recent years, while offshore
development, production, and transfer
of petroleum products continues to
increase.

Secondary concerns include:

e vandalism, poaching, and other
forms of illegal take;

e contamination of the sea otter and/or
its habitat from sources other than
oil;

e destruction and degradation of sea
otter habitat as a result of coastal
zone development or other human
activities;

e the likelihood of increased conflict
with commercial and recreational
fisheries; and

e lack of precise data concerning nu-
merical and functional relationships
between sea otters, shellfish, fin-
fish, kelp, and other components of
nearshore marine communities.

Sea otter translocation should provide
the necessary foundation for ultimately
achieving the recovery plan objective.
Implementation of the recovery tasks
will be initiated by the Service's Port-
land Regional Director and carried out
through the Portland Regional and
Sacramento Area Office Endangered

Translocation should provide the necessary foundation for ultimately achieving the
Southern Sea Otter Recovery Plan objective.
Photo by Karl W. Kenyon



Species Staffs. Further information can
be obtained by contacting the Regional
Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Suite 1692, Lloyd 500 Building, 500
N.E. Multnomah Street, Portiand,
Oregon 97323 (503/231-6118).

Socorro Isopod

Isopods are members of the Phylum
Arthropoda and the Class Crustacea.
Most non-marine species of isopod are
terrestrial, but of the North American
aquatic genera, one is notable. This ge-
nus is Thermosphaeroma, which con-
tains at least four highly restricted spe-
cies, all occurring in warm springs.
Among these is the Socorro isopod
(Thermosphaeroma thermophilum), an
endemic to three neighboring springs in
Socorro County, New Mexico.

This small aquatic animal is now con-
fined to a single water system of an
abandoned bathhouse (“The Ever-
green’’), which is supplied with water
from Sedillo Spring. The water system,
which now consists of a small (1m x 2m
x 0.3m) cement-lined animal watering
tank, a smaller pool, and approximately
40 meters of irrigation pipe, is located in
the Socorro Mountains just west of the
City of Socorro.

The Socorro isopod received little at-
tention from conservationists until 1976,
when the New Mexico Department of
Game and Fish began to investigate its
status. Studies by M.D. Hatch, S.M.
Shaster, and others associated with the
Department gathered significant infor-
mation on the biology of the species.
Captive populations were established in
Albuquerque at the University of New
Mexico, at the Rio Grande Zoo, and at
Dexter National Fish Hatchery to pre-
serve the genome against possible cat-
astrophic extinction and to maintain di-
versity among captive populations. The
major goal at present is to insure the
survival of this species, possibly a relic
of the marine biota that inhabited New
Mexico millions of years ago.

The Socorro isopod has a flattened
body with seven pairs of legs, antennae
on the ear, and oar-like extensions (uro-
pods) on the last segment. The grayish-
brown color of the body is marked with
small black spots and lines which run
together forming a broad, black band in
the center of each of the thoracic seg-
ments. All the exposed edges of the
body are tinged with bright orange. The
average length is 7.8mm in males and
5.1mm in females.

Aithough population sizes probably
vary seasonally and perhaps annually,
the only two published accounts of
Socorro isopods made at the Sedillo
Spring outflow have been similar. A
1976 report estimated the population to
be about 2,400; a 1977 count estimated
2,449.

Because of its small numbers, limited
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distribution and limited habitat, the
Socorro isopod was listed as endan-
gered by the State of New Mexico on
February 10, 1978, and as Endangered
by the Service on March 27, 1978. The
Socorro Isopod Recovery Plan was pre-
pared by the New Mexico Game and
Fish Department under contract to the
Service.

The major threat facing the Socorro
isopod is loss of habitat. Municipal and
private water developments have com-
pletely altered the natural habitat of this
species by capping the original spring
source and by piping the water to other
areas. The amount of water diverted to
“The Evergreen” water system is limit-
ed, and a readily accessible cut-off
valve can stop even this flow. Present
conditions place the species in a very
precarious situation, because continu-
ous flows have not been secured. In ad-
dition, protection of habitat from harmful
contaminants and other negative im-
pacts cannot be guaranteed, because
the habitat is on private land. Even
though no adverse biological factors are
known to be operating, events such as
introduction of predatory and competi-
tive species could change the present
situation.

The prime objective of the Socorro
Isopod Recovery Plan is to prevent the
species’ extinction by stabilizing and
enhancing its existing habitat, and to in-
itiate recovery by establishing and
maintaining at least two additional pop-
ulations. The plan calls for continued
data gathering on the Sedillo Spring
and captive populations to provide addi-
tional management information.

Necessary to the species’ survival is
a secure, permanent flow of water, a
need which could be met through an
agreement with the City of Socorro and
the present landowners. The plan rec-
ommends this and additional agree-
ments with the landowner to prevent

contamination of the water, loss of veg-
etative cover and soil cover, and intro-
duction of predatory or competitive spe-
cies; to protect the area with fencing;
and to monitor the status of the existing
population. The plan also recommends
the expansion of the Sedillo Springs
habitat by constructing pools and runs,
as well as the establishment and pro-
tection of other populations in natural
areas.

Implementation of the recovery tasks
will be initiated by the Service’'s
Albuquerque Regional Director and
carried out through the Albuquerque
Endangered Species Staff. Further in-
formation can be obtained by contacting
the Regional Director, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 1306,
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103
(505/766-2321).

Florida Manatee

A Comprehensive Work Plan for the
West Indian Manatee (Trichechus man-
atus) has been prepared to assist with
the planning and budgeting of future
manatee recovery actions. The plan is a
revision of the Outline and Implementa-
tion Schedule (Parts Il and Iil) of the
Florida Manatee Recovery Plan which
was completed in 1980 and will be ap-
pended to the recovery plan. It identifies
33 public and private organizations
which are now working on manatee con-
servation efforts in Florida.

Implementation of the work plan will
be initiated by the Service’s Atlanta Re-
gional Director and carried out through
the Altanta Regional and Jacksonville
Area Office Endangered Species Staffs.
Further information can be obtained by
contacting the Regional Director, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Richard B.
Russell Building, 75 Spring Street,
S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30303 (404/
221-3583).

A Comprehensive Work Plan for the West Indian Manatee identifies 33 public and
private organizations which are now working on conservation efforts for the

species.

Photo by Pat Rose



HOUSE HEARINGS

Continued from page 5

nancial assistance to and cooperation
with other countries could be severely
hampered or even terminated.” The
State Department urged that the Act be
reauthorized in such a manner so as not
to conflict with U.S. treaty obligations or
foreign policy interests.

Considerable testimony was given by
wildlife department representatives of
various States regarding bobcat export
regulations under CITES. Several
States, the International Association of
Fish and Game Agencies, the American
Fur Resources Institute, and the Wildlife
Legislative Fund all recommended that
Section 8 of the Act be amended to al-
low the States to make “no detriment”
findings regarding the export of resident
species (i.e. bobcat and river otter). The
proposal would permit export of Appen-
dix |l species so long as the species is
subject to management by the State.
This position is based on the belief that
data and expertise necessary to make
such management decisions are better
found at the State level.

The Massachusetts Audubon Society
and the Humane Society, however, rec-
ommended that the "no detriment” au-
thority remain with the Federal Govern-
ment. This position is based on the
assumption that funding provided Fed-
eral programs will be more consistent
from year to year and that a Federal
oversight program would avoid law en-
forcement problems involved with inter-
state traffic. These groups urged that no
amendment be proposed to solve the
bobcat dilemma.

The Wildlife Management Institute
agreed that the “no detriment finding”
should remain a Federal determination,
but objected to the "population esti-
mate” required by the recent court deci-
sion banning U.S. bobcat exports. A
lengthy discussion of the merits of pop-
ulation trend information versus popula-
tion estimates ensued. State represent-
atives generally felt the latter to be
unnecessary and expensive.

State representatives also called for
restored Section 6 funding, for the es-
tablishment of experimental popula-
tions. and, in general, for more commu-
nication on the part of Federal
agencies. Some groups called for the
taking of an "automatic reservation” by
the U.S. delegation to CITES on spe-
cies listed for protection under CITES
but not under the Act. Others character-
ized the latter as unwarranted.

The World Wildlife Fund called the
Act “the most important wildlife conser-
vation law in the United States and
probably in the world” and warned that
“nothing could damage more our contri-
bution to the worldwide protection of en-
dangered animals and plants than to

weaken the protection now available for
our own endangered living resources.”
World Wildlife urged that interagency
regulations implementing Section 7 be
kept strong, and that all divisions of taxa
(including so called “lower life forms™)
remain subject to the Act's protection. It
called for publication and public review
of the Service's priority system imple-
menting Section 4, as required by the
1978 Endangered Species Act Amend-
ments. World Wildlife also reminded the
Subcommittee of our nation’s responsi-
bility under the Act for furthering the
purposes of the Convention on Nature
Protection and Wildlife Preservation in
the Western Hemisphere.

Private industry complained of “myri-
ad lists of protected species ' which of-
ten cause confusion for travelers and

need for a listing process based solely
on biological criteria, and made a plea
for increased funding for information
gathering purposes.

Representatives from the American
Mining Congress, National Agricultural
Chemical Association, National Forest
Products Association, National Oceanic
Industries, the Nuclear and Environ-
mental Division of Northeast Ultilities,
and Western Regional Council all testi-
fied regarding what was referred to as
the economic hardship some of their
constituency had borne because of the
Act. Most of these groups voiced objec-
tion to the delays surrounding the bio-
logical assessment feature of the Sec-
tion 7 consultation process and they
described the existing exemption proc-
ess as too complicated and time con-

“the most important wildlife
conservation law in the United States
and probably in the world”

the wildlife products trade, and of what
was described as unnecessary
paperwork, such as the Service's regu-
lation requiring import/export licenses.
(See September 1980 and January
1981 BULLETINS for more information
on import/export licenses.)

The 1978 and 1979 Amendments to
the Endangered Species Act added
economic assessment requirements to
the listing process under Section 4 of
the Act. This addition was intended to
help identify at an early stage potential
conflicts between protected species and
needed development projects.

Michael Bean of the Environmental
Defense Fund, representing 17 other
conservation groups, asserted that the
political implications of listing certain
species which have potential economic
impact has curtailed listing activity by
the Service. He also testified that the
economic analysis requirement itself, in
addition to the economic review require-
ments of Executive Order 12291, the
Regulatory Flexibility Act, and the
Paperwork Reduction Act, have caused
extraordinary delays in listing. He
submitted to the Subcommittee an
amendment which provides a strictly bi-
ological forum from which species list-
ings would be made, and he proposed
that economic analyses be delayed and
made part of the Critical Habitat deter-
mination process—a second step to be
completely separate from the listing
process. (Under current provisions, list-
ing and Critical Habitat requirements
are generally a single process.) The Na-
ture Conservancy also emphasized the

suming. The National Wildlife Federa-
tion submitted an amendment to
streamline the exemption process, cut-
ting its schedule to about half the cur-
rently required time.

Several industry representatives sug-
gested that the Act be amended to pro-
vide compensation to parties incurring
adverse economic impacts from the Act.
Others requested that specific language
be placed in the Act to clarify its “tak-
ing" provision under Section 9. The de-
sired effect of such a change in the lan-
guage would be to protect individuals
who had received a “no jeopardy" opin-
ion under Section 7 of the Act from the
possibility of later being prosecuted for
“taking’’ under Section 9 if their ap-
proved action inadvertently resulted in
the destruction of one or several mem-
bers of the species involved. A related
topic of discussion involved the defini-
tion of “harm” which has been recently
redefined by the Service (F.R. 11/4/81)
on the grounds that the original lan-
guage of the Act could be construed as
prohibiting the modification of habitat
even though there was no actual injury
to Endangered or Threatened wildlife or
plants (F.R. 6/2/81). Some witnesses,
however, felt that the term should be
legislatively defined.

Before May 15, 1982, both the House
and the Senate will have completed
their analyses of the Act and, most
iifely, will have developed draft legisla-
tion to amend it, as needed. Final legis-
fation should be signed by September
30, 1982, the expiration date of the cur-
rent Act.
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New Publications BOX SCORE OF SPECIES LISTINGS

A new publication, An lllustrated ENDANGERED THREATENED SPECIES*
Guide to the Endangered, Threatened Category us. US.&  Foreign US. US.&  Foreign TOTAL
and Sensitive Vascular Plants of Wash- Mammal Ul;lsv Forle7lgn %Ig oniliy Forgign Ogév 281
i i i ammals
a%t:r:nlst available for $6.00 from the Birds 52 14 144 3 0 0 213

gton Natural Heritage Program, Reptiles 7 6 55 8 4 0 80
3111 Seminar Building (SE 3109), The | ytfhit. o 5 0 8 3 0 0 6
Evergreen State College, Olympia, Fishes 28 4 " 12 0 0 55
Washington 98505. The number of cop- Snails 3 0 ] 5 0 0 9
ies is limited. Included for each species Clams 23 0 2 0 0 0 25
are scientific name, common name, Crustaceans 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
family, and State and Federal status :;"Sﬂtﬂs 51 [2] g ‘; f g (lig

. . e ants
categories. Prominent characteristics, TOTAL 193 23 a5 25 7 24 757

habitat, range, number of recent occur-
rences, threats and land ownership are
summarized. A line illustration and a dot
map showing county distribution are
included.

Single copies of “Rare Species of Na-
tive Ohio Wild Plants” are available at
no charge from the Division of Natural
Areas and Preserves, Ohio Department
of Natural Resources, Fountain Square,
Columbus, Ohio 43224 (614/265-6466).
This list contains 202 endangered, 190
threatened, 193 potentially threatened,
and 96 presumed extirpated plant spe-
cies. It differs significantly from the
1980 State plant list.

A report entitled “Potential Present
Range of the Blackfooted Ferret as of
January 1, 1981" has been completed
and distributed. Copies are available
from Maurice Anderson, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 250, Pierre,
South Dakota 57501.

"Guidelines for Transport and Prepa-
ration of Shipment of Live Wild Animals
and Plants,” a manual for shippers,
handlers, and importers of live wild ani-
mals and plants is now available for
$13.00 from UNIPUB, 345 Park Avenue
South, New York, New York 10010. This

Number of Critical Habitats Listed: 50
Number of Recovery Plans approved: 50

38 fish & wildlife
11 plants

Number of Recovery Teams appointed: 69

*Separate populations of species, listed both as Endangered and Threatened, are
tallied twice. Species which are thus accounted for are the leopard, gray wolf, bald ea-
gle, American alligator, green sea turtle, and Olive ridley sea turtle.
Number of species currently proposed: 10 animals

9 plants

Number of Cooperative Agreements signed with States:

February 28, 1982

manual, which has been endorsed by
the Conference of Parties (New Delhi,
India—1981) to the Convention on In-
ternational Trade in Endangered Spe-
cies of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES),
is also available in French and Spanish.

The 1979 U.S. Annual CITES Report
which summarizes U.S. international
trade in CITES listed species is now
available. The report may be purchased
in printed form ($18.00) or in microfiche
form ($4.00) from the National Techni-
cal Information Service (NTIS), 5285
Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia
22161 (703/487-4650). Requests for re-
port number PB 82-128646 should be

made to the attention of the sales desk.
Purchase requests may be made by tel-
ephone if the purchaser has an account
with NTIS or if the purchaser has a ma-
jor credit card.

Single copies of the October 1981 re-
port entitled “Selected Freshwater In-
vertebrates Proposed for Special Con-
cern in Massachusetts” are available
from Arthur J. Screpetis, Massachusetts
Division of Water Pollution Control,
Lyman School—Westview Building,
Westborough, Massachusetts 01581
(617/366-9181). When requesting a
copy, please enclose 75¢ in U.S. post-
age stamps to cover mailing expenses.
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