From: Patel, Kashyap

To: Andrea Travnicek

Cc: Jim Kurth; Stephen Guertin; Morris, Charisa; Maureen Foster; Wendy Fink; Tasha Robbins

Subject: Fwd: Withdrawal of Memorandum Titled, "Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife Management in the National
Wildlife Refuge System™

Date: Friday, September 7, 2018 9:56:59 AM

Attachments: (signed) Withdrawal of Memorandum Titled. Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife Management in the National
Wildlife Refuge System.pdf

Good morning, Andreal

Please find attached our GMO letter you requested this morning. Let me know if | can get you
anything else.

Thanks,
Kashyap

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Sheehan, Greg <greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov>

Date: Thu, Aug 2, 2018 at 2:54 PM

Subject: Withdrawal of Memorandum Titled, "Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife
Management in the National Wildlife Refuge System™

To: FWS Directorate & Deputies <fwsdirectanddep@fws.gov>

Cc: Jim Kurth <Jim_Kurth@fws.gov>, Steve Guertin <Stephen_Guertin@fws.gov>, Cynthia
Martinez <cynthia_martinez@fws.gov>, FWS Regional Refuge Chiefs
<fws_regional_refuge chiefs@fws.gov>, Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>, Patel,
Kashyap <kashyap_patel@fws.gov>

Good afternoon Directorate members,

Please see the attached memorandum regarding the use of agricultural practices in the
National Wildlife Refuge System as a wildlife management practice used to deliver specific
conservation objectives.

This memorandum withdraws in full the July 17, 2014 memorandum that had universally
banned the use of genetically modified crops on refuges and established restrictions on the use
of neonicotinoid pesticides. The NWRS will now determine the appropriateness of the use of
those crops on a case-by-case basis, in compliance with all relevant and controlling legal
authorities (including NEPA) and Service policies. Review of those authorities should be
done in conjunction with the Solicitor’s Office.

Thank you,

Greg Sheehan

Principal Deputy Director

US Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C Street NW, Room 3358
Washington, DC 20240
Office 202-208-4545

Cell 202-676-7675



Kashyap_Patel@fws.gov | acting Deputy Chief of Staff, Office of the Director | U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
| 1849 C Street NW. Room 3348 | Washington. DC 20240 | (202) 208-4923 | Txt/Cell: 703-638-4640
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In Response Reply to

FWS D 068621

Memorandum AUG 02 2018
To: Service Directorate

From: Gregory J. Sheehan

Principal Deputy 1recto

Subject: Withdrawal of Memora dum Titled, “Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife
Management in the National Wildlife Refuge System” (July 17, 2014)

For the past 100 years in America there have been many successful measures to advance wildlife
conservation through the development of trained wildlife professionals and their proven efforts
to restore and enhance wildlife populations. No other country has been as successful as the
United States at building robust fish and wildlife populations that can be enjoyed in a sustainable
manner by hunters, anglers, and watchers. The efforts that were undertaken by these wildlife
professionals were based on their ability to use active and adaptive management techniques that
best reflected the localized needs of the species. Normal human expansion in our nation will
continue to eliminate wildlife habitats that have previously been relied upon for successful
wildlife restoration. Therefore, our professional wildlife managers will need to work more
diligently than ever to ensure that those remaining important places have the best available food
resources and other important conditions to ensure they can persist.

Throughout the expansion of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS), many refuges were
acquired for the purposes of specifically benefiting and enhancing waterfowl and other migratory
bird species. Further, in recognition of the need to provide adequate forage for waterfowl and
migratory birds many refuges currently, and historically, maintain active farming practices that
produce a variety of crops to support birds and other species.

For many years, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Joint Ventures have carefully
worked with the North American Waterfowl Management Plan to determine population targets
and needs. These population targets are then translated into daily energy demands which are
expressed as duck energy days. Despite the intense level of planning and coordination there are
still instances where a State or regional area does not meet its habitat objectives and the energetic
impact of losing private farm land cannot be readily alleviated by increasing production on State
or Federal areas under current management practices. Additionally, some National Wildlife
Refuge lands are no longer able to provide the amount or quality of food that they once did due
to changes in cooperative farming practices within the Refuge system.

Realizing that farming practices will continue into the foreseeable future within the NWRS to
adaptively fulfill the energetic needs as identified, we must ensure that we are appropriately



making use of farm practice innovations as we actively manage farmed areas. Genetically
modified organisms (GMO’s), and more specifically GMO seeds have been developed and
proven effective in contributing to the maximization of crop production.

On July 17, 2014, a memorandum was issued by the Chief of the National Wildlife Refuge
System stating that certain agricultural practices, particularly the use of genetically engineered
crop seeds and the use of neonicotinoid pesticides across the NWRS, would be phased out in
refuges. In some cases the phasing out of those practices was appropriate and expedient.

There may be situations, however, where use of GMO crop seeds is essential to best fulfill the
purposes of the refuge and the needs of birds and other wildlife as described above. A blanket
denial of GMOs does not provide on-the-ground latitude for refuge managers to work adaptively
and make field level decisions about the best manner to fulfill the purposes of the refuge.

Therefore, by this memorandum, I am withdrawing the July 17, 2014 memorandum in full,
thereby reversing the decision to universally ban the use of genetically modified crops on
refuges. The NWRS will now determine the appropriateness of the use of those crops on a case-
by-case basis, in compliance with all relevant and controlling legal authorities (including NEPA)
and Service policies.! Review of those authorities should be done in conjunction with the
Solicitor’s Office.

In addition, I am withdrawing the 2014 memorandum’s restrictions with regard to neonicotinoid
pesticides that are often used in conjunction with GMO seed, but that may, or may not, be
needed to fulfill needed farming practices. Consideration of their use should also be decided on
a case-by-case basis, in compliance with all the appropriate authorities noted above.

Refuges that may consider the options of GMO seed use include, but are not limited to: Tule
Lake, Upper and Lower Klamath, Crab Orchard, Wheeler, Eufaula, Bald Knob, Cache River,
White River, Wapanocca, Big Lake, Overflow, Felsenthal, Merced, San Joaquin River,
Sacramento River, Bombay Hook, Prime Hook, Upper Ouachita, Lacassine, Catahoula, Tensas
River, Red River, Grand Cote, Lake Ophelia, Bayou Cocodrie, Blackwater, Clarence Cannon,
Mingo, Tallahatchie, Coldwater River, Dahomey, Yazoo, Panther Swamp, Hillside, Morgan
Brake, Theodore Roosevelt, Holt Collier, St. Catherine Creek, Alligator River, Pocosin Lakes,
Mattamuskeet, Bosque del Apache, Valle de Oro, Montezuma, Sequoyah, Bear Valley, Klamath
Marsh, Clear Lake, Santee, Reelfoot, Chickasaw, Hatchie, Lower Hatchie, Tennessee, and Cross
Creeks, through the appropriate processes described above, of GMO seed use practices.

For any additional questions or concerns regarding this directive, please contact the Service’s
National Wildlife Refuge System Chief, Ms. Cynthia Martinez at Cynthia_martinez@fws.gov.

! NOTE: Pursuant to the 2011 settlement agreement reached in Delaware Audubon Soc y et al., v. Salazar (D. Del.
Compl. filed 2010), GMO use may not resume in Region 5 until NEPA review is completed, plaintiffs are afforded
60-days notice, and provided a draft of the farming agreement at least 30 days prior to execution.



From: Skipwith, Aurelia

To: Susan Combs

Cc: Maureen Foster; Gregory Sheehan

Subject: FWS Congressional Correspondence

Date: Sunday, June 10, 2018 5:19:39 PM

Attachments: EWS Congressional Correspondence Tracker 10June2018.docx

EWS noncong overdue June 1 (1).pdf

EWS con overdue June 1 (1).pdf

Susan,
I hope you are having a wonderful weekend.

The attached is FWS's latest update of Congressional correspondence. | reviewed with them at
COB Friday so that you can have an update on Monday morning. Attached is FWS's tracking
form, which they'll provide daily updates. ExSec uses a different tracking form and numbering
system, so the two left columns (on FWS's trracker) can be used to match up the
correspondence.

Based on DOI's Exec Sec June 3, 2018 Overdue Reports, FWS has a total of ten overdue
correspondences, in which nine are Congressional. Of those nine Congressional, three are with
FWS and the remaining six are with OCL for clearance. FWS has four correspondences that
were not in DOI's tracking sheet and are indicated by ‘'unknown' in the EST column. FWS is
checking with ExSec to find out why they do not appear in ExSec's report. Also, there are two
correspondences that are not yet overdue, according to FWS's Manual - you'll see those at the
end of FWS's tracker.

Please let me know if you have any questions. I'll keep you posted.

Aurelia Skipwith
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks

U.S. Department of Interior

1849 C Street, NW, Room 3148
Washington, DC 20240

(202) 208-5837

NOTE: Every email | send or receive is subject to release under the Freedom of Information Act.



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs

Status of Congressional Correspondence

June 8, 2018

Cleared FWS - DOI action needed

With FWS
DCN EST Package Title From (lead To Letter Date Date Due | Location since 6/3/18
(FWS (DOI’s office) Date Loaded into
tracking | ACCN - DTS

numbers | tracking

~ | _number) |
-




DCN
(FWS
tracking
numbers

EST
(DOI’s
ACCN -
tracking
number)

Package Title

From (lead
office)

Letter
Date

Date
Loaded into
DTS

Date Due Location since 6/3/18




DCN EST Package Title From (lead To Letter Date Date Due | Location since 6/3/18

(FWS (DOI’s office) Date Loaded into
tracking | ACCN - DTS
numbers | tracking

number)

Below the Line: Not overdue (FWS has 10 i to respond — FWS Manual 282 FW 2)
NA NA Letter on GMO policy on Abraham Sec. Zinke | 5/8/18 NA NA Not in DTS as of
NWRs 6/4/18

| I




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CORRESPONDENCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

NON-CONGRESSIONAL OVERDUE REPORT FWS
AS OF 06/03/2018
STATUS

m3

DUE DATE FROM SUBJECT

ACCN SRC
I L

Totals For FWS 1

s I
"



@
o 5

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CORRESPONDENCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

CONGRESSIONAL AND GUBERNATORIAL OVERDUE REPORT FWS
AS OF 06/03/2018




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT CORRESPONDENCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

CONGRESSIONAL AND GUBERNATORIAL OVERDUE REPORT FWS
AS OF 06/03/2018

onsi
ve

Rec
ords




From: Morris, Charisa

To: Aurelia Skipwith

Cc: Greg Sheehan; Foster, Maureen

Subject: GMO briefing materials

Date: Thursday, October 5, 2017 10:23:25 AM
Attachments: 569 FW 1 Integrated Pest Management- 2010.pdf

601 FW 3 BIDEH (2).pdf

2014 0717 Memo RefugeChief to RRChiefs Agricultural Practices in Wildlife Management (2).pdf
2017 0831 Brief Blackwater NWR ag practices and GMOs.docx

2017 0901 Brief re BIDEH ag practices GMOs and NWRs V2.docx

Same email, same attachments, new ACCURATE subject line.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Morris, Charisa <charisa_morris@fws.gov>

Date: Thu, Oct 5, 2017 at 11:20 AM

Subject: Fwd: PLEASE PRINT--Documents for Shaun/Cynthia's 1:30pm Briefing today
To: Aurelia Skipwith <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Foster, Maureen" <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>, Greg Sheehan
<greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov>

Good morning, Aurelia-

As requested, attached are briefing materials and attachments on the GMO issue. One briefing
paper is on GMO use within the NWRS and the other is specific to Blackwater NWR. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Thanks,
Charisa

Charisa_Morris@fws.gov | Chief of Staff, Office of the Director | u.s. Fish & wildlife
Service | 1849 C Street NW, Room 3348 | Washington, DC 20240 | (202) 208-3843 | For urgent matters, please
dial cell: 301-875-8937

Charisa_Marris@fws.gov | Chief of Staff, Office of the Director | u.s. Fish & wildlife
Service | 1849 C Street NW, Room 3348 | Washington, DC 20240 | (202) 208-3843 | For urgent matters, please
dial cell: 301-875-8937



FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Environmental Quality Part 569 Pest Management
Chapter 1 Integrated Pest Management 569 FW 1

1.1 What is the purpose of this chapter? This chapter:

A. Establishes policy, procedures, and responsibilities for pest management activities on and off U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) lands. It is consistent with the Department of the Interior (Department)
Integrated Pest Management policy (517 DM 1) and other applicable authorities;

B. Adopts Integrated Pest Management (IPM) as our method for making pest management decisions;
and

C. Provides guidance to employees on how to implement IPM for all pest management activities.
1.2 What is Integrated Pest Management (IPM)? IPM is:

A. A sustainable approach to managing pests that uses the following kinds of tools in a way that
minimizes health, environmental, and economic risks:

(1) Biological (e.g., predators, parasites, and pathogens),

(2) Cultural (e.g., crop rotation, alterations in planting dates, and sanitation),

(3) Physical (e.g., barriers, traps, hand-pulling, hoeing, mowing, and tilling), and

(4) Chemical (e.g., pesticides, such as herbicides, insecticides, or fungicides).

B. A science-based, decision-making process that incorporates management goals, consensus building,
pest biology, monitoring, environmental factors, and selection of the best available technology to achieve
desired outcomes while minimizing effects to non-target species and the environment and preventing
unacceptable levels of pest damage.

1.3 What are pests? Pests are living organisms, including invasive plants and introduced or native
organisms, that may interfere with achieving our management goals and objectives on or off our lands, or
that jeopardize human health or safety.

1.4 What is the Service's pest management policy? Our policy is to:

A. Promote and adopt pest prevention as the first line of defense by using a pathway management
strategy such as Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) planning to prevent unintended

spread of species and biological contamination. (See 750 FW 1 for more information on HACCP
planning).

B. Focus on conserving more pristine habitats, monitor these areas, and protect them from invaders.

C. Design and maintain the stability of structures, museum collections, and developed landscapes, and
restore and maintain habitats to prevent and reduce conditions conducive to the introduction or spread of

pests.

D. Use IPM methods to eliminate or reduce impacts from vertebrate and invertebrate pests to achieve
site-management goals and objectives.

E. Use cost-effective pest management practices that pose the least risk to humans, natural and cultural
resources, facilities, and the environment.

08/03/10 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Supersedes 30 AM 12 and 7 RM 14, 03/12/82



FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Environmental Quality Part 569 Pest Management
Chapter 1 Integrated Pest Management 569 FW 1

F. Use our best professional judgment and available scientific information to select the lowest risk, most
effective IPM method or combination of methods that is feasible for each pest management project.
When appropriate, we will include IPM methods into short- and long-term management planning
documents such as refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plans, IPM plans, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) documents, and invasive species plans. Service IPM planning guidance is on the
Internet.

G. Encourage pest management activities that benefit natural resources and provide long-term
environmentally sound solutions to pest management problems on and off Service lands. This includes
planting native species that promote beneficial species, like native pollinators, and promoting beneficial
organisms and natural processes that inherently suppress potential pest populations.

H. Complete necessary environmental documentation and procedures before conducting pest
management activities. This may include:

(1) Preparing Pesticide Use Proposals (PUPs) for approval before applying pesticides,

(2) Entering pesticide usage information annually into the online IPM and Pesticide Use Proposal System
(PUPS) database,

(3) Conducting Endangered Species Act consultations, and
(4) Following NEPA requirements.

I. Use and promote pest management research, methods, education, and technical and financial
assistance programs to develop, support, and implement IPM strategies.

J. Use appropriate monitoring techniques before, during, and after any IPM activity to determine whether
we achieved pest management goals and objectives and if the activity caused any unanticipated impacts.

K. When possible, incorporate IPM principles into procurement activities, contracts, leases, and
agreements, including activities such as:

(1) Cooperative farming,

(2) Construction,

(3) Habitat management,

(4) Fire management,

(5) Grazing,

(6) Forestry,

(7) Operation and maintenance of irrigation systems and dams,
(8) Concessions management,

(9) Road and rights-of-way construction and maintenance,

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY



FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
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Environmental Quality Part 569 Pest Management
Chapter 1 Integrated Pest Management 569 FW 1

(10) Public health,
(11) Animal management, and
(12) Fish culture.

1.5 What is the scope of this policy? This chapter applies to all pest management activities we
conduct, approve, or fund on or off Service lands.

1.6 When will the Service manage pests? We will manage pests if:

A. The pest causes a threat to human or wildlife health or private property; action thresholds for the pest
are exceeded; or Federal, State, or local governments designate the pest as noxious;

B. The pest is detrimental to site management goals and objectives; and

C. The planned pest management actions will not interfere with achieving site management goals and
objectives.

1.7 How does the Service choose which pest management methods to use? We choose pest
management methods by considering the following in this order of importance:

A. Human safety,

B. Environmental integrity,

C. Effectiveness, and

D. Cost.

1.8 What are the authorities for this chapter?

A. 517 DM 1, Integrated Pest Management Policy.

B. Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act (7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq., Subtitle E).

C. Federal Property Management Regulations, Facility Management (41 CFR 102-74.30).

D. Agriculture Risk Protection Act (PL 106-224) (supersedes the Federal Noxious Weed Act, except
Sections 11 and 15).

E. Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species.

F. National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 U.S.C. 668dd- 668ee), as amended by the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act (P.L. 105-57).

G. National Invasive Species Act (P.L. 104-332).
H. Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act (P.L. 101-646).

I. Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1536).

08/03/10 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Supersedes 30 AM 12 and 7 RM 14, 03/12/82
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J. Occupational Safety and Health Act (P.L. 91-596).

K. The National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321-4370d).

L. Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 — 1376) (also known as Clean Water Act).
M. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) (7 U.S.C. 136).

N. Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-716).

O. Official Animal Control Operations (50 CFR 31.14).

1.9 Who is responsible for IPM?

A. The Director approves Servicewide IPM policy.

B. The Assistant Director — Fisheries and Habitat Conservation:

(1) Designates a National IPM Coordinator to coordinate a consistent Servicewide approach to pest
management,

(2) Designates a liaison in the Fisheries program to work closely with the National IPM Coordinator to
promote policy compliance and coordination, and

(3) Ensures the development and distribution of information on innovative and updated pest management
techniques.

C. The Assistant Director — National Wildlife Refuge System:

(1) Designates a liaison to work closely with the National IPM Coordinator to ensure the Refuge System’s
policy compliance and coordination,

(2) Supports national IPM activities, including maintenance of the national IPM and PUPS database, and
(3) Designates an IPM and PUPS database administrator (owner) for the Refuge System.

D. The Assistant Director — Wildlife and Sport Fish Restoration Program encourages grantees to
implement IPM strategies when managing pest species on projects and lands for which we provide

grants.

E. The Assistant Director — External Affairs ensures that the National Conservation Training Center
develops and offers IPM and other pesticide-related training.

F. The Assistant Director — Business Management and Operations ensures we incorporate IPM
principles into procurement activities, contracts, leases, and agreements.

G. The Regional Directors:
(1) Ensure Regional compliance with this policy.

(2) Designate a Regional IPM Coordinator who informs employees about innovative and new IPM
techniques.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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(3) Ensure that employees receive training necessary to competently develop and implement IPM
programs. Such training may include IPM planning, pesticide applicator certification, and pest species
management.

(4) Ensure that performance plans and annual work activity guidance for employees responsible for pest
management reflect the goals and objectives of this policy.

(5) Use funds allocated for pest management for appropriate pest management projects.

(6) Ensure that staff keep records of IPM techniques, including use of pesticides, biocontrols, and other
pest management tools on lands we manage, and that these records are available as needed.

H. The National IPM Coordinator:

(1) Develops, maintains, and distributes information about innovative and current pest management
techniques to Regional personnel.

(2) Attends and helps organize a national IPM workshop annually or as needed. This workshop is for
national, Regional, and field staff who participate in IPM activities.

(3) Serves on a Federal IPM Coordination Group with IPM Coordinators from many Federal agencies,
including the Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Department of Agriculture, General Services
Administration, Bureau of Land Management, and the National Park Service. Serves on other IPM
coordination groups as appropriate.

(4) Approves or disapproves IPM plans and PUPs that require Washington Office review and approval to
ensure compliance with applicable laws and other authorities (see section 1.11).

(5) Promotes awareness of and compliance with the Departmental IPM policy to provide a consistent
national approach to pest management.

(6) Reviews annual Regional IPM reports, including pesticide use data, generated by the PUPS
database.

(7) Coordinates closely with field and Regional staff implementing IPM activities to ensure environmental
compliance and to promote the most streamlined procedures and reporting methods.

(8) Works with field and Regional staff implementing IPM to develop updates, as necessary, to national
guidance, including the appropriate review level for different IPM activities (e.g., specific pesticide
applications).

I. Regional IPM Coordinators:

(1) Approve or disapprove IPM plans and PUPs requiring their review to ensure compliance with
applicable laws and other authorities (see section 1.11). This includes reviewing PUPs in an emergency
when an unanticipated outbreak occurs. If a PUP requires Washington Office review, the Regional IPM
Coordinator must send it to Washington even in an emergency.

(2) Provide the National IPM Coordinator with information concerning pesticide applications or other IPM
techniques, when requested.

08/03/10 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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(3) Coordinate with the National IPM Coordinator when the National IPM Coordinator has to review a
PUP from their Region.

(4) Work with the National IPM Coordinator to develop updates, as necessary, to national guidance,
including the appropriate review level for different IPM activities (e.g., specific pesticide applications).

(5) Provide Regional personnel with information about environmental hazards and updated pest
management techniques.

J. Project Leaders:

(1) Ensure that pest management decisions are consistent with this policy, the pesticide safety policy
(242 FW 7), laws, and regulations, including, but not limited to:

(a) Local, State, and Federal requirements for informing employees and visitors of pesticide use,

(b) The Endangered Species Act (for some projects this may include consultation under section 7 of the
Act),

(c) NEPA, and

(d) The Federal Insecticide Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).

(2) Develop IPM plans, as appropriate, consistent with NEPA documentation.

(3) Work with the Regional IPM Coordinator to ensure pest management activities use IPM strategies
consistent with resource management goals and objectives, such as those stated in Comprehensive

Conservation Plans or similar plans.

(4) Promote and encourage IPM practices to land owners and others whose pesticide use may affect
Service lands and resources.

(5) Ensure that anyone applying pesticides, releasing biological control agents, and conducting other IPM
activities has the appropriate training and equipment necessary to protect their safety and health (also
see 242 FW 7).

(6) Ensure we apply pesticides only after the appropriate reviewer (see section 1.11) approves the PUP.
We determine who must review and approve PUPs based on pesticide characteristics and its usage
pattern. The National IPM Coordinator works with a national team of Regional IPM and Invasive Species
Coordinators to determine the level of review and approval each pesticide receives.

(7) Help establish threshold levels of damage or pest populations according to Service or field station
goals and objectives and applicable laws.

(a) Before the treatment, verify that the site has damage levels or pest populations that exceed threshold
levels.

(b) After the treatment, determine whether the pest management action achieved the desired results and
whether there were any unanticipated or non-target impacts.

(8) Provide the Regional IPM Coordinator with summaries of IPM activities at his/her request.

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY



FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Environmental Quality Part 569 Pest Management
Chapter 1 Integrated Pest Management 569 FW 1

(9) Ensure that staff store, handle, and dispose of pesticides and pesticide containers in accordance with
the label, as required by law, and in a manner that safeguards human, fish, and wildlife health and
prevents soil, air, and water contamination.

1.10 What kind of training do employees need before they can apply pesticides?

A. People who apply pesticides on Service lands must have proper training and pesticide certification, as
required by Federal and State laws.

B. To purchase, use, or supervise the use of Restricted Use Pesticides, the person must be a Certified
Pesticide Applicator (Commercial Applicator), under Section 4 of FIFRA or under the direct supervision of
Certified Pesticide Applicator.

(1) A Restricted Use Pesticide is a pesticide product that has a relatively high degree of potential for
human or environmental hazard even when it's used according to label directions.

(2) We encourage people who apply general pesticides (non-Restricted Use Pesticides) or supervise
these applications to become Certified Pesticide Applicators (see 242 FW 7), even if certification is not
required by law.

1.11 What do employees have to do before applying pesticides? We may only apply pesticides after
filling out a PUP and getting PUP approval. A PUP is an online document that identifies important
considerations related to a pesticide application (e.g., goals, objectives, IPM techniques, best
management practices, pesticide application rates and methods, etc.).

A. The appropriate field station or facility employee must complete a PUP in the online PUPS database.
We use the PUPS database to develop, duplicate, submit, review, and approve or disapprove a PUP.

B. PUP reviewer(s) examine the PUP for compliance with applicable regulations to ensure that
employees use the least risk and the most specific and effective pesticide(s) to manage the target pest.
The National IPM Coordinator works with a national team of Regional IPM and Invasive Species
Coordinators to determine the level of review and approval each pesticide receives. The National IPM
Coordinator updates this review and approval hierarchy and the resulting pesticide lists as needed.

C. Approvals and disapprovals only apply to the specific application regime, time, location, pesticide, and
target pest.

(1) Depending on the PUP, the Project Leader may review and approve it, or he/she may send it to the
Regional IPM Coordinator for review and approval. The Regional IPM Coordinator has to send some
PUPs to the National IPM Coordinator for review and approval.

(2) Regardless of whether the PUP needs just the approval of the Project Leader or the approval of the
Regional or National IPM Coordinator, or both, each approving authority has 30 days to conduct the
review (so a PUP that has to go to the National IPM Coordinator could take up to 90 days).

(3) The review period may take longer depending on what changes the PUP may need and the PUP
workloads at the different reviewer levels. Also, an expedited PUP review may be necessary when there
is an emergency pest outbreak.

1.12 Does the Service require IPM plans for pesticide applications? No. We encourage employees
engaging in pest management practices to include a separate pest management plan or incorporate IPM
strategies into other resource planning documents (e.g., Comprehensive Conservation Plans,

08/03/10 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Environmental Assessments, and Environmental Impact Statements). When developing an IPM plan, we
encourage employees to ensure it conforms to the parameters of an Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Statement, as appropriate. Doing this benefits Project Leaders because they may
receive multi-year approvals of certain proposed pesticide uses that would normally require Regional or
national level review.

1.13 What is the relationship among IPM plans, Comprehensive Conservation Plans, and NEPA?
Employees must develop the appropriate level of NEPA documentation (conforming to the parameters of
a categorical exclusion, Environmental Assessment, or Environmental Impact Statement) and provide
public involvement, as needed, when they develop IPM plans. If you have identified, addressed, and
authorized specific pest management strategies in a Comprehensive Conservation Plan and fully
evaluated these strategies in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan’s NEPA document, you do not need
further NEPA documentation. For more information on NEPA compliance, see Departmental and Service
NEPA guidance in 516 DM 6, Appendix 1 and 550 FW 3.

/sgd/ Jeffrey L. Underwood
ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR

Date: August 3, 2010
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31 What is the purpose of this chapter? This chapter
provides polcy for maintaning and estoring where
appropriate, the biologica integrly dive sity and
environmenta hea th of the National Wi dl feRefuge System.

3.2 What is the scope of this policy? Ths poicy applies
to all units of he System.

3.3 What is the biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health policy? The policy s an addtio a
directive forrefugema agers o follow whi each ev ng refuge
purpose(s) and System mssion, t provides for the
consideration and protection of the broad spectrum of fish
wildlife, and abitat esources found on refuges and
associated ecosystems. Furt er, it provides refuge managers
with a evaluation process to anayze thei ref ge a d
recommend he bast management direc ion toprevent further
degradation of environmental conditons; and where
appropriate and in concert with refuge purposes and System
mission restore os or severely degraded components,

3.4 What are the objectives of this policy?

A. Describe the relationships among refuge purposes,
Sysem mission, and maintaining boogica ntegrity,
d versity and environmenta health,

B. Provide guidelines for determining what conditions
constit te bio ogical integrity, diversity, and environmental
hea th.

€. Provde guidelines for maintaining existing levels of
biologica ntegr ty, diversity, and environmental health.

D. Provde guidelines for detemining how and when & is
appropriate o reslore osl elements of biologicd integrity,
diversily, and environmentd health.

E. Provde g deli es to follow in dealing with extemal
threats to biological ntegrity, diversily, and environmental
health.

3.5 What are the authorities for this policy? National
Wildife Refug System Administrabon Act of 1966 as
amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System
mprovement Act of 997, 16 U.5.C. 668dd-668ee (Refuge
Adminis ratio Ac ). Section 4(a)(4)(B) of this law states that
In admin stering the System, the Secretaryshall . . . ensure
that the b ological integrity, diversity, and environmental
hea th of the System are maintained for the benefit of present
and future genera ions of Americans ...." Thisis one of 14
directives to the Secretary contained within the Refuge
A min stration Ac

3 6 What do these terms mean?

A. Biological Diversity. T e variety of lif and ils
processes cuding the varety of iving organ'sms, the
genetic d fferences among hem, and communilies and
ecosys ems n wh ch they occur.

B. Biological Integrity. Biot ¢ composition, structure and
fu ctoni g at geneic, organsm a d communty levels
comparable wit hsio ¢ conditions, includ ng the natural
b o ogical processes that shape ge omes, organisms a d
commun t es.

C Environmental Health. Compos tion, structure, and
functio ng of sol, wate , air, and other abiotic featu es
comparable wth istoric cond tons, including the natural
abiolic processes hat shape the envirconment.

D. Historic Conditions. Composition, struclure, and
function ng of ecosystems resu t' g from natural processes
that we he ieve, basedon sound professionaljudgment, were
praesent pror to s bstantia human related changes to the
landscape

E. Native, With respect to a particu ar ecosystem, a spacies
that, other than a2 a resut anintrod cltio h srically
occ rred or currently oocurs i hat ecosystem.

3.7 What are the principles underlying this policy?

A. Wildlife First. he Refuge Administration Act, as
amended, clearly estab ishes that wildlife conservation sthe
singular National Wildlife Refuge System mission. House
Report 105-106 accompanying the National Wildlife Ref ge
System Imp ovement Act of 1997 states”. . . the fundamenital
mission of our System is wildlife conservation wildlife a d
wildlife conservation must come first.” Biological integrity,
diversity, and enviro mental heaith are critical componenis
of wildlife conservation,

B, Accomplishing refuge purposes and maintaini g
biological integrity,diversity, environmental health of the
System. T e Refuge Administration Act states that ea h
refuge will be managed lo fulfill refuge purpose(s) as well as
to help fulf | the System mission, and we will accompl sh
these purpose(s) and our mission by ensuring ha t e
biological integrity diversity, and environmental health of
each refuge are mainlained, and where appropriate, restored.
We base our decisions on sound professional judgment.

C. Biological in egrity, diversity, and environmental
health in a landscape context Biological integrity
diversity, and e vi onmental heath can be described at
various landscape scales fromre uge toecosystem  ationa ,
and internatonal. ach landscape scale has a meas re of

04/ 6/01 FWM 366
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biological integrity, diversity, and environmental heakh
dependent on how the existing habiats, ecosystem
processes, and wildlife populations have been altered in
comparison to historic conditions. Levels of biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health vary among
refuges, and often within refuges over time. Individual
refuges contribute to biological integrity, diversity, and
enviranmental health at larger landscape scales, especially
when they support populations and habitats that have been
lost at an ecosystem, national, or even international scale.
In pursuit of refuge purposes, individualrefuges may attimes
compromise elements of biological Integrity, diversity, and
environmental health at the refuge scale in support of those
componenis at |larger landscape scales. When evaluating
the appropriate management direction for refuges, refuge
managers will consider their refuges' contribution to
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at
multiple landscape scales.

D. Maintenance and restoration of biological Integrity,
diversity, and environmental health. We will, first and
foremost, maintain existing levels of biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health at the refuge scale.
Secondarily, we will restore lost or severely degraded
elements of integrity, diversity, environmental health at the
refuge scale and other appropriate landscape scales where
it is feasible and supports achisvement of refuge purpose(s)
and Systern mission.

E. Wildlife and Habitat Management. Management,
ranging from preservation to aclive manipulation of habitals
and populations, is necessary to maintain biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health. We favor management
that restores or mimics natural ecosystem processes or
functions to achieve refuge purpose(s). Some refuges may
differ from the frequency and timing of natural processes in
order to meet refuge purpose(s) or address biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health at larger
landscape scales.

F. Sound Professional Judgment. Refuge managars will
use sound professional judgment when implementing this
policy primarily during the comprehensive conservation
planning process to determine: the relationship between
refuge purpose(s) and biological integrily, diversity, and
environmental health; what condilions constitule biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health; howta maintain
existing levels of all three; and, how and when o
appropriately restore lost elements of all three. These
determinations are inharently complex. Sound professional
judgment incorporates field experience, knowledge of refuge
resources, refuge role within an ecosystem, applicable laws,
and best available science including consultation withothers
both inside and outside the Senvice.

G. Public Use, The priority wikllife-dependent public uses,
established by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997, are not in conflict with this policy

601 FW 3

when determined to be compatible. The directives of this
policy do not generally entail exclusion of visitors or
elimination of public use structures; e.g., boardwalks and
observalion towers. However, maintenance and/or
restoration of biological integrity, diversity,and environmental
health may require spatial or temporal zoning of public use
programs and associated infrastructures. General success
in maintaining or restoring biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health will prod uce higher quality opportunities
for wildlife-dependent public use.

3.8 What are our responsibilities?
A. Diractor.

{1) Provides national policy, goals and objectives for
maintaining and resloring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the System.

{2) Ensures that national plans and partnerships support
maintaining and restoring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the Sysiem.

{3) Ensures that the national land acquisition strategy forthe
System is designed to enhance the biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health of the System at all
landscape scales.

B. Regilonal Director.

(1} Provides regional policy, goals and objectives for
maintaining and restoring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the System, including guidance
to resolve any conflicts with biological integriy, diversily, and
environmental health at an individual refuge versus at the
larger landscape scales.

{2) Ensures that regional and ecosystem plans, and regional
parinerships support maintaining and restoring the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the System.

{3) Resolves conflicts that arise between maintaining
biological integrity, diversity, and anviranmenial health at the
refuge level landscape scale versus at |arger landscape
scales.

C. Regional Chief.

(1) Ensures that individual refuge comprehensive
conservation plans support maintaining and restoring the
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the
System.

{2) Reviews and ensurss those refuge management
programs that occur on many refuges (eg., fire
management) are consistent with this policy.

REFUGE MANAGEMENT
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D. Refuge Manager.
{1) Follows the procedure outlined in paragraph 3.9,

{2} Incorporate the principles of this policy into all refuge
management plans and actions.

3.9 How do we implement this policy? The Director,
Regional Directors, Regional Chiefs, and Refuge Managers
w'll carry out their responsibilities spec fied in paragraph3 8
In addition, refuge managers wil carry out the follow ng
tasks:

A. |dentify the refuge purpose(s), legisiative responsibil t es
refuge role within the ecosystem, and System miss on.

B. Assess the current status of biological integrity, d versity
and environmental health through baselne vegetation,
population survays and studies, and any other necessary
environmental studies,

C. Assess historic conditions and compare them to current
conditions. This will provide a benchmark of comparison for
the relative intactness of eoosystems’ functions and
processes, This assessment should include the
opportunities and limitations to maintaining and restoiing
biological integrity, d versity, and environmental health

D. Consider the refuge’s importance to efuge, ecosystem
national, and international landscape s ales of b ological
integrity, divers ty, and environmenta health Also dentify
the refuge's roles and responsibilitieswith n theReg ona and
Systemn administrat ve levels.

E. Consider the relationsh ps among ref ge purpose(s)and
biological integrity, diversity and environmenta hea h and
resolve conflicts among them.

G. Through the comprehensive conservalion pann g
process, interim management p anning or compal bili y
reviews, determine he appropria e management direct onto
maintain and whe e appropriate, restore bo og cali tegrity
diversity, and env ronmental health, while ac eving refuge
purpose(s).

H. Evaluate the effectiveness of our managem by
comparing resulls to desired outcomes. | theresults ofo r
management strateges are unsatisfactory assess the
causes of fallure and adapt our s rategles according y

3.10 What factors dowe consider whan maintainingand
restoring blological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health? We plan for the mai tenance and
restoration of b ologicalinteg vy, diversity,a denvironmenta

health while cons dering all threei an nteg atedand oistc
manner. The highest meas re of biologicalin egrity d versity

and environmenta health is viewed as those intact and self-

and Environmental Health
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sustaining habitats and wildlife popul tions that existed
duri g historic conditions.

A. Biological Integrity.

{1} We evaluate biological integrity by e amining the exle
to which biologica! composition, struciure, and funclion ha
bee altered from historic conditions. Biologicalcomposition
refers to biological compenents such as  enes, populations,
spec es, and communities. Biological structure refers tothe
organ zation of biological components, such as gen
frequencies, social structures of pop latons, food webs o
speces, and niche partitioning within communities.
B ological function refers to the processes undergone by
biolog cal components, such as ge etic recombination,
population migration, the evolution of species, and
communlty succession [see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e), Plannn
Area and Data Needs].

{2) Biological integrity lies dong a continum from a
biological system extensively allered by significant human
mpacts to the landscape to a completely natural system. o
landscape retains absolute biol ogical integ rity, diversity, and
environmental health However, we st ve to preventt e
further loss of natural biological features and processes; i.e ,
biological integrity.

{3) Ma ntaining or restoring biotogical integnty is not the
same as maximizing biological dwersity. Maintaining
b olog cal integrity may entail managing for a single species
or community at some refuges and combinations of species
or communities at other refuges For example, a refuge may
contain critcal habitats for an endangered species
Maintaining that habitat (and therefore, that species), even
though it may reduce biological diversity at the refuge scale,
helps maintain biological ntegrity and diversity at the
ecosystem or national land cape scale,

{4} In deciding which management activities b conduct to
accompl sh refuge purpose(s) while maintain ng biologica
‘ntegrity, we start by considering how the ecosystem
functioned under histonc conditions. For example we
consider the natural requency and timing of processes such
as flooding, fires, an g azing. Where it is not appropriate to
restore ecosystem functio our refuge management will
mim c these natural process s includingnatural frequenc es
and timing lo the exlent this can be accomplished.

{5} We may find it necessary to madify the frequency and
t ming of natural processes at the refuge scale o fulfi | refuge
purpose(s) or to contribute to biclogical integrity at arge
landscape scales. For example, under historic conditions, an
area may have flooded only a few t mes per decade,
M gratory b rds dependent upon wetlands mayhave used the
a ea n some years, and used other areas that flooded in
other years Howevaer, many wetlands have been corverted
o agricu ture or other land uses, the remain ng wetlands
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must produce more habitat, more consistenty, to support
wetland-dependent migratory birds. Therefore, to conserve
these migratory bird populations at larger landscape scales,
we may flood areas more frequentlyand for longer periods of
time than they were flooded historically.

B. Biological Diversity.

{1) We evaluate biclogical diversity at varous taxonomic
levels, including class, order, family, genus, species,
subspecies, and--for purposes of Endangered Species Act
implementation—distinct population segment. These
evaluations of biological diversity begin with population
surveys and studies of flora and fauna. The System's facus
is on native species and natural communities such as those
found under historic conditions [see802 FW 3.4C(1)(g)]. The
Natural Heritage Network dalabases for respective States
should prove a valuable tool for this initial evaluation.

(2) We also evaluate biological diversity at various
landscape scales, including refuge, ecosystem, national, and
international. On refuges, we typically focus our evaluations
of biological diversity at the refuge scale; however, these
refuge evalualions can contribute to assessments at larger
landscape scales.

{3} We strive to maintain populations of breeding individuals
that are genetically viable and functional. We provide for the
breeding, migrating, and wintering needs of migratory
species. We also strive to maximize the size of habitat blocks
and maintain connectivity between blocks of habitats, unless
such connectivity causes adverse effects on wildlife or habitat
{e.qg., by facilitating the spread of invasive species}).

{4} At the community level, the most reliable indicator of
biological diversity Is plant community composition. We use
the National Vegetation Classification System to identify
biological diversity at this level.

C. Environmental Health.

{1) We evaluate environmental health by examining the
extent to which environmental compostion, structure, and
function have been altered from historic conditions.
Environmental composition refers to abiotic components
such as air, water, and soils, all of which are generally
interwoven with bioticcompanents (e.g., decomposers live in
soils). Environmental structure refers to the organization of
abiotic components, such as atmospheric layering, aquifer
structure, and topography. Environmental funclion refers to
the processes undergone by abiotic components, such as
wind, tidal regimes, evaporation, and erosion. A diverslty of
abiotic composition, structure, and function tends to support
a diversity of biological composition, structure, and function
isee 602 FW 3.4 C (1)Xe), Planning Area and Data Needs].

{2) We are especially concerned with emvironmental features
as they affect all living organisms. For example, at the

genetic level, we manage for environmental health by
preventing chemical contamination of air, water, and soils
that may interfere with reproductive physiology or stimuate
high rates of mutation. Such contamination includes
carcinogens and other toxic substances that are released
within or oulside of refuges,

{3) Atthe population and community levels, we consider the
habitat components of food, water, cover, and space. Food
and water may baecome contaminatedwith chemicals thatare
not naturally present. Activities such as logging and mining
or structures such as buildings and fences may modify
security or thermal cover. Unnatural noise and fght pollution
may also compromise migration and reproduction patterns.
Unnatural physical structures, including buildings,
communication towers, reservairs, and other infrastructure,
may displace space or may be obstaclesto wildlife migration,
Refuge facility construction and maintenance projects
necessary to accomplish refuge purpose(s) should be
designed to minimize their impacts on the environmental
health of the refuge.

3.11 How do we apply our management strategies to
maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health?

A. We strive to manage in a holistic manner the combination
of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. We
balance all three by considering refuge purpose(s), System
mission, and landscape scales. Considered independently,
management strategies lo maintain and restore biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health may confict.

B. For example, physical structwes and chemical
applications are often necessary to maintain biologica)
integrity and to fuifill refuge purpose(s) We may use dikes
and water control structures to maintain and restore natural
hydrolegical cycles, or use rotenone to eliminate invasive
carp from a pond. These unnalural physical alieralions and
chemical applications would compromise erwvironmental
health if considered in isolation, but theymay be appropriate
management actions for maintaining biclogical integrity and
accomplishing refuge purpose(s).

C. We may remove physical structures to promote
endangered species recovery in some aresas, or we may
remove plants or animals to protect structures, depending
upon refuge purposa(s). Unlesswe determine thata species
was present in the area of a refuge under historic conditions,
we will not introduce or maintan the presence of that species
for the purpose of biological diversity. We may make
exceptions where areas are essentialfor the conservation of
a threatened or endangered species and suitable habitats
are not available elsewhere. In such cases, we strive to
minimize unnatural effects and to restore or maintain natural
processas and ecosystem components to the exent
practicable without jeopardizing refuge purpose(s).

REFUGE MANAGEMENT
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3.12 How do we incorporate information from historic
conditions into our management decisions?

A. Maintaining biological integrity, diversty, and
environmental health requires an ecological frame of
reference. A frame ofreference allows us o contrast curre t
conditions of our resources with historic conditions. The
reference guides us in two ways, It provides information on
how the landscape looked prior lo changes n land use that
destroyed and fragmented habitats and esulted n
diminished wildlife populations and the extirpation or
extinction of species. It also allows us b examine how
natural ecosystems function and ma ntain themsslves. We
use these conditions as a frame of reference in which to
develop goals and objectives.

B. We use historical conditions as the frame of re erence to
identify composition, structure, and functional processesthat
naturally shaped ecosystems. Weespecially seek to identify
keystone species, indicator species, and types of
communities that occurred during the frame of reference

We also seek to ascertain basic Iinformation on natural
ecosystem structure such as predator/prey e a ionships and
distribution of plant communities. Finally, we seek to identify
the scale and frequency of processes that accompanied
these components and structures, such as fire regimes

flooding events, and plant community succession. Where
appropriate and feasible, we also pursue biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health by eliminating unnatural
biotic and abiotic features and processes not necessary to
accomplish refuge purpose(s).

€. We do not axpect, howewer, to reconstruct a complete
inventory of components, structures, and funclions for any
successional stage occurring during the frame of referance.
Rather, we use sound professional judgmentto fit the pieces
to create a conceptual picture of ourresources under historic
conditions.

D. We ensure that our management activities resu t in the
establishment of a community that fits within what we
reasonably believe to have been the natural success ona
series, unless doing so conflicts with accomplishing refuge
purpose({s). We may choose lo maintain nonclimax
communities pursuant to refuge purpose(s) or formaintaining
biological integrily, diversity, and environmenta health at the
regional, national, orintemnational landscape scale, We favor
techniques such as fire or flooding that mimic or result
natural processes to maintain these noncl maxcommunities.
However, where it will support fulfillment of refuge
purpose(s), we allow or, if necessary, encourage nat ra
succession to proceed.

3.13 Where do we get information on historic
conditions?

601 FW3

A. nformaton on historic condi ons may be h storical
archeologica or other Hislorical information ncludes the
written and, in some cases the pictograph ¢ accounts of
Native Americans, explorers, s rveyors, lraders, and early
settlers. Archeological information comes from col ections o
c ltu alartifacts maintained by scienfific inst tutions. We may
obtan other data from a range of sources ncuding
esearch, soil sediments, and tree rings.

B. We obtain information on historic conditions from our
nvestigations and from partners in academia, conservation
organizations and o he Federa, State Tribal and loca!
government agencies In many cases we use historical
vegetation maps to provide data Such h storica maps are
usually drawn at relative ycoarse scales, perhaps lothe leve
of vegetation all ance. Generally a comp ehens ve h storical
list of plant and animal species is not ava lable or necessary.
We will base the determinatio of natura speces and
ecosystem composition on sound profess onal judgment
We periodically update our informatio on historic conditions
withresults from o goi g h storical, acheologica , and other
studies.

3.14 How do we manage populations to maintain and
restore biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health?

A. We encourage cooperation and coordination wilh State
fish and wildlife management agendes in setling refuge
populat on goals and objectives. To the extent practicable,
our regulations pertaining to fishing or hunting of resident
wildlife within the System are consistent with State fish and
wildlife laws, regulations, and management plans.

B. We maintain, or contr bute to the ma ntenance of,
popu ations of native species. We design our wildlife
populat cn management strategies to support accomplishing
efuge purpose(s) while maintaining or restoring biological
ntegrity, diversity, and envionmenrtal health We formulate
afuge goals and objectives for population managerment by
considering natural densities, social structures, and
population dynamics at the refuge evel, and population
objectives set by national plans and programs — such as the
Nort American Waterfowl Management Plan - in which the
System is a partner.

C. Natural densities are relatively stable fo some species
and variable for others. We manage populations for natural
densities and levels of variation, while assuring thatdensities
of endangered or otherwise rare species are sufficient for
maintaining viable populations. We consider population
parameters such as sex ratios and age class distributions
when managing populations to maintain and restore where
appropriate biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health.

04/16/01 FWM 366
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D. On some refuges, including many of those having the
purpose of migratory bird conservation, we establish goals
and objectives to maintain densities higher than those that
would naturally occur at the refuge level because of the loss
of surrounding habitats. We more closely approxmate
natural levels at larger landscape scales, such as flyways, by
maintaining higher densities at the refuge level.

E. We do not, however, allow densities to reach excessive
levels thal result in adverse effects on wildlife and habitat.
The effects of producing densities that are too high may
include disease, excessive nutrient accumulation, and the
competitive exclusion of other species. We use planning and
sound professional judgment to determine prudent limits to
densities.

F. Where practical, we support the reintroduction of
extirpated native species. We consider such reintroduction
in the context of surrounding landscapes. We do not
introduce species on refuges outside their historic range or
introduce species if we determine that they were naturally
extirpated, unless such introduction is essential for the
survival of a species and prescribed in an endangered
species recovery plan, or is essentid for the control of an
invasive species and prescribed in an Iintegraled pest
management plan.

3.15 How do we manage habitats tomailntain and restore
biological integrity, diversity, environmental health?

A. We will, first and foremost, maintain existing levels of
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at the
refuge scale. Following that, we will restore lost or degraded
elements of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health at all landscape scales where it is feasible and
supports fuffillment of refuge purposes.

B. Qur habitat management plans call for the appropriate
managemaent strategies that mimic historic conditions while
still accomplishing refuge objectives. For example,
prescribed burning can simulate natural fire regimes or water
level management can mimic natural hydrological cycles.
Farming, haying, logging, livestock grazng, and other
axtractive activities are permissible habitat management
practices only when prescribed in plans to meet wildlife or
habitat management objectives, and only when more natural
methods, such as fire or grazing by native herbivores, cannot
meet refuge goals and objectives.

C. We do not allow refuge uses or management practices
that result in the maintenance of non-native plant
communities unless we determine there is no feasible
aliemnative for accomplishing refuge purpose(s). For
example, where we do not require farming to accomplish
refuge purpose(s), we cease farming and strive to restore
natural habitats. Where feasible and consistent with refuge
purpose(s), we restore degraded or modified habitats in the
pursuit of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental

health. Wea use nalive seed sources in ecological
restoration. We do not use genetically modified organisms
in refuge management unless we determine their use Is
essential to accomplishing refuge purpose(s) and the
Director approves the use.

3.16 How do we manage non-native species to maintain
and restore biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health?

A. We prevent the introduction of invasive species, detect
and control populations of invasive species, and provide for
restoration of native species and habitat conditions in
invaded ecosystems. We develop integrated pest
management strategies that incorporate the most effective
combination of machanical, chemical, biological, and cultural
controls while considering the effects on environmental
health.

B. We require no action to reduce or eradicate sef-
sustaining populations of non-native, noninvasive spacies
(e.0., pheasants) unless those species interfere with
accomplishing refuge purpose(s). We do not, howevar,
manage habitats to increase populations of these species
unless such habitat management supports accomplishing
refuge purpose(s).

3.17 How does this policy affact the acquisition of lands
for the Systam?

A. We consider the mission, goals, and objectives of the
System in planning for its strategic growth. We will take a
proactive approach to identifying lands that are critical for
maintaining or restoring the biclogical integrity, diversily, and
environmental health of the System at all landscape scales.
We will integrate this approachinto all Service strategies and
initiatives related to the strategic growth of the System. We
incorporate the directives of this policy when evaluating an
area’s potential contribution to the consemation of the
ecosystems of the United States.

B. Woe use the Land Acquisition Priority Sysem to rank
potential acquisitions once the Director approves significant
expansions or new refuges. Our Land Acquisition Priority
System includes components that gauge the contributions of
refuges to maintaining and restoring biological integrity,
diversity, and environmenta health.

316 What is the relationship between biclogical
integrity, diversity, and environmental health and
com patibility? When completing compatibility
determinations, refuge managers use sound professional
judgment to determine if a refuge use will materially interfere
with or detract from the fulfillment of the System mission or
the refuge purpose(s). Inherent in fulfilling the System
mission is protection of the biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health of the System. Specific policy for
compatibility is found in 603 FW 2.
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3.19 What is the relationship between biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health and
comprehensive conservation ptanning?

A. We integrate the principles of this po icy into all aspects of
comprehensive conservation planning, includ ng pre-planning
guidance (see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e)) as we complete plans o
direct long-range refuge manageme t and identify desired
tuture conditions for praposed refuges (see 602 FW 1 7D).

B. Refuge purpose(s) and the System lIssic serve as the
basis for goals and objectives at a levels of he System
(e.g . System, Reglonal, ecosystem, and refuge level). When
we develop refuge goals and objectives during the
Comprehensive Conservalion Planprocess we include goals
and objectives for maintain ng and restoring the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmenta health of the refuge.

C. Whi e developing Compreh ensive Conservation Plans, we
make management decisions base on sound professional
judgment We subsequently evaluate the effectiveness of
these decisions by compating results to desi ed outcomes.
f the results are unsatisfactory, we assess t e causes of
failure and adapt our managementdecisions accordingy. n
part, we base management decisions on na ural resource-
relaled research that has been conducted on refuges This
type of research adds to the general body of nformaton
related to natural esource management and aids us in
continually adapting our management decisions. Wea
generally encourage natural resource related rasearch on
refuges.

3.20 How do we protect biclogical integrity, diversity,
and environmental health from actions ocutside of
refuges? Events occurring off refuge lands or waters may
injure or destroy the biclogical inlegnty diversity, and
env ronmental health of a refuge. Given their responsibility
{o the public resources with which they have been entrusted,
refuge managers should address these problems. |t is
critical that they pursue resolution fully cognizant and
respectiul of legitimate privale properly rights, seeking a
balance between such rights and the refuge manager’s own
responsibility to the public trust. While each situation will be
different, the following is a suggested pmcedure wh'ch
emphasizes our desire for cooperative resolutions. The time
and effort expended, and therate at which a refuge manager
escalates the process, will depend on the severity of threat
and the resources at risk.

A. We first seek resolution by directly contactihg he
landowner(s), corporation, agency or otherentity from which
the problem originates.

B. Where direct discussions fail, managers might seek
resolution through collaborative discussions with State or
local authorities or other organizations that can help in
cooperative resofution of the problem.

C. A appropriate ext step might be to pursug esolu ona

the local feve through planning and zoning boards or other
regulatory agencies at the ¢ ty and county level. Fa ngthat,
the manager may seek avenues through State administra ive
and regulatory agencies. Regulatory solutions are a serious
step, and a manager s ould take this route only after careful
consideration and in close consultation w th the Regional
Offices.

D. If the above eff rs fail, we may take action within the
legal authorities available t { e Service a d with full respect
to private property rights. In such cases, refuge managers
will consult with the Office of the So icitor for assistance in
identifying appropriate remedies and obtain concurence
from the Regional Di ect .

04/16/01 FWM 366
New

REFUGE MANAGEMENT









DATE:
FROM:

INFORMATION/BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

August 31, 2017
Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

SUBJECT:  Agricultural practices and Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge

PURPOSE:
This brief provides background on agricultural practices, including the past use of genetically modified

seeds in

providing wildlife forage, at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (NWR).

BACKGROUND:

Cooperative farming was used to meet the refuge’s 2006 CCP priority goal to “Protect and
enhance Service trust resources and other species and habitats of special concern.” The first
subgoal is to “Provide habitats to sustain 10 percent of each of Maryland's wintering waterfowl
populations of Atlantic Population (AP) Canada geese, snow geese, and dabbling ducks.” Refuge
objectives include monitoring wintering waterfowl populations, restoring emergent marsh,
managing ~ 460 acres of impoundments for moist soil management, and managing ~ 420 acres of
croplands.

Blackwater NWR used genetically modified organisms (GMOSs) until the July 17, 2014, Chief’s
memorandum recorded the renewed the leadership commitment to comply with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s (Service) policy on Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health
(601 FW 3, 2001) and the Pest Management policy (569 FW 1, 2010; 7 RM 14, 1982).

Once the refuge implemented the BIDEH policy on the use of GMOs, farmers would not agree to
cooperatively farm due to the restrictions. The refuge placed a contract for bid in 2016, and one
bid came in significantly higher than estimated; not financially possible at ($60,000 vs $40,000).

Refuge maintenance staff have been conducting all farming since it is a key element of the

CCP. Currently, about 370 acres are in crops, primarily with clover, but also milo, corn, winter
wheat, millet, and Egyptian wheat. At this time, the issue of GMOs on refuge exists in the 50 to
100 acres of corn planted to provide “hot energy foods” for waterfowl. Other crop species planted
on over 300 acres are not GMOs.

DISCUSSION:
The Project Leader has taken steps to ensure strong communications and collaboration with the local
community and political representatives. These include:

Each of

quarterly briefings to the County Council

closed sessions to the Council regarding upcoming potential acquisitions
regular email updates to the local landowners and politicians and

"neighbor" meetings twice a year with the local landowners (mostly farmers)

the neighbor meetings have had 25-50 in attendance, including State Senator Addie Eckardt,

Delegates Mautz and Adams, Council members, and the County Manager. Next meeting is Sept. 27th 8-
10am. The refuge will assist Del. Mautz in a snakehead tournament to raise funds for the local fire

departm
farmers

ent and he has not raised any recent concerns regarding the GMO issue at the refuge. Local
have come in to the refuge and expressed their satisfaction with the farming they observe

(including some of our biggest past critics).

11/15/2018 2:02 PM



INFORMATION/BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 1, 2017

FROM: Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System

SUBJECT: Agricultural practices and National Wildlife Refuges
PURPOSE:

This brief provides background information on the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service)
Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health policy, genetically modified seeds, and
agricultural practices on National Wildlife Refuges.

BACKGROUND:

e The Service’s Biological Integrity, Diversity and Environmental Health policy (2001, 601
FW 3) provides policy for maintaining and restoring, where appropriate, the biological
integrity, diversity and environmental health of the National Wildlife Refuge System
(NWRS).

e BIDEH (3.14B) states that we maintain or contribute the maintenance of, populations of
native species.

e BIDEH (3.15C) states that we use native seed sources in restoration and that we do not
use genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in refuge management unless we determine
their use is essential to accomplish the refuge purpose.

e The Service’s Pest Management policy (569 FW 1, 2010; 7 RM 14, 1982) directs us to
use methods that present the lowest risk to wildlife, fish and their habitats. The
prophylactic use of pesticides that accompanies the use of genetically modified seed
treatments is not consistent with the Service's Integrated Pest Management policy and
long-standing IPM principles. We base this on the precautionary approach to wildlife
management practices and not on agricultural practices.

DISCUSSION:

In 2009 and again in 2010, two lawsuits by public interest groups in the Northeast Region
(Prime Hook NWR and Bombay Hook NWR) led to the discontinuation of GMO use on
NWRs in the entire region. In 2011, the Service was sued twice on the use of GMO crop
seeds; these lawsuits were in the Southeast and Midwest regions. In the Southeast
Region, the Service was instructed by the court to farm without the use of GMO crops
seeds until National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance could be completed.
In the meantime, refuges in the Southeast Region were able to successfully meet wildlife
objectives without the use of GMO crop seeds. The Midwest Region lawsuit ended with
GMO crops seeds no longer being used for agricultural practices to meet wildlife
objectives.

11/15/2018 2:02 PM



INFORMATION/BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

In 2014, the NWRS leadership (Chiefs and Deputies) recognized that refuges throughout
the country successfully meet wildlife management objectives without the use of
genetically modified crops. Refuges have demonstrated the ability to successfully
accomplish refuge purposes without using genetically modified crops to meet wildlife
objectives for providing wildlife forage. Leadership renewed the commitment to not use
genetically modified crops to meet wildlife objectives System-wide. This is in
conformance with the BIDEH policy. As of January 2016, GMO seed use in agricultural
practices to accomplish wildlife objectives for providing wildlife forage has been phased
out in the NWRS.

ATTACHMENTS
BIDEH policy 601 FW 3
Chief’s Memo 2014

11/15/2018 2:02 PM



From: Kashyap Patel

To: Greg Sheehan

Cc: Morris, Charisa

Subject: MigBirds BP on Wintering Waterfowl Energetics
Date: Thursday, July 26, 2018 3:46:19 PM
Attachments: 201807 BP Winter Waterfowl Energetics.docx
Hi Greg,

Please find attached our BP on Waterfowl Energetics.
I've copied it below in case it's easier to read.

l. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
Provide the Principal Deputy Director with information regarding how the energetic
requirements for wintering waterfowl are calculated and measured.

1. BACKGROUND

Managing for wintering waterfowl includes ensuring the food resources are available to
support their daily energy needs. Calculating this need begins by consulting the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan’s population goals which are stepped down to each
Joint Venture.

The wintering habitat Joint Ventures use these population goals to plan for how they, with
Federal, State and private partners can meet the food resource needs of these birds. These
population targets can then be translated into daily energy demands which are expressed as
duck energy days (or duck use days). This planning is done at the Joint Venture or regional
level by the Joint Ventures.

The Joint Ventures calculate the number of duck energy days that are needed based on the
population goals. They also consider the wintering distribution of the birds across the area
based on mid-winter waterfowl counts and harvest information.

Using geo-spatial analysis, the JVs and partners inventory the amount of existing habitat and
determine the amount of food that is available based on habitat type, land management, and
land ownership. These factors are used in models to assess the landscape capacity to meet
the needed wintering waterfowl energetic demands (number of duck use days). Federal and
State-owned lands are seen as the most secure habitats. Private agricultural land that is not
under any type of management agreement of easement (e.g., CRP or WRP) are seen as the
least secure and often have the lowest habitat values associated with them.

These calculations are used by the Joint Ventures and their partners to determine Regional
and State goals for habitat, and to make management decisions when private land is
converted to a non-habitat use. Despite the intense level of planning and coordination there
are still instances where a State or regional area does not meet its habitat objectives and the
energetic impact of losing private farm land cannot be readily alleviated by increasing
production on a State or Federal area. For example, some National Wildlife Refuge lands
are no longer able to provide the amount or quality of food that they once did due to changes
in cooperative farming practices within the Refuge system.

1. DISCUSSION
The duck use day deficit within some states or regional areas may result in additional stresses on the



birds as they need to search further for food, or start their spring migration in less than optimal body
condition.

Kashyap_Patel@fws.gov | acting Deputy Chief of Staff, Office of the Director | U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

| 1849 C Street NW. Room 3348 | Washington, DC 20240 | (202) 208-4923 | Txt/Cell: 703-638-4640
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DATE:

FROM:

DELIBERATIVE-DRAFT-DO NOT DISCLOSE

FORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY
DIRECTOR

May 8, 2018

Assistant Director Migratory Bird Program

SUBJECT: Supporting the energetic requirements of wintering waterfowl

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
Provide the Principal Deputy Director with information regarding how the energetic requirements
for wintering waterfowl are calculated and measured.

BACKGROUND

Managing for wintering waterfow! includes ensuring the food resources are available to support
their daily energy needs. Calculating this need begins by consulting the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan’s population goals which are stepped down to each Joint Venture.

The wintering habitat Joint Ventures use these population goals to plan for how they, with
Federal, State and private partners can meet the food resource needs of these birds. These
population targets can then be translated into daily energy demands which are expressed as duck
energy days (or duck use days). This planning is done at the Joint Venture or regional level by
the Joint Ventures.

The Joint Ventures calculate the number of duck energy days that are needed based on the
population goals. They also consider the wintering distribution of the birds across the area based
on mid-winter waterfowl counts and harvest information.

Using geo-spatial analysis, the JVs and partners inventory the amount of existing habitat and
determine the amount of food that is available based on habitat type, land management, and land
ownership. These factors are used in models to assess the landscape capacity to meet the needed
wintering waterfowl energetic demands (number of duck use days). Federal and State-owned
lands are seen as the most secure habitats. Private agricultural land that is not under any type of
management agreement of easement (e.g., CRP or WRP) are seen as the least secure and often
have the lowest habitat values associated with them.

These calculations are used by the Joint Ventures and their partners to determine Regional and
State goals for habitat, and to make management decisions when private land is converted to a
non-habitat use. Despite the intense level of planning and coordination there are still instances
where a State or regional area does not meet its habitat objectives and the energetic impact of
losing private farm land cannot be readily alleviated by increasing production on a State or
Federal area. For example, some National Wildlife Refuge lands are no longer able to provide
the amount or quality of food that they once did due to changes in cooperative farming practices
within the Refuge system.

DISCUSSION

The duck use day deficit within some states or regional areas may result in additional stresses on
the birds as they need to search further for food, or start their spring migration in less than
optimal body condition.

DELIBERATIVE-DRAFT-DO NOT DISCLOSE

















































































From: Kodis, Martin

To: Greg Sheehan

Cc: Kashyap Patel; Wainman, Barbara
Subject: DRAFT email text for memo transmittals
Date: Thursday, August 2, 2018 10:19:52 AM
Greq,

For your consideration for emails you send to transmit the GMO and Easement memos.
Please let me know if you'd like anything further on this.

Marty

Easement Memo -- draft email to Directorate.

Good afternoon Directorate members.

Over the last year, | have got to see first-hand, the vital role the Service plays in the local communities in which we serve and
have been continually impressed by the way that responsibility is met by our refuge managers, regional refuge chiefs and
refuge staff. | am truly proud of our place in those communities as a good neighbor.

Many of our staff also have responsibilities relating to easements on neighboring properties. My goal with today's
memorandum is to provide guidance for all managers on how to initiate contact with our neighbors and how to ensure we
build a firm foundation for a long-term beneficial relationship. While the majority of managers do this instinctively well, the
attached memo lays out a basic yet fundamental framework for initiating and maintaining contact with landowners that can
guide us and ensure we are consistent and positive in our approach.

GMO Memo -- draft email to Directorate.
Good afternoon Directorate members,

Please see the attached memorandum regarding the use of agricultural practices in the National Wildlife Refuge System as a
wildlife management practice used to deliver specific conservation objectives.

This memorandum withdraws in full the July 17, 2014 memorandum that had universally banned the use of genetically
modified crops on refuges and established restrictions on the use of neonicotinoid pesticides. The NWRS will now determine
the appropriateness of the use of those crops on a case-by-case basis, in compliance with all relevant and controlling legal
authorities (including NEPA) and Service policies. Review of those authorities should be done in conjunction with the
Solicitor’s Office.

GMO Memo -- draft email to Partners

Good afternoon XXX,

The National Wildlife Refuge System, the public lands network managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, employs a
number of wildlife management practices to deliver specific conservation objectives on each of their 566 national wildlife
refuges. These practices include water management, fire management, cooperative farming and others. Service managers
periodically review this suite of practices as they work to meet specific conservation objectives for waterfowl and other
species.

On July 17, 2014, a memorandum was issued by the Chief of the National Wildlife Refuge System stating that certain
agricultural practices used in cooperative farming, particularly the use of genetically engineered crop seeds and the use of



neonicotinoid pesticides across the NWRS, would be phased out in refuges. In some cases the phasing out of those practices
was appropriate.

There may be situations, however, where use of GMO crop seeds is essential to best fulfill the purposes of the refuge and the
needs of birds (in particular, waterfowl) and other wildlife as described above. A blanket denial of GMOs does not provide
on-the-ground latitude for refuge managers to work adaptively and make field level decisions about the best manner to fulfill
the purposes of the refuge.

Therefore, today | issued this by this memorandum that withdraws the July 17, 2014 memorandum. The NWRS will again
determine the appropriateness of the use of those crops on a case-by-case basis, in compliance with all relevant and
controlling legal authorities (including NEPA) and Service policies.

Martin Kodis
Chief, Division of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041

703-358-2241 ph
703-358-2245 fax



From: Chambers, Micah

To: Greg Sheehan

Subject: Fwd: [EXTERNAL] GMO in MWR Letters

Date: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 10:16:34 AM
Attachments: Dan Ashe USFWS ag practice memo - 092414.pdf

USFWS Farming Letter FINAL.pdf
05-08-18 -- RLA EA Letter to SEC INT re GMO in NWR.pdf
601 FW 3 BIDEH (FWS Manual, 2001).pdf

Chief Kurth GMO memo (2014).pdf

More background.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Verrill, Ted <Ted.Verrill@mail.house.gov>
Date: Tue, May 8, 2018 at 4:53 PM

Subject: [EXTERNAL] GMO in MWR Letters

To: "micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov" <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>

Hello Micah,

Please find the current Congressional letter, as well as letters from a few years ago when this
issue first arose.

Best,

Ted Verrill

Deputy Chief of Staff & Legislative Director
Congressman Ralph Abraham, MD
Louisiana’s 5th Congressional District

417 Cannon House Office Building

Washington DC, 20515

(202) 225-8490 | ted.verrill@mail.house.gov

Micah Chambers



Deputy Director
Office of Congressional & Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary of the Interior



September 24, 2014

Mr. Dan Ashe

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C St, NW

Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Director Ashe:

We write today to express our deep disappointment with your recent decision to begin the elimination
of the long-standing practice of cooperative farming on National Wildlife Refuges (Refuge). We find it
disturbing that this decision was made internally, with no input from those of us who have worked hard
to be good partners with the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), and then without sharing the decision
with any of your outside partners (i.e. Joint Ventures, state agencies, not for profit partners such as
Ducks Unlimited, National Wild Turkey Federation or Pheasants Forever). Unfortunately, we had to learn
of the decision by obtaining the internal memorandum signed by Jim Kurth on July 17" from employees
in the Refuge System concerned that they won’t be able to deliver the assigned wildlife use days
established in the Comprehensive Conservation Plans (CCP).

Ducks Unlimited (DU), National Wild Turkey Federation (NWTF) and Pheasants Forever (PF), represent
well over a million supporters and sportsmen and women from across the country, and have all been
strong, longstanding partners with the Service in collaboratively delivering wildlife habitat conservation
across the United States. As we understand the directives in the Kurth memo, the landscape-level plans
and CCPs that have been developed and are being implemented by these partnerships would likely be
significantly disrupted by the Service’s independent decision. While we respect the Service’s authority to
make decisions regarding the management of the public lands for which it is responsible, we also expect
the Service to honor the individual CCPs that were developed with significant assistance by those of us
in the public that foster a strong Refuge System. It would seem to us that the potential impacts on the
partnerships within which the Service works, and upon which the Service is in large part dependent to
successfully fulfill its mission, would strongly suggest that this discussion should have been conducted
among those partners, and not have been restricted to the Service’s Refuge Leadership Team.

The Kurth memo records three inter-related decisions, all to be implemented by January 2016:

1. “[Tlhe System will only use an agricultural practice where it specifically contributes to wildlife
objectives.”

2. “[W]e will no longer use neonicitinoids pesticides in agricultural practices used in the System.”

3. “[W]e will phase out the use of genetically modified crops to feed wildlife.”



Mr. Dan Ashe September 24, 2014

For each of these declarations, the memo references related Service policies that purport to support the
decisions regarding agricultural practices. However, for each of these declarations, there are also
qualifications and caveats laid out that could lead to a wide range of interpretations by individual refuge
managers and/or Service regions, varying from no change to the status quo, to the elimination of crop
production on NWRS. For each of these declarations, however, there currently exists Service policy to
evaluate and document decisions based on science and public involvement. This directive appears to
circumvent those policies and processes in favor of a unilateral decision without providing scientific
debate or justification.

As you know, the use of agricultural practices on some refuges in some landscapes plays a critically
important role in directly providing for the energetic requirements of migrating and wintering
populations of waterfowl and other migratory birds, as well as providing important food resources for
non-migratory species like wild turkeys and pheasants. In addition, the provision of these food resources
on Refuges is often an integral component of implementing the collaborative, landscape-level plans of
JVs and other partnerships. Agricultural practices are often used as a disturbance tool to ensure that the
use of native plants remains productive and cost-effective. In the Lower Mississippi Valley, for example,
agricultural practices are commonly used as a part of a multi-year rotation to maintain early
successional habitats in a productive state. Eliminating this tool would either (1) reduce the productivity
and availability of wildlife food resources in these areas, or (2) increase the cost to the Service of using
other tools to set back succession in order for the refuge to be able to meet its habitat management
obligations as expressed in partner plans and CCPs. Thus, the apparent intention of the Service to
ultimately eliminate the production of agricultural foods on Refuge lands (except for Refuges with
practices required by the Kuchel Act) could significantly disrupt and likely reduce the ability of the
surrounding landscape to provide for the needs of many species. Your partners should be afforded the
opportunity to work collaboratively with you to ensure that such potential decisions will not impair the
ability of these partnerships to achieve their shared wildlife management goals.

The motivation for the elimination of GMO crops is also not clear. While we are fully aware of the
controversy surrounding GMO crops, we are unaware of science that would demonstrate that their
elimination would in any way benefit wildlife management or other objectives of the refuge system. For
example, it is our understanding that it is becoming extremely difficult, if not virtually impossible in
some areas and for some crops, to find sources of seed that are not GMO-based seeds. Clearly, this
could have important implications with respect to the ability of the refuge and the landscape-based
partnership to achieve its wildlife management objectives. Again, we are disappointed that this
potentially unrealistic position was taken without any public input and in disregard of the approval
process established by the Environmental Protection Agency for seed safety.

We are aware of the increasing evidence that neonicotinoid pesticides could be having important
deleterious impacts on aspects of the environment and associated organisms that are also important to
achieving wildlife management objectives. For example, evidence that neonicotinoids can accumulate in
aquatic environments and significantly affect and disrupt aquatic invertebrate populations, an important
component of the base of the food chain for many waterfowl species, is growing. Our concern is that the
Service’s Pesticide Use Policy, required for use of all pesticides on Refuges, was not allowed to be
employed. This policy was developed specifically for this type of question yet, in this case, has been
removed from the decision-making process of the Refuge Manager.



Mr. Dan Ashe September 24, 2014

In light of the above discussion and concerns, we reiterate our significant disappointment that the
Service decided to act unilaterally on such an important management issue, recommend that the
Service allow the CCPs to operate as intended under the Refuge Improvement Act in concert with long-
standing Service policies, and urge the Service to rescind this internal guidance. We look forward to
continuing our long term partnership with the Service and hope future decisions of this importance will
acknowledge those partners that have a proven record of support over the decades.

Please feel free to contact any of us if you have additional questions or we may be of assistance.

Sincerely,
H. Dale Hall Howard Vincent George Thornton
CEO, DUI President/CEO PF & QF President/CEO NWTF

cc: Secretary Sally Jewell



Mississippi / Louisiana MAV Conservation Delivery Network

15 October 2015

David Viker

Chief of National Wildlife Refuges, Southeast Region
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Atlanta, GA

Dear David,
Subject: Agriculture on National Wildlife Refuges

I am writing on behalf of the Mississippi/Louisiana MAV Conservation Delivery Network (CDN)
to express support for the continued use of modern agricultural crop propagation practices on
National Wildlife Refuges (NWRs). The Lower Mississippi Valley Joint Venture (LMVJV)
chartered CDN is a broad, locally-based coalition of state and federal agency, and non-
governmental organization personnel focused on translating sound science into effective delivery
of natural resources conservation programs and practices in the Mississippi and NE Louisiana
Delta. We are concerned that the recently established U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
policy prohibiting the use of genetically modified crops and neonicotinoid pesticides has reduced
the effectiveness of an important bird habitat management tool, particularly with regard to
migratory birds, on NWRs. As you know, modern agriculture and cooperative farming on NWRs
provides foraging habitat for birds, aids in the control of invasive species, and supports local, rural
communities. The impacts of losing this management tool will be far-reaching, and we are
concerned that this action will eventually facilitate the loss of farming on many NWRs in the
MAYV, even if unintentional.

Agriculture plays a key role in providing foraging habitat for a wide range of wildlife species
across the country, and cooperative farming on NWRs in the MAV is an important tool that
accomplishes a significant portion of the waterfowl foraging habitat goals identified under the
North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP). However, a Duck Energy Day analysis
recently conducted by the LMVJV partnership identifies a foraging habitat deficit in relation to its
NAWMP goals. Crop restrictions will reduce the ability of local NWRs to meet these habitat
goals, and certainly a total loss of agricultural crops on NWRs would lead to potentially
insurmountable habitat deficits.

Cooperative farming on NWRs provides a relatively inexpensive method of setting back plant
succession on large acreages, as well as providing agricultural crops as a valuable, additional high
energy food source for migratory waterfowl. In the absence of cooperative farming, accomplishing
this important habitat work will require the investment of additional time and resources from NWR
staff that are already stretched due to budget reductions. Many CDN members, based on



experience working with MAYV refuges, are very concerned that most NWR budgets are not set up
to support active management of large tracts of early successional habitats (i.e., frequent disking,
mowing, spraying and/or crop production), and cooperative farming has been a surrogate for these
activities. Furthermore, as a general rule, refuge personnel are not farmers; they are natural
resources professionals (wildlife biologists, foresters, etc) trained to manage wildlife populations
and their habitats. The Service should continue to take advantage of the expertise of farmers to
ensure the production of high-yielding crops to meet foraging goals. Cooperative farming on
NWRs also benefits local communities through provision of jobs, which helps to support local
economies.

To that end, we urge the Service to work with its natural resource partners to identify an alternative
strategy for managing NWR lands, and to include a strong agricultural component in future plans,
so that NAWMP goals can be reached in this region and beyond.

Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss this issue further. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

John Gruchy
Chair, Mississippi/Louisiana MAV CDN

johng@mdwfp.state.ms.us

662-274-1050
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Part 601 National Wildl fe Refuge System

Chapte 3 Biologica Integrity, Diversity, and Environme tal Healt

601 FW3

31 What is the purpose of this chapter? This chapter
provides polcy for maintaning and estoring where
appropriate, the biologica integrly dive sity and
environmenta hea th of the National Wi dl feRefuge System.

3.2 What is the scope of this policy? Ths poicy applies
to all units of he System.

3.3 What is the biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health policy? The policy s an addtio a
directive forrefugema agers o follow whi each ev ng refuge
purpose(s) and System mssion, t provides for the
consideration and protection of the broad spectrum of fish
wildlife, and abitat esources found on refuges and
associated ecosystems. Furt er, it provides refuge managers
with a evaluation process to anayze thei ref ge a d
recommend he bast management direc ion toprevent further
degradation of environmental conditons; and where
appropriate and in concert with refuge purposes and System
mission restore os or severely degraded components,

3.4 What are the objectives of this policy?

A. Describe the relationships among refuge purposes,
Sysem mission, and maintaining boogica ntegrity,
d versity and environmenta health,

B. Provide guidelines for determining what conditions
constit te bio ogical integrity, diversity, and environmental
hea th.

€. Provde guidelines for maintaining existing levels of
biologica ntegr ty, diversity, and environmental health.

D. Provde guidelines for detemining how and when & is
appropriate o reslore osl elements of biologicd integrity,
diversily, and environmentd health.

E. Provde g deli es to follow in dealing with extemal
threats to biological ntegrity, diversily, and environmental
health.

3.5 What are the authorities for this policy? National
Wildife Refug System Administrabon Act of 1966 as
amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System
mprovement Act of 997, 16 U.5.C. 668dd-668ee (Refuge
Adminis ratio Ac ). Section 4(a)(4)(B) of this law states that
In admin stering the System, the Secretaryshall . . . ensure
that the b ological integrity, diversity, and environmental
hea th of the System are maintained for the benefit of present
and future genera ions of Americans ...." Thisis one of 14
directives to the Secretary contained within the Refuge
A min stration Ac

3 6 What do these terms mean?

A. Biological Diversity. T e variety of lif and ils
processes cuding the varety of iving organ'sms, the
genetic d fferences among hem, and communilies and
ecosys ems n wh ch they occur.

B. Biological Integrity. Biot ¢ composition, structure and
fu ctoni g at geneic, organsm a d communty levels
comparable wit hsio ¢ conditions, includ ng the natural
b o ogical processes that shape ge omes, organisms a d
commun t es.

C Environmental Health. Compos tion, structure, and
functio ng of sol, wate , air, and other abiotic featu es
comparable wth istoric cond tons, including the natural
abiolic processes hat shape the envirconment.

D. Historic Conditions. Composition, struclure, and
function ng of ecosystems resu t' g from natural processes
that we he ieve, basedon sound professionaljudgment, were
praesent pror to s bstantia human related changes to the
landscape

E. Native, With respect to a particu ar ecosystem, a spacies
that, other than a2 a resut anintrod cltio h srically
occ rred or currently oocurs i hat ecosystem.

3.7 What are the principles underlying this policy?

A. Wildlife First. he Refuge Administration Act, as
amended, clearly estab ishes that wildlife conservation sthe
singular National Wildlife Refuge System mission. House
Report 105-106 accompanying the National Wildlife Ref ge
System Imp ovement Act of 1997 states”. . . the fundamenital
mission of our System is wildlife conservation wildlife a d
wildlife conservation must come first.” Biological integrity,
diversity, and enviro mental heaith are critical componenis
of wildlife conservation,

B, Accomplishing refuge purposes and maintaini g
biological integrity,diversity, environmental health of the
System. T e Refuge Administration Act states that ea h
refuge will be managed lo fulfill refuge purpose(s) as well as
to help fulf | the System mission, and we will accompl sh
these purpose(s) and our mission by ensuring ha t e
biological integrity diversity, and environmental health of
each refuge are mainlained, and where appropriate, restored.
We base our decisions on sound professional judgment.

C. Biological in egrity, diversity, and environmental
health in a landscape context Biological integrity
diversity, and e vi onmental heath can be described at
various landscape scales fromre uge toecosystem  ationa ,
and internatonal. ach landscape scale has a meas re of
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biological integrity, diversity, and environmental heakh
dependent on how the existing habiats, ecosystem
processes, and wildlife populations have been altered in
comparison to historic conditions. Levels of biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health vary among
refuges, and often within refuges over time. Individual
refuges contribute to biological integrity, diversity, and
enviranmental health at larger landscape scales, especially
when they support populations and habitats that have been
lost at an ecosystem, national, or even international scale.
In pursuit of refuge purposes, individualrefuges may attimes
compromise elements of biological Integrity, diversity, and
environmental health at the refuge scale in support of those
componenis at |larger landscape scales. When evaluating
the appropriate management direction for refuges, refuge
managers will consider their refuges' contribution to
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at
multiple landscape scales.

D. Maintenance and restoration of biological Integrity,
diversity, and environmental health. We will, first and
foremost, maintain existing levels of biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health at the refuge scale.
Secondarily, we will restore lost or severely degraded
elements of integrity, diversity, environmental health at the
refuge scale and other appropriate landscape scales where
it is feasible and supports achisvement of refuge purpose(s)
and Systern mission.

E. Wildlife and Habitat Management. Management,
ranging from preservation to aclive manipulation of habitals
and populations, is necessary to maintain biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health. We favor management
that restores or mimics natural ecosystem processes or
functions to achieve refuge purpose(s). Some refuges may
differ from the frequency and timing of natural processes in
order to meet refuge purpose(s) or address biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health at larger
landscape scales.

F. Sound Professional Judgment. Refuge managars will
use sound professional judgment when implementing this
policy primarily during the comprehensive conservation
planning process to determine: the relationship between
refuge purpose(s) and biological integrily, diversity, and
environmental health; what condilions constitule biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health; howta maintain
existing levels of all three; and, how and when o
appropriately restore lost elements of all three. These
determinations are inharently complex. Sound professional
judgment incorporates field experience, knowledge of refuge
resources, refuge role within an ecosystem, applicable laws,
and best available science including consultation withothers
both inside and outside the Senvice.

G. Public Use, The priority wikllife-dependent public uses,
established by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997, are not in conflict with this policy

601 FW 3

when determined to be compatible. The directives of this
policy do not generally entail exclusion of visitors or
elimination of public use structures; e.g., boardwalks and
observalion towers. However, maintenance and/or
restoration of biological integrity, diversity,and environmental
health may require spatial or temporal zoning of public use
programs and associated infrastructures. General success
in maintaining or restoring biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health will prod uce higher quality opportunities
for wildlife-dependent public use.

3.8 What are our responsibilities?
A. Diractor.

{1) Provides national policy, goals and objectives for
maintaining and resloring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the System.

{2) Ensures that national plans and partnerships support
maintaining and restoring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the Sysiem.

{3) Ensures that the national land acquisition strategy forthe
System is designed to enhance the biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health of the System at all
landscape scales.

B. Regilonal Director.

(1} Provides regional policy, goals and objectives for
maintaining and restoring the biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health of the System, including guidance
to resolve any conflicts with biological integriy, diversily, and
environmental health at an individual refuge versus at the
larger landscape scales.

{2) Ensures that regional and ecosystem plans, and regional
parinerships support maintaining and restoring the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the System.

{3) Resolves conflicts that arise between maintaining
biological integrity, diversity, and anviranmenial health at the
refuge level landscape scale versus at |arger landscape
scales.

C. Regional Chief.

(1) Ensures that individual refuge comprehensive
conservation plans support maintaining and restoring the
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the
System.

{2) Reviews and ensurss those refuge management
programs that occur on many refuges (eg., fire
management) are consistent with this policy.
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D. Refuge Manager.
{1) Follows the procedure outlined in paragraph 3.9,

{2} Incorporate the principles of this policy into all refuge
management plans and actions.

3.9 How do we implement this policy? The Director,
Regional Directors, Regional Chiefs, and Refuge Managers
w'll carry out their responsibilities spec fied in paragraph3 8
In addition, refuge managers wil carry out the follow ng
tasks:

A. |dentify the refuge purpose(s), legisiative responsibil t es
refuge role within the ecosystem, and System miss on.

B. Assess the current status of biological integrity, d versity
and environmental health through baselne vegetation,
population survays and studies, and any other necessary
environmental studies,

C. Assess historic conditions and compare them to current
conditions. This will provide a benchmark of comparison for
the relative intactness of eoosystems’ functions and
processes, This assessment should include the
opportunities and limitations to maintaining and restoiing
biological integrity, d versity, and environmental health

D. Consider the refuge’s importance to efuge, ecosystem
national, and international landscape s ales of b ological
integrity, divers ty, and environmenta health Also dentify
the refuge's roles and responsibilitieswith n theReg ona and
Systemn administrat ve levels.

E. Consider the relationsh ps among ref ge purpose(s)and
biological integrity, diversity and environmenta hea h and
resolve conflicts among them.

G. Through the comprehensive conservalion pann g
process, interim management p anning or compal bili y
reviews, determine he appropria e management direct onto
maintain and whe e appropriate, restore bo og cali tegrity
diversity, and env ronmental health, while ac eving refuge
purpose(s).

H. Evaluate the effectiveness of our managem by
comparing resulls to desired outcomes. | theresults ofo r
management strateges are unsatisfactory assess the
causes of fallure and adapt our s rategles according y

3.10 What factors dowe consider whan maintainingand
restoring blological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health? We plan for the mai tenance and
restoration of b ologicalinteg vy, diversity,a denvironmenta

health while cons dering all threei an nteg atedand oistc
manner. The highest meas re of biologicalin egrity d versity

and environmenta health is viewed as those intact and self-

and Environmental Health
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sustaining habitats and wildlife popul tions that existed
duri g historic conditions.

A. Biological Integrity.

{1} We evaluate biological integrity by e amining the exle
to which biologica! composition, struciure, and funclion ha
bee altered from historic conditions. Biologicalcomposition
refers to biological compenents such as  enes, populations,
spec es, and communities. Biological structure refers tothe
organ zation of biological components, such as gen
frequencies, social structures of pop latons, food webs o
speces, and niche partitioning within communities.
B ological function refers to the processes undergone by
biolog cal components, such as ge etic recombination,
population migration, the evolution of species, and
communlty succession [see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e), Plannn
Area and Data Needs].

{2) Biological integrity lies dong a continum from a
biological system extensively allered by significant human
mpacts to the landscape to a completely natural system. o
landscape retains absolute biol ogical integ rity, diversity, and
environmental health However, we st ve to preventt e
further loss of natural biological features and processes; i.e ,
biological integrity.

{3) Ma ntaining or restoring biotogical integnty is not the
same as maximizing biological dwersity. Maintaining
b olog cal integrity may entail managing for a single species
or community at some refuges and combinations of species
or communities at other refuges For example, a refuge may
contain critcal habitats for an endangered species
Maintaining that habitat (and therefore, that species), even
though it may reduce biological diversity at the refuge scale,
helps maintain biological ntegrity and diversity at the
ecosystem or national land cape scale,

{4} In deciding which management activities b conduct to
accompl sh refuge purpose(s) while maintain ng biologica
‘ntegrity, we start by considering how the ecosystem
functioned under histonc conditions. For example we
consider the natural requency and timing of processes such
as flooding, fires, an g azing. Where it is not appropriate to
restore ecosystem functio our refuge management will
mim c these natural process s includingnatural frequenc es
and timing lo the exlent this can be accomplished.

{5} We may find it necessary to madify the frequency and
t ming of natural processes at the refuge scale o fulfi | refuge
purpose(s) or to contribute to biclogical integrity at arge
landscape scales. For example, under historic conditions, an
area may have flooded only a few t mes per decade,
M gratory b rds dependent upon wetlands mayhave used the
a ea n some years, and used other areas that flooded in
other years Howevaer, many wetlands have been corverted
o agricu ture or other land uses, the remain ng wetlands
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must produce more habitat, more consistenty, to support
wetland-dependent migratory birds. Therefore, to conserve
these migratory bird populations at larger landscape scales,
we may flood areas more frequentlyand for longer periods of
time than they were flooded historically.

B. Biological Diversity.

{1) We evaluate biclogical diversity at varous taxonomic
levels, including class, order, family, genus, species,
subspecies, and--for purposes of Endangered Species Act
implementation—distinct population segment. These
evaluations of biological diversity begin with population
surveys and studies of flora and fauna. The System's facus
is on native species and natural communities such as those
found under historic conditions [see802 FW 3.4C(1)(g)]. The
Natural Heritage Network dalabases for respective States
should prove a valuable tool for this initial evaluation.

(2) We also evaluate biological diversity at various
landscape scales, including refuge, ecosystem, national, and
international. On refuges, we typically focus our evaluations
of biological diversity at the refuge scale; however, these
refuge evalualions can contribute to assessments at larger
landscape scales.

{3} We strive to maintain populations of breeding individuals
that are genetically viable and functional. We provide for the
breeding, migrating, and wintering needs of migratory
species. We also strive to maximize the size of habitat blocks
and maintain connectivity between blocks of habitats, unless
such connectivity causes adverse effects on wildlife or habitat
{e.qg., by facilitating the spread of invasive species}).

{4} At the community level, the most reliable indicator of
biological diversity Is plant community composition. We use
the National Vegetation Classification System to identify
biological diversity at this level.

C. Environmental Health.

{1) We evaluate environmental health by examining the
extent to which environmental compostion, structure, and
function have been altered from historic conditions.
Environmental composition refers to abiotic components
such as air, water, and soils, all of which are generally
interwoven with bioticcompanents (e.g., decomposers live in
soils). Environmental structure refers to the organization of
abiotic components, such as atmospheric layering, aquifer
structure, and topography. Environmental funclion refers to
the processes undergone by abiotic components, such as
wind, tidal regimes, evaporation, and erosion. A diverslty of
abiotic composition, structure, and function tends to support
a diversity of biological composition, structure, and function
isee 602 FW 3.4 C (1)Xe), Planning Area and Data Needs].

{2) We are especially concerned with emvironmental features
as they affect all living organisms. For example, at the

genetic level, we manage for environmental health by
preventing chemical contamination of air, water, and soils
that may interfere with reproductive physiology or stimuate
high rates of mutation. Such contamination includes
carcinogens and other toxic substances that are released
within or oulside of refuges,

{3) Atthe population and community levels, we consider the
habitat components of food, water, cover, and space. Food
and water may baecome contaminatedwith chemicals thatare
not naturally present. Activities such as logging and mining
or structures such as buildings and fences may modify
security or thermal cover. Unnatural noise and fght pollution
may also compromise migration and reproduction patterns.
Unnatural physical structures, including buildings,
communication towers, reservairs, and other infrastructure,
may displace space or may be obstaclesto wildlife migration,
Refuge facility construction and maintenance projects
necessary to accomplish refuge purpose(s) should be
designed to minimize their impacts on the environmental
health of the refuge.

3.11 How do we apply our management strategies to
maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health?

A. We strive to manage in a holistic manner the combination
of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. We
balance all three by considering refuge purpose(s), System
mission, and landscape scales. Considered independently,
management strategies lo maintain and restore biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health may confict.

B. For example, physical structwes and chemical
applications are often necessary to maintain biologica)
integrity and to fuifill refuge purpose(s) We may use dikes
and water control structures to maintain and restore natural
hydrolegical cycles, or use rotenone to eliminate invasive
carp from a pond. These unnalural physical alieralions and
chemical applications would compromise erwvironmental
health if considered in isolation, but theymay be appropriate
management actions for maintaining biclogical integrity and
accomplishing refuge purpose(s).

C. We may remove physical structures to promote
endangered species recovery in some aresas, or we may
remove plants or animals to protect structures, depending
upon refuge purposa(s). Unlesswe determine thata species
was present in the area of a refuge under historic conditions,
we will not introduce or maintan the presence of that species
for the purpose of biological diversity. We may make
exceptions where areas are essentialfor the conservation of
a threatened or endangered species and suitable habitats
are not available elsewhere. In such cases, we strive to
minimize unnatural effects and to restore or maintain natural
processas and ecosystem components to the exent
practicable without jeopardizing refuge purpose(s).
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3.12 How do we incorporate information from historic
conditions into our management decisions?

A. Maintaining biological integrity, diversty, and
environmental health requires an ecological frame of
reference. A frame ofreference allows us o contrast curre t
conditions of our resources with historic conditions. The
reference guides us in two ways, It provides information on
how the landscape looked prior lo changes n land use that
destroyed and fragmented habitats and esulted n
diminished wildlife populations and the extirpation or
extinction of species. It also allows us b examine how
natural ecosystems function and ma ntain themsslves. We
use these conditions as a frame of reference in which to
develop goals and objectives.

B. We use historical conditions as the frame of re erence to
identify composition, structure, and functional processesthat
naturally shaped ecosystems. Weespecially seek to identify
keystone species, indicator species, and types of
communities that occurred during the frame of reference

We also seek to ascertain basic Iinformation on natural
ecosystem structure such as predator/prey e a ionships and
distribution of plant communities. Finally, we seek to identify
the scale and frequency of processes that accompanied
these components and structures, such as fire regimes

flooding events, and plant community succession. Where
appropriate and feasible, we also pursue biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health by eliminating unnatural
biotic and abiotic features and processes not necessary to
accomplish refuge purpose(s).

€. We do not axpect, howewer, to reconstruct a complete
inventory of components, structures, and funclions for any
successional stage occurring during the frame of referance.
Rather, we use sound professional judgmentto fit the pieces
to create a conceptual picture of ourresources under historic
conditions.

D. We ensure that our management activities resu t in the
establishment of a community that fits within what we
reasonably believe to have been the natural success ona
series, unless doing so conflicts with accomplishing refuge
purpose({s). We may choose lo maintain nonclimax
communities pursuant to refuge purpose(s) or formaintaining
biological integrily, diversity, and environmenta health at the
regional, national, orintemnational landscape scale, We favor
techniques such as fire or flooding that mimic or result
natural processes to maintain these noncl maxcommunities.
However, where it will support fulfillment of refuge
purpose(s), we allow or, if necessary, encourage nat ra
succession to proceed.

3.13 Where do we get information on historic
conditions?

601 FW3

A. nformaton on historic condi ons may be h storical
archeologica or other Hislorical information ncludes the
written and, in some cases the pictograph ¢ accounts of
Native Americans, explorers, s rveyors, lraders, and early
settlers. Archeological information comes from col ections o
c ltu alartifacts maintained by scienfific inst tutions. We may
obtan other data from a range of sources ncuding
esearch, soil sediments, and tree rings.

B. We obtain information on historic conditions from our
nvestigations and from partners in academia, conservation
organizations and o he Federa, State Tribal and loca!
government agencies In many cases we use historical
vegetation maps to provide data Such h storica maps are
usually drawn at relative ycoarse scales, perhaps lothe leve
of vegetation all ance. Generally a comp ehens ve h storical
list of plant and animal species is not ava lable or necessary.
We will base the determinatio of natura speces and
ecosystem composition on sound profess onal judgment
We periodically update our informatio on historic conditions
withresults from o goi g h storical, acheologica , and other
studies.

3.14 How do we manage populations to maintain and
restore biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health?

A. We encourage cooperation and coordination wilh State
fish and wildlife management agendes in setling refuge
populat on goals and objectives. To the extent practicable,
our regulations pertaining to fishing or hunting of resident
wildlife within the System are consistent with State fish and
wildlife laws, regulations, and management plans.

B. We maintain, or contr bute to the ma ntenance of,
popu ations of native species. We design our wildlife
populat cn management strategies to support accomplishing
efuge purpose(s) while maintaining or restoring biological
ntegrity, diversity, and envionmenrtal health We formulate
afuge goals and objectives for population managerment by
considering natural densities, social structures, and
population dynamics at the refuge evel, and population
objectives set by national plans and programs — such as the
Nort American Waterfowl Management Plan - in which the
System is a partner.

C. Natural densities are relatively stable fo some species
and variable for others. We manage populations for natural
densities and levels of variation, while assuring thatdensities
of endangered or otherwise rare species are sufficient for
maintaining viable populations. We consider population
parameters such as sex ratios and age class distributions
when managing populations to maintain and restore where
appropriate biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health.
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D. On some refuges, including many of those having the
purpose of migratory bird conservation, we establish goals
and objectives to maintain densities higher than those that
would naturally occur at the refuge level because of the loss
of surrounding habitats. We more closely approxmate
natural levels at larger landscape scales, such as flyways, by
maintaining higher densities at the refuge level.

E. We do not, however, allow densities to reach excessive
levels thal result in adverse effects on wildlife and habitat.
The effects of producing densities that are too high may
include disease, excessive nutrient accumulation, and the
competitive exclusion of other species. We use planning and
sound professional judgment to determine prudent limits to
densities.

F. Where practical, we support the reintroduction of
extirpated native species. We consider such reintroduction
in the context of surrounding landscapes. We do not
introduce species on refuges outside their historic range or
introduce species if we determine that they were naturally
extirpated, unless such introduction is essential for the
survival of a species and prescribed in an endangered
species recovery plan, or is essentid for the control of an
invasive species and prescribed in an Iintegraled pest
management plan.

3.15 How do we manage habitats tomailntain and restore
biological integrity, diversity, environmental health?

A. We will, first and foremost, maintain existing levels of
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at the
refuge scale. Following that, we will restore lost or degraded
elements of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health at all landscape scales where it is feasible and
supports fuffillment of refuge purposes.

B. Qur habitat management plans call for the appropriate
managemaent strategies that mimic historic conditions while
still accomplishing refuge objectives. For example,
prescribed burning can simulate natural fire regimes or water
level management can mimic natural hydrological cycles.
Farming, haying, logging, livestock grazng, and other
axtractive activities are permissible habitat management
practices only when prescribed in plans to meet wildlife or
habitat management objectives, and only when more natural
methods, such as fire or grazing by native herbivores, cannot
meet refuge goals and objectives.

C. We do not allow refuge uses or management practices
that result in the maintenance of non-native plant
communities unless we determine there is no feasible
aliemnative for accomplishing refuge purpose(s). For
example, where we do not require farming to accomplish
refuge purpose(s), we cease farming and strive to restore
natural habitats. Where feasible and consistent with refuge
purpose(s), we restore degraded or modified habitats in the
pursuit of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental

health. Wea use nalive seed sources in ecological
restoration. We do not use genetically modified organisms
in refuge management unless we determine their use Is
essential to accomplishing refuge purpose(s) and the
Director approves the use.

3.16 How do we manage non-native species to maintain
and restore biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health?

A. We prevent the introduction of invasive species, detect
and control populations of invasive species, and provide for
restoration of native species and habitat conditions in
invaded ecosystems. We develop integrated pest
management strategies that incorporate the most effective
combination of machanical, chemical, biological, and cultural
controls while considering the effects on environmental
health.

B. We require no action to reduce or eradicate sef-
sustaining populations of non-native, noninvasive spacies
(e.0., pheasants) unless those species interfere with
accomplishing refuge purpose(s). We do not, howevar,
manage habitats to increase populations of these species
unless such habitat management supports accomplishing
refuge purpose(s).

3.17 How does this policy affact the acquisition of lands
for the Systam?

A. We consider the mission, goals, and objectives of the
System in planning for its strategic growth. We will take a
proactive approach to identifying lands that are critical for
maintaining or restoring the biclogical integrity, diversily, and
environmental health of the System at all landscape scales.
We will integrate this approachinto all Service strategies and
initiatives related to the strategic growth of the System. We
incorporate the directives of this policy when evaluating an
area’s potential contribution to the consemation of the
ecosystems of the United States.

B. Woe use the Land Acquisition Priority Sysem to rank
potential acquisitions once the Director approves significant
expansions or new refuges. Our Land Acquisition Priority
System includes components that gauge the contributions of
refuges to maintaining and restoring biological integrity,
diversity, and environmenta health.

316 What is the relationship between biclogical
integrity, diversity, and environmental health and
com patibility? When completing compatibility
determinations, refuge managers use sound professional
judgment to determine if a refuge use will materially interfere
with or detract from the fulfillment of the System mission or
the refuge purpose(s). Inherent in fulfilling the System
mission is protection of the biological integrity, diversity, and
environmental health of the System. Specific policy for
compatibility is found in 603 FW 2.
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3.19 What is the relationship between biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health and
comprehensive conservation ptanning?

A. We integrate the principles of this po icy into all aspects of
comprehensive conservation planning, includ ng pre-planning
guidance (see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e)) as we complete plans o
direct long-range refuge manageme t and identify desired
tuture conditions for praposed refuges (see 602 FW 1 7D).

B. Refuge purpose(s) and the System lIssic serve as the
basis for goals and objectives at a levels of he System
(e.g . System, Reglonal, ecosystem, and refuge level). When
we develop refuge goals and objectives during the
Comprehensive Conservalion Planprocess we include goals
and objectives for maintain ng and restoring the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmenta health of the refuge.

C. Whi e developing Compreh ensive Conservation Plans, we
make management decisions base on sound professional
judgment We subsequently evaluate the effectiveness of
these decisions by compating results to desi ed outcomes.
f the results are unsatisfactory, we assess t e causes of
failure and adapt our managementdecisions accordingy. n
part, we base management decisions on na ural resource-
relaled research that has been conducted on refuges This
type of research adds to the general body of nformaton
related to natural esource management and aids us in
continually adapting our management decisions. Wea
generally encourage natural resource related rasearch on
refuges.

3.20 How do we protect biclogical integrity, diversity,
and environmental health from actions ocutside of
refuges? Events occurring off refuge lands or waters may
injure or destroy the biclogical inlegnty diversity, and
env ronmental health of a refuge. Given their responsibility
{o the public resources with which they have been entrusted,
refuge managers should address these problems. |t is
critical that they pursue resolution fully cognizant and
respectiul of legitimate privale properly rights, seeking a
balance between such rights and the refuge manager’s own
responsibility to the public trust. While each situation will be
different, the following is a suggested pmcedure wh'ch
emphasizes our desire for cooperative resolutions. The time
and effort expended, and therate at which a refuge manager
escalates the process, will depend on the severity of threat
and the resources at risk.

A. We first seek resolution by directly contactihg he
landowner(s), corporation, agency or otherentity from which
the problem originates.

B. Where direct discussions fail, managers might seek
resolution through collaborative discussions with State or
local authorities or other organizations that can help in
cooperative resofution of the problem.

C. A appropriate ext step might be to pursug esolu ona

the local feve through planning and zoning boards or other
regulatory agencies at the ¢ ty and county level. Fa ngthat,
the manager may seek avenues through State administra ive
and regulatory agencies. Regulatory solutions are a serious
step, and a manager s ould take this route only after careful
consideration and in close consultation w th the Regional
Offices.

D. If the above eff rs fail, we may take action within the
legal authorities available t { e Service a d with full respect
to private property rights. In such cases, refuge managers
will consult with the Office of the So icitor for assistance in
identifying appropriate remedies and obtain concurence
from the Regional Di ect .
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Begin forwarded message:

From: "Swift, Heather" <heather_swift@ios doi gov>
Date: August 9, 2018 at 3:31:02 PM CDT

To: Lori Mashburn <lori_mashburn@ios doi gov>, Greg Sheehan <greg_j_sheehan@fws gov>, John Bockmier
< ier@i —

SubjeEt: article

INTERIOR
Top official exits Fish and Wildlife Service

Michael Doyle, E&E News reporter
Published: Thursday, August 9, 2018

Greg Sheehan is leaving his posi ion as principal deputy director of he Fish and Wildlife Service
and returning to his Utah home.

In an email sent to Interior Department colleagues last night, Sheehan said family priori ies drove
his decision to leave the job he's held since June 2017 (Greenwire, June 5, 2017).

"My departure is based entirely on my need to rejoin my wife and family that have been most
patient and understanding while | have been working with all of you at he FWS," Sheehan
wrote. "It has, however, become apparent that | should rejoin them now."

Sheehan added that he expects to leave late next week, after
which he will "begin a new role wi h a small company in Utah
later this month."

The departure will create ano her vacancy in a department still
maneuvering around several other unfilled slots, as the Trump
administration has yet to nominate anyone to serve as director
of he Fish and Wildlife Service or as assistant secretary for fish,
wildlife and parks.

=

This week, Interior designated Andrea Travnicek to oversee
Greg Sheehan. FWS and the National Park Service as acting assistant
secretary for fish, wildlife and parks. She replaces Susan
Combs, who will now become acting assistant secretary for
policy, management and budget (Greenwire, Aug. 8).

A 1986 graduate of Utah State University, Sheehan formerly headed Utah's Division of Wildlife
Resources for about 4 ¥ years before joining the Trump administration. He also worked for he
Utah agency for a number of years before becoming its director.

The friendly, soft-spoken holder of an MBA from the University of Phoenix said his decision was
made with a "heavy heart," adding that he "did come here with the sincere intent of serving a full
term wi h you as | originally committed to Secretary [Ryan] Zinke."

During his tenure, Sheehan made a concerted push for help with addressing FWS's $1 3 billion
deferred maintenance backlog.

"Some of these areas get to a point where we just have to shut them off for public use, because
of public safety," Sheehan told E&E News earlier his year. "Some are closed for seismic
standards. Many others [are closed] because restrooms, boardwalks, visitors centers just aren't
usable or safe."

He has also had to work within he administration's overall budget constraints, which included
proposed cuts in FWS deferred maintenance, and he has championed some controversial
policies, such as a decision to reverse an Obama-era ban on some pesticides and genetically
maodified crops on national wildlife refuges.

Yesterday, the Center for Biological Diversity and Center for Food Safety notified FWS hat they
would sue over the policy enunciated by Sheehan in an Aug. 2 memo (E&E News PM, Aug. 8).

"Greg Sheehan has been an incredible asset to the Interior team and was tremendous in helping
Secretary Zinke expand access for hunting and fishing on over a quarter million acres of public
lands across the country," Interior spokeswoman Heather Swift said in a statement today. "We
will miss working with him and wish him and his family nothing but he best."

Heather Swift
Press Secretary
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