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Letter and document link by email to: rmcgee@selcnc.org  
 
Ramona H. McGee  
Associate Attorney   
Southern Environmental Law Center  
601 West Rosemary Street, Suite 220 |  
Chapel Hill, NC 27516-2356  
 
Ms. McGee:  
 
This is in response to conduct a supplemental search regarding your Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA) requests, FWS-2018-00274 and FWS-2019-00455.  Your request is generally seeking records 
related to the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding the red wolf rule, the Fish and 
Wildlife Services’ (“FWS”) efforts to identify additional red wolf reintroduction sites, FWS’s review 
of the species status of the red wolf, and government studies regarding red wolf genetics and 
hybridization.  
 
Supplemental Search 

With this letter we are providing a third release and determination.1 We are providing ten PDF binders 
that contain a total of 343 pages (attachments included as embedded links).  

The binder titled Sample Form ltr of 6k_pst1_10.pdf contains a sampling of six thousand eight 
hundred fifty-one form letters received from the public regarding the red wolf.  Unless we hear from 
you, we will assume the sampling is acceptable and you do not need to receive the full volume 
received.   

We have withheld in part from the binder titled “01 Responsive_180_18cip_3ac.pdf” eighteen pages 
under Exemption 5 (Commercial Information privilege), and three pages under Exemption 5 (Attorney 
Client privilege), as described below.  

 
1 To ensure adequacy we are not removing duplicates; consequently, some of the documents may 
have been released under our previous FWS-2018-00274 and FWS-2019-00455 releases.     
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We have withheld in part from the binder titled “Pre-decisional, Not for Release pst 1_3_2DPP” two 
pages under Exemption 5, (Deliberative Process privilege), as described below 
 
Exemption 5 Withholdings 
 
Exemption 5 of the FOIA allows an agency to withhold “inter-agency and intra-agency 
memorandums or letters which would not be available by law to a party other than an agency in 
litigation with the Agency.” 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(5). Exemption 5 therefore incorporates the 
privileges that protect materials from discovery in litigation, including the deliberative process, 
attorney work-product, attorney-client, and commercial information privileges.  
 
Deliberative Process Privilege (2 pages in part)). The deliberative process privilege protects the 
decision-making process of government agencies and encourages the frank  
exchange of ideas on legal or policy matters by ensuring agencies are not forced to operate in a 
fishbowl. A number of policy purposes have been attributed to the deliberative process privilege. 
Among the most important are to: (1) assure that subordinates will feel free to provide the 
decision maker with their uninhibited opinions and recommendations; (2) protect against 
premature disclosure of proposed policies; and (3) protect against confusing the issues and 
misleading the public.  
 
The deliberative process privilege protects materials that are both pre-decisional and deliberative. 
The privilege covers records that reflect the “give-and-take of the consultative process” and may 
include “recommendations, draft documents, proposals, suggestions, and other subjective 
documents which reflect the personal opinions of the writer rather than the policy of the agency.”  
The materials that have been withheld under the deliberative process privilege of Exemption 5 
are both pre-decisional and deliberative. They do not contain or represent formal or informal 
agency policies or decisions. They are the result of frank and open discussions among employees 
of the Department of the Interior. Their contents have been held confidential by all parties, and 
public dissemination of this information would have a chilling effect on the agency’s deliberative 
processes.  
 
The deliberative process privilege does not apply to records created 25 years or more before the 
date on which the records were requested.  
 
Attorney-Client Privilege (3 pages in part) 
The attorney-client privilege protects confidential communications between an attorney and his 
client relating to a legal matter for which the client has sought professional advice and is not limited 
to the context of litigation.  Moreover, although it fundamentally applies to confidential facts 
divulged by a client to his/her attorney, this privilege also encompasses any opinions given by an 
attorney to his/her client based upon, and thus reflecting, those facts, as well as communications 
between attorneys that reflect confidential client-supplied information.   
 
The information that has been withheld under the attorney-client privilege of Exemption 5 
constitutes confidential communications between agency attorneys and agency clients, related to 
legal matters for which the client sought professional legal assistance and services.  It also 
encompasses opinions given by attorneys to their clients based on client-supplied facts.  



McGee 
FWS-2018-00274 
FWS-2019-00455 
2:19-cv-33 

3 
 

Additionally, the FWS employees who communicated with the attorneys regarding this 
information were clients of the attorneys at the time the information was generated and the 
attorneys were acting in their capacities as lawyers at the time they communicated legal advice.  
Finally, the FWS has held this information confidential and has not waived the attorney-client 
privilege. 
 
Commercial Information (18 pages in part). When the government enters the marketplace as an 
ordinary commercial buyer or seller, the government’s information is protected under the commercial 
information privilege if it is sensitive information not otherwise available, and disclosure would 
significantly harm the government’s monetary functions or commercial interests. The information 
withheld consist of conference lines the government purchased to conduct government business. 
 
In addition to reviewing the result of our supplemental search, we are continuing our re-review of our 
previous releases for FWS-2018-00274 and FWS-2019-00455.   
 
We expect to have additional responses to you shortly.  If you have any questions or concerns, please 
direct them to Assistant United States Attorney Joshua L. Rogers at (919) 856-4293.   
 
 
      Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
Cathy Willis 
FWS FOIA Officer 

 
cc:   JRogers, AUSA 
 BBeaton, SOL 
 PBenjamin, ES Raleigh 
 AValenta, ES Atlanta  



From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Amy Brisendine
Cc: Lisa Ellis; Leopoldo Miranda; Michelle Eversen; Pete Benjamin
Subject: Draft EA, 5-23
Date: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 11:07:07 AM
Attachments: 2018.05.23.DEA.docx

Hi Amy,

Here's the updated version of the red wolf EA.  Over the past week, Pete and Joe (FO) have
been going back over the EA ensuring that the language in it is consistent with the updates we
recently did in the draft notice.  As you'll see, there's still a few placeholders.   

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  
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The Department of the Interior, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS, we, the Service) proposes to address the regulations under Section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which provides for the designation of experimental populations of listed species.  Our current 10(j) regulations for the experimental non-essential population of red wolves (Canis rufus) in northeastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)) were promulgated in 1995.  In this Draft Environmental Assessment we analyze the environmental consequences of a range of alternatives, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternative. The final action taken by the Service may be one of the alternatives analyzed herein, or may be derived from elements of the alternatives.  The action would be implemented through rule-making under Section 10(j) of the ESA.

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared by the Service in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [U.S.C] § 4321 et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR.] §§ 1500-1508); Department of Interior (DOI) Regulations, (43 CFR Part 46 61292), USFWS 550 FW 1 Draft Fish and Wildlife Service NEPA Reference Handbook (USFWS 2013) and other applicable USFWS guidance and instructions.  

The NEPA process is intended to help public officials make decisions based on the understanding of environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment.  An Environmental Assessment is a concise public document, prepared in compliance with NEPA, that briefly discusses the purpose and need for an action, alternatives to such action, and provides sufficient evidence and analysis of impacts to determine whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or finding of no significant impact (40 CFR 1508.9).  The Service prepared Environmental Assessments in conjunction with the initial promulgation of the red wolf section 10(j) regulations and subsequent revisions thereto.  In each case the Service concluded the NEPA process with a finding of no significant impact.  We have determined that an EA is the appropriate means of evaluating the effects of the currently proposed action on the human environment because Environmental Assessments have normally been prepared for previous such actions.  	

The Service published an advanced notice of proposed rule-making and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document on May 23, 2017.  This established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document through soliciting public comments.  This process is commonly referred to as “scoping”.  The scoping public comment period opened with the publishing of the notice of intent and ended on July 24, 2017.  During the 60-day comment period, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service received a total of 12,279 comments.  This number includes verbal and written comments submitted in person at two public meetings and online through regulations.gov.   

About 90 people attended the two public meetings held on June 6, 2017, at Mattamuskeet High School in Swan Quarter, NC and June 8, 2017, at the Coastal North Carolina National Wildlife Refuges Visitor Center in Manteo, NC.  At these events, Service personnel provided an overview of the process for writing a new rule and the public visited with USFWS personnel and discussed different aspects of red wolf recovery.  The public input received in response to the notice and scoping meetings has been reviewed, is incorporated throughout this EA, where appropriate, and was specifically used to help craft the range of alternatives being analyzed. 

[bookmark: _1fob9te]
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The Service has been engaged in efforts to conserve and recover the red wolf for over four decades.  The primary statute governing the Red Wolf Recovery Program is the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The red wolf is listed as an endangered species protected by the ESA.  The species was declared extinct in the wild in 1980.  The Recovery Program encompasses captive breeding, reintroduction, and all related activities designed to further the conservation of the red wolf.  The Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018a) and the most current Species Status Review (USFWS 2018b) provide a description of the red wolf, a history of red wolf recovery efforts, and the current status of the species.  Only those aspects of the species ecology and conservation history relevant to the currently proposed action are provided herein.

Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to designate populations of listed species as “experimental.”  This designation allows the Service to establish populations in areas that are outside the species’ current range but within its probably historic range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  An experimental population must be geographically separated from other existing populations of the species.  Individuals in the experimental population are treated as threatened, not endangered, when they occur on National Wildlife Refuges or National Park lands and as proposed for listing elsewhere.  This designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.  It allows the Service to specify necessary prohibitions for species classified as Endangered under the ESA, protecting individuals, municipalities, and others who may accidentally harm the species while engaged in otherwise lawful activities.



The ESA and regulations at 50 CFR Part 17.81 describe the requirements for establishing experimental populations.  The first key requirement in designating an experimental population is that the Service must determine that doing so would further the conservation of the species while considering; any possible adverse effects on extant populations of the species as a result of removal of individuals, eggs, or propagules for introduction elsewhere.  Because the red wolf was declared extinct in the wild the only extant population is the captive population maintained by a collection of committed partners that manage this population consistent with an established Species Survival Plan (SSP) designed to ensure the captive population remains genetically diverse and robust.  Without a secure captive population the Service cannot remove individuals from the captive population to establish experimental populations. 

 

In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves onto Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (Alligator River NWR), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790).  Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of major livestock operations, and availability of suitable prey species.  With the final rule in place, implementation of the reintroduction began.  The red wolf experimental population on Alligator River NWR and adjacent Tyrrell, Hyde, and Washington Counties was determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under Section 10(j) of the Act because the species was not considered to be at risk of extinction due to the existence and full protection of a captive population that at the time consisted of approximately 80 animals.  In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325).  Also in 1991, a final rule was published in the Federal Register (56 FR 56325) to reintroduce red wolves into the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), establishing a second NEP.  This population was also determined to be non-essential.  

The red wolf 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940) to revise and clarify the incidental take provisions and apply those provisions to both reintroduced populations; revise the livestock owner take provisions and apply them to both reintroduced populations; add harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the vaccination and recapture provisions; and apply the same taking (including harassment) provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population areas.  These are the regulations that currently govern management of the red wolves in the five counties of eastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)).  A notice of termination of the red wolf reintroduction project in the GSMNP was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 1998 (63 FR 54151) due to extremely low pup survival and the inability of the red wolves to establish home ranges within the Park.

[bookmark: _2et92p0]Previous Environmental Review  

In 1986 an Environmental Assessment titled Alligator River Refuge: A Red Wolf Reintroduction Proposal, Dare County, North Carolina and Finding of No Significant Impact were prepared by the Service. The Finding allowed the proposed Experimental Population Designation and reintroduction of red wolves to the Alligator River NWR to be implemented. 

[bookmark: _tyjcwt]Historical Range

Pursuant to our regulations implementing Section 10(j) of the ESA (50 CFR 17.81) experimental populations may be designated outside the current range of a listed species but within the probable historic range of the species.  Information regarding the probable historic range of the red wolf was evaluated by the Wildlife Management Institute (2016) and was re-evaluated and summarized in Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018).  

[image: ]

Figure 1. Historic range of the red wolf with locations of Species Survival Plan (SSP) facilities, source population area for genetic stock and the location of the NEP in North Carolina. 
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The first reintroduction experiment took place in 1976, when a wild caught pair of red wolves was released onto Bulls Island at Cape Romain NWR in South Carolina.  The pair was released into an acclimation pen for 40 days and then released on the island for nine days before being recaptured (USFWS 1990).  The purpose of the release was to test management and public information approaches.  Another pair was released on the island, first into a pen for six months, fed local prey species, and then released onto Cape Romain NWR.  They remained for eight months and were recaptured based on the original purpose of the experiments – to gain data to inform the reintroduction effort (USFWS 1990).    

In January 1989, the Service released a pair of red wolves on Horn Island, Mississippi in order to gain information on management techniques, the biology of red wolves, and to study predator-prey relationships.  The island appeared to be an excellent place to rear and study red wolves as they adapted to the habitat and roamed large portions of the island.  However, a series of incidents and deaths created challenges and shortfalls in the study.  Study efforts on Horn Island ended in 1998.  

In 1990, the Service implemented an island propagation site on St. Vincent NWR (an island off the Gulf Coast of Florida) to aid in the recovery of the red wolf.  The role of this site toward recovery of the red wolf is to propagate pups in a somewhat controlled, but natural environment that would provide them “wild experience” as juveniles for the purpose of being released into experimental populations, such as the North Carolina nonessential experimental population (NC NEP).  Today, only the St. Vincent Island site is active and it currently supports one red wolf pair.  However, Cape Romain NWR continues to be a part of the red wolf SSP and currently houses four captive red wolves at the Sewee Center for education and outreach purposes.

[bookmark: _4d34og8]Great Smoky Mountains National Park

On November 12, 1991, the Service, in cooperation with the National Park Service, experimentally released a single family group (two adults, two pups) of red wolves in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), Tennessee.  This release was designed to assess the feasibility of establishing a self-sustaining red wolf population on National Park Service lands and surrounding U.S. Forest Service property.  The initial experimental release ended in September 1992, and proved the feasibility of reintroducing red wolves in the Park.  A decision was made to proceed with a reintroduction, and in October 1992 two family groups, each consisting of an adult pair and four pups, were released into GSMNP.   A total of 37 red wolves were released into the Park from 1992 through 1996.  Released wolves did not fare well.  Of the 37 released red wolves, 26 later died or were recaptured after straying onto private lands outside the Park.  Of the 30 wild-born pups from seven litters, only two pups removed from the wild at 6 months of age are known to have survived.  As a result of low prey availability, extremely low pup survival, disease, and the inability of red wolves to maintain stable territories within the Park, the Service and the National Park Service announced a joint decision to end the reintroduction effort in the Park on October 8, 1998 (63 FR 54151).  A review of the experiment to reestablish red wolves in the Park was included in the revision of the 10(j) rule published on April 13, 1995 (60 FR 18940), and in the notice to terminate the project (63 FR 54151). 

[bookmark: _2s8eyo1]Northeastern North Carolina

Prior to the GSMNP project, the first attempt to formally re-establish a red wolf population in the wild was initiated at Alligator River NWR in northeastern North Carolina in 1986.  A final rule to introduce red wolves onto the Refuge was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790).  Dare, Tyrrell, Hyde and Washington counties were also included within the experimental population area.  The rule specified that 8 to 12 red wolves would initially be released on the Refuge.  It further specified that released red wolves would be maintained on the Refuge and Dare County Bombing Range, and that red wolves that left these federal lands would be captured and returned. Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the absence of coyotes at the time, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species.  



On September 14, 1987, the Service released four male-female pairs onto the Refuge.  From September 14, 1987 through September 30, 1992, 42 red wolves were released on 15 occasions.  At least 22 red wolves were born in the wild during the first five years of this reintroduction effort.  A review of the first five years to reestablish red wolves in the NEP area in Northeastern North Carolina was included in the revision of the special rule published on April 13, 1995 (60 FR 18940). 

As stated in the five-year program evaluation (60 FR 18940), by almost every measure, the first five years of the reintroduction proved successful and generated benefits that extended beyond the immediate preservation of red wolves to positively affect larger conservation efforts, and other imperiled species.  Several conclusions were reached during this time period, the first being the successful re-establishment of a population of red wolves was possible in a controlled manner and that land use restrictions are not necessary.  However, it was also obvious that the original reintroduction area, restricted to the approximately 250,000 acres within the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, was too small to support more than 30 red wolves.  Red wolves frequently left the Refuge and established territories on adjacent private lands. 

In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325).  In 1993, the geographic boundary of the NEP was expanded to include the Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina with an area covering approximately 112,000 acres.  The 10(j) rule was last revised in 1995 (60 FR 18940). The Service amended the special rule for the nonessential experimental populations of red wolves in North Carolina and Tennessee to; revise and clarify the incidental take provision; revise the livestock owner take provision; add harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the vaccination and recapture provision; and apply the same taking (including harassment) provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population area, except for reporting requirements.  These are the regulations that currently govern management of the red wolves in northeastern North Carolina.  The current NC NEP, encompasses 1.7 million acres in five counties (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington) on the Albemarle Peninsula and includes federal, state, and private lands (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2.  Geographic boundaries for the current nonessential experimental population of the red wolf.



Today, the NC NEP is the only known population of red wolves in the wild. All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country that are part of the Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (SSP or captive population) and the one remaining island propagation site at St. Vincent NWR.

[bookmark: _17dp8vu]Factors Affecting Red Wolf Conservation

In 2018, the Service completed a Species Status Assessment (SSA) for the red wolf.  The Red Wolf SSA provides a comprehensive review of factors affecting the conservation and status of the red wolf.  This section of the EA focuses on the two primary factors that have governed the red wolf populations over the past century.  The first is human intolerance toward predators generally, and wolves specifically.  Aggressive predator control efforts and habitat modification are believed to be primary factors that drove red wolves from nearly all of their historic range to the brink of extinction by the late 1960s.  The second factor is the ability of different canid (members of the genus Canis including wolves, coyotes, jackals, and domestic dogs) species to interbreed.  Once human persecution had driven red wolf populations to very low levels, hybridization between red wolves and coyotes threatened to compromise the remaining red wolf genome.  It was this threat that led to the decision to remove the last remaining red wolves from the wild and establish a captive population.  Following the first red wolf releases in 1986 the red wolf population on the Albemarle Peninsula grew steadily.  However, by the mid-1990s the range of the coyote had expanded across the eastern United States and into eastern North Carolina.  As coyotes became established in the experimental population area hybridization between red wolves and coyotes began to occur (Kelly et al. 1999).  By 1999, this was recognized as an existential threat to the red wolf in the wild.  

In 2013, USFWS and the Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (SSP) captive breeding program approached experts at the Lincoln Park Zoo to create the Red Wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA) team.  As described in Faust et al. (2016): “the goal of this collaboration [was] to model the viability of the zoo-managed (SSP) and wild, northeastern North Carolina red wolf populations, to better understand the conditions under which each population can best persist into the future and how movement of individuals between the populations impacts viability in both.” 

[bookmark: _3rdcrjn]Managing Hybridization

Conservation of the red wolf gene pool and associated genetic fitness are primary concerns in the Red Wolf Recovery and Species Survival Plan (USFWS 1990).  The red wolf captive breeding program began with 14 founders.  With very small populations, survival can be affected by genetic drift (random loss of genetic diversity) and inbreeding depression (i.e., increased genetic homozygosity and subsequent expression of deleterious genes).  Genetic diversity of less than 90 percent of founder populations can result in compromised reproduction (Garelle et al. 2006).  Gene diversity in the current captive red wolf population is approximately 89.05 percent of that in the founder population (Waddell and Long 2015).  These concerns are compounded by the above-mentioned threat to red wolves posed by hybridization between red wolves and coyotes. 

The Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1990) set a target for gene diversity to be retained at 80 – 85 percent over 150 years.  This target was based on an evaluation that indicated a population consisting of 320 captive animals and 220 wild animals could maintain this level of the genetic diversity from the founding population of 14 animals (USFWS 1990).  The more recent Red Wolf PVA (Faust et al., 2016; Simonis et al. 2017) used data collected throughout the history of the red wolf recovery effort to model the genetic health and viability of the species under a wide variety of potential management scenarios.   Under all the potential management scenarios modeled in the Red Wolf PVA the median gene diversity was predicted to be greater than 80 percent at Year 2140 (Simonis et al. 2017).  Based on these data, the Service can conclude that with no changes to current management the captive population is at increased risk of declining genetic variability.  Therefore, the Service recommends addressing this risk not only through the active population management within the SSP but also by increasing breeding and the number of captive animals to ensure genetic diversity is maintained and long-term viability achieved.  As such, the Service is considering a goal of expanding the captive population to at least 400 animals and 52 breeding pairs. However, this goal will continue to be refined as new information becomes available and recovery targets are identified. 

The Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan (RWAMWP) was developed (Kelly 2000, Rabon et al. 2013).   The main goals of the RWAMWP are to: (1) reduce interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes to a level that does not threaten the long term genetic integrity of the red wolf in the wild; and (2) build and maintain the wild red wolf population from east to west in the NC NEP area.  The Service incorporated much of the RWAMWP recommendations as standard operating procedures for our management strategies from 2000 to 2014.  Therefore, formalizing continued use of the RWAMWP is part of the proposed 10(j) alternatives. 

The RWAMWP work plan employed techniques designed to use coyotes and hybrids as “placeholders” by sterilizing hormonally-intact animals via vasectomy and tubal ligation, and then releasing the sterile animals back into their territory (Bromley and Gese 2001).  “Placeholder” coyotes would not interbreed with wild red wolves, and they exclude other coyotes or hybrids from the territory they hold.  Early models (Hedrick 2001) and subsequent field experience and research (Gese et al. 2015, Gese and Terletzky 2015) also showed that sterile hybrids can function as effective “placeholders” until they are replaced by wild red wolves.  Ultimately, the “placeholder” canids are replaced by red wolves either naturally (e.g. displacement) or via management actions (e.g., removal followed by pairing wild or translocated red wolves into the territory). 

Under RWAMWP, the Service delineated geographic zones within the existing NC NEP boundary with a gradient on the level of red wolf management among the zones.  The NC NEP was split into three separate management zones of: Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone; Zone 2 - Transition Zone; and, Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone.  In general, management efforts are most focused on Zone 1, followed by Zone 2 and then Zone 3 as time and resources allowed.  The goal of the framework is designed to control hybridization between red wolves and coyotes, while efforts to restore red wolves continue.  Adaptive management is an approach derived from the need to blend research and management.  The adaptive management strategy retains the flexibility to adapt to new findings, either from the analysis of data collected during implementation or from the findings of researchers, or both.  Additionally, the flexibility based on the adaptive management strategy allows for the expansion, or compression, of the geographic zones based on the current red wolf and coyote populations to strive toward the established goals and objectives of the program.

In general, the management strategies for the three geographic zones adopted many of the monitoring activities that had occurred throughout the history of the reintroduction (confirming red wolf territories and pairs; augmenting the population with red wolves from the SSP to ensure genetic diversity, as needed and appropriate; inserting dispersing age red wolves from the wild or from island propagation sites in an attempt to create and maintain red wolf pairs, including when a known red wolf loses a mate or a single red wolf is identified; identifying spatial gaps in red wolf territories) and incorporated additional measures as follows:

Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone: The objective is to actively promote and maintain red wolf/red wolf pairs and prevent hybridization by:

· Euthanizing coyotes, except when needed as sterilized placeholders outside of red wolf territories or for temporary sterilized coyotes to prevent hybridization.  For coyotes paired with a red wolf, capture and hold the coyote before breeding season in hopes the red wolf would pair with another red wolf.  If a red wolf/red wolf pair is not formed before breeding season, that same coyote is sterilized, collared and released back with the resident red wolf until after the breeding season to prevent hybridization with a non-sterilized coyote;

· Monitoring to insure no hybridization events;

· Euthanizing all hybrids;

 Zone 2 - Transition Zone:  The objective is to work toward red wolf/red wolf pairs and reduce the chance of hybridization by:

· Using sterilization of coyotes paired with red wolves to prevent hybridization, primarily where red wolf pairs cannot be formed due to the lack of available red wolves or due to limited management resources;

· Leaving sterile coyotes in non-red wolf use areas, where possible and as landowner agreements allow; and,

· Opportunistically removing coyote and hybrid litters.

Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone:  The objective is to monitor and record red wolf pair formations and red wolf territories, particularly newly created territories by:

· Monitoring and recording displacement and/or mortality of any radio-collared coyotes;

· Sterilizing coyotes in this zone when they are found to be paired with a red wolf to prevent hybridization;

· Opportunistically capturing dispersing red wolves to use in pair formations in Zone 1 and Zone 2, as needed; and,

· Opportunistically removing hybrid litters.

The Service works closely with as many willing landowners as possible to identify private land areas where red wolves are present, and where management action may be implemented with landowner consent.  

The above techniques have proven effective in managing the adverse effects of hybridization on the wild red wolf genome (Gese et al. 2015, Gese and Terletzky 2015).  Modeling by Hedrick et al. (2002) projected another 60 years of this type of management would bring the red wolf NC NEP to the level of 99 percent red wolf genes, effectively reducing coyote gene introgression to acceptable biological levels (1 percent).  This projection implied dramatic improvement in the restored red wolf population over the former 15 percent coyote gene introgression reported by Kelly et al. (1999). 

Interbreeding and coyote gene introgression has been effectively reduced by using non-invasive, genetics-based techniques to identify canids in the field (Adams et al. 2003, Waits 2004, Waits and Paetkau 2005, Adams 2006, Adams and Waits 2007, Adams et al 2007), incorporating pedigree-based assignment tests other testing methods to estimate genotype reliability (Miller et al. 2002, Miller et al. 2003), and by using sterile “placeholder” coyotes and hybrids ( Beck 2005, Stoskopf et al. 2005, Adams 2006).  Simulation modeling by Frederickson and Hedrick (2006)  confirmed that the sterilization method used is effective, but also emphasized long-term reproductive barriers are important, especially assortative mating and red wolf challenges to coyotes or hybrids.  Since 1993, red wolf biologists have documented 41 events where a red wolf displaced or killed a non-wolf canid (coyote or hybrid).  In contrast, red wolf biologists have not been able to document any evidence of reciprocal activity (i.e., usurpation or killing of red wolves) by coyotes; one documented case exists where a hybrid temporarily displaced (less a month) a red wolf before the red wolf reclaimed his territory.  Adams (2006) noted strong evidence that a single hybridization event in 1993 resulted in most introgression of coyote genes into the red wolf population observed to date.  From this evidence, Adams (2006) infers that hybridization with coyotes has had less genetic impact on the restored red wolf population than originally thought by Kelly et al. (1999), largely because backcrossing has been rare in the population.

Implementation of the RWAMWP is deemed necessary to effectively establish and build a red wolf population.  For this reason the red wolf is considered a conservation-reliant species (Carroll et al. 2014; USFWS 2016), meaning the threats to the continued existence of this species are such that they cannot be eliminated or sufficiently controlled to allow red wolves to persist on the landscape without perpetual intensive federal management.  Whether or to what extent the measures identified in the RWAMWP must be sustained in perpetuity, or if a red wolf population can eventually achieve a state of health where some or all of the RWAMWP measures are no longer needed, is unclear.  

Advances in genetics and associated field techniques provide new information helpful in managing wild red wolves.  Using data on grizzly bears (Ursus arctos), Miller and Waits (2003) demonstrated that a small number of individuals per generation need be added to maintain sufficient genetic diversity in a carnivore population, and we believe this to be true for red wolves.  Assuming that the population in question is otherwise healthy, it is likely that a limited number of red wolves from the SSP facilities would need to be introduced into the NC NEP to ensure genetic diversity.  The Red Wolf PVA (Faust et al. 2016) indicated that overall genetic health of the NC NEP could be maintained with the release of 3.3 animals from the SSP every five years and improved through reductions in human-related mortality and increases in breeding success.  

[bookmark: _26in1rg]Managing Red Wolf-Human Interactions

As stated above, the other primary threat to the survival and recovery of the red wolf in the wild is human intolerance of wolves.  The Service’s 1986 10(j) regulations attempted to foster tolerance of red wolves and red wolf recovery efforts by maintaining red wolves on federal lands.   Red wolves began to leave the Refuge and occupy private lands within a few months of reintroduction efforts.  As a result of this, the Service entered into agreements with private landowners and added the Pocosin Lakes NWR as part of the reintroduction area in 1991.  The Service’s 1995 revisions to the regulations attempted to promote coexistence with red wolves and cooperation with red wolf management practices through a system whereby the Service would remove red wolves from lands where they were not welcome or provide take authorization.  From 1995 until the mid-2000s there was a sufficient level of landowner support (or lack of widespread landowner concern) to allow the project to intensively manage and grow the population.



This condition persisted until the presence of red wolves began to interfere with landowner efforts to control coyotes.  In the mid-2000s interest in coyote control began to rise throughout North Carolina.  According to data from the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (2012) the harvest of coyotes by trappers in North Carolina Coastal Plain counties increased from 2 coyotes during the 2003-2004 trapping season to 1,100 in the 2010-2011 season.  Since then, the NCWRC biannual Furbearer Management Newsletters indicate that number has increased to 2,773 coyotes taken by trappers during the 2015-2016 trapping season.  Similarly, hunters took an estimated 4,045 coyotes in the Coastal Plain counties during the 2007-2008 hunting season (the first year such statistics were collected in North Carolina) compared to an estimated 10,261 coyotes taken during the 2010-2011 season.  According to information in the NCWRC Draft Coyote Management Plan (2018), these numbers have since fluctuated, increasing to more than 20,000 during the 2015-2016 hunting season, then dropping to around 11,000 during the 2016-2017 hunting season.    

 

As more North Carolina landowners pursued lethal control of coyotes the Service began to observe an increase in human-related red wolf mortality, which resulted in a leveling off or slight reduction in the overall red wolf NC NEP population (Hinton et al. 2017b), and a noticeable reduction in the number of breeding pairs and reproductive output.   See Table 1 for the  estimated number of red wolf breeding pairs and litters produced in the NC NEP per year over the last 11 years. 2006-2007 and 2016-2017 .



Bohling and Waits (2015) explains that red wolves expanded primarily on to private lands where landowners “did not anticipate wolf colonization of their property, which has created friction between local communities and the [Service] as was highlighted in an independent review of the red wolf program (WMI 2014).  This conflict, combined with lack of adequate protected refuges for red wolves, lack of awareness among the hunting community, and proximity to the mainland coyote population, likely facilitates breeding pair disruption and the spatial pattern of hybridization events.”   



Table 1.  Estimated number of breeding pairs and litters produced per breeding season (USFWS, unpublished data).



		Breeding Season

		Breeding Pairs 

		Litters Produced



		2006-2007

		20

		11



		2007-2008

		18

		11



		2008-2009

		15

		11



		2009-2010

		15

		9



		2010-2011

		16

		10



		2011-2012

		17

		9



		2012-2013

		13

		7



		2013-2014

		8

		5



		2014-2015

		6

		2



		2015-2016

		4

		1



		2016-2017

		4

		2









Direct red wolf mortalities have been caused by many factors within the NC NEP.  In order of effect from greatest to least, they include gunshot, vehicle collision, health-related causes, intraspecific strife, private trapping, management actions, suspected illegal activity and poison (Figure 3; Hinton et al. 2017b).  The proportion of mortality attributed to anthropogenic causes and specifically gunshot mortality has increased significantly over time (Hinton et al. 2017b).  Based on an analysis of all known red wolf mortalities between 2000 and 2013, Hinton et al. (2017b) determined that 42 percent of all identified causes of death were as a result of gunshots and the annual proportion of red wolf deaths caused by gunshot increased from approximately 25 percent to 60 percent during that time frame.  Gunshot mortalities of red wolves, particularly of part of a breeding pair, are directly related to increases in red wolf breeding pair disbandment, disruption of established wolf packs and facilitation of coyote encroachment and potential hybridization (Sparkman et al. 2011, Bohling and Waits 2015, Hinton et al. 2015) leading to population decline within the NC NEP (Hinton et al. 2017b).        



[image: ]   

Figure 3. Mortality sources of red wolves in the NC NEP from 1987-2013 (Adapted from Hinton et al. 2017b).

   

Recent research has revealed a complex dynamic between coyote introgression and anthropogenic mortality in the NC NEP on the Albemarle Peninsula.  Based on the analysis of all known red wolf breeding and hybridization events from 2001 to 2013, there were over four times the number of red wolf litters compared with hybrid litters, and over half of the hybridization events occurred after one or more breeders was lost from a stable breeding pair (Bohling and Waits 2015).  It is worth noting that there may be additional litters (either red wolf or hybrid) that were not discovered, and therefore not accounted for, in the analysis of Bohling and Waits (2015).  However, the time period covered in their analysis does correspond with the implementation of the RWAMWP and the period of more intense monitoring of canids within the NC NEP.  Bohling and Waits (2015) went on to explain the relationship between hybrid litters and anthropogenic mortality:

“…it appears that hybridization events tend to follow the disruption of stable breeding pairs of wolves, frequently due to anthropogenic actions such as gunshot mortality.  In this system canids begin establishing pair bonds during a period that corresponds with the onset of hunting seasons for large mammals.  The elimination of red wolf breeders during the breeding season forces reproductively active red wolves to quickly locate another mate.  A higher percentage of hybrid than red wolf litters were produced by first-time female breeders, which is likely due to the low natural turnover in red wolf breeders from year to year (Sparkman et al. 2011,[p. 4])… The inexperience of these animals coupled with the timing of pair dissolution during the breeding season may facilitate selection of a heterospecific mate.”

This dynamic is further complicated by timing with critical life history periods.  Hinton et al. (2017b) noted that red wolves in eastern North Carolina exhibited reduced survival from October to December and suggested extensive loss of vegetative cover (associated with harvest of crops) reduced refugia for red wolves just prior to a period of elevated human activity (fall and winter hunting seasons).  Further, younger red wolves likely suffered greater mortality for several reasons, including the overlap of hunting season with the annual period of natal dispersal (Karlin and Chadwick 2012), unfamiliarity of the areas being traversed, and encountering decreased availability of vegetative cover and human activity for the first time.

These mortality events resulted in breeder loss and disturbances in pack structure.  Hinton et al. (2017b) reported that annual preservation rates of red wolf breeding pairs has declined 34 percent and replacement rate of all Canis breeders by red wolves has declined 30 percent since the mid-2000s.  Hinton et al. (2017b) described the progression by explaining that early in the red wolf’s recovery, when few coyotes were present and anthropogenic mortality was lower, red wolves replaced red wolves when an animal was lost.  Since the early 2000s, however, this, dynamic has changed, with increasing numbers of coyotes and increasing red wolf mortality caused by gunshots, coyotes are now replacing red wolves when a breeder is lost (Hinton et al. 2017b).  As the red wolf population continues to decline, red wolves are unable to find other red wolves to form breeding pairs and likelihood of introgression goes up.  Therefore, introgression exacerbates already reduced population numbers because the resulting hybrids do not contribute to the maintenance of the population. 

In 2012, in response to growing concern about the expanding coyote population and growing interest in expanded coyote harvest opportunities, the NCWRC revised its coyote hunting regulations to include night hunting.  This prompted litigation from a number of non-governmental organizations who contended that expanding coyote hunting within the NC NEP area would result in increased take of red wolves in violation of the ESA.  In May 2014 the the Court issued a preliminary injunction prohibiting coyote hunting in the NC NEP area.  In November 2014, a settlement agreement was reached among the parties which allowed coyote hunting during daylight hours only, with requirements to obtain a permit and report any harvest to the NCWRC.

The litigation against the NCWRC and resulting injunction and settlement prompted a substantial backlash against red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area and this is considered a turning point to the conservation of the species (WMI 2014).  In addition, as described by the Office of the Inspector General Investigative 2016 Report on the Red Wolf Recovery Program,  inaccurate information regarding the red wolf program such as unfounded allegations that the Service released wolves on private lands without landowner consent and that the Service falsified mortality data began to spread locally (DOI 2016).  As a result, many landowners that had previously cooperated with the Service began to deny access to their properties, impeding our ability to implement RWAMWP management actions.  Many landowners also began to request removal of red wolves from their property and/or sought authorization from the Service to take red wolves.  Additionally, the growing level of discontent over red wolf management efforts brought increased scrutiny on Service management of the NC NEP.

In 2014, the Service contracted with the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to conduct a review of the reintroduction effort with an emphasis on the science, management practices and human dimensions underlying the effort.  The review (WMI 2014) produced many findings, the most relevant of which was that “decisions made at the local level, although made with the best intentions and with the program’s success in mind, did not always comply with the rules established for the reintroduction program.” (WMI 2014).  

After the USFWS reviewed the WMI report we decided to bring management of the NC NEP back in compliance with the 1995 rule.  Field Staff and managers concluded at the time that they were making reasonable and appropriate interpretations of the 1995 Rules and those interpretations were forwarded to senior management.  Specific examples of misalignment between the language of our 10(j) rules and management actions include whether or not the release of animals from captivity into the wild beyond the 12 originally evaluated under Section 7(a)(2) of the Act were authorized under the 10(j) rule, and lack of clarity regarding the conditions under which red wolves could be managed on private lands under the 1995 rule.  Also, prior to 2014 the Service did not fully implement the provisions of the 1995 rule that allowed take of red wolves from private  property after Service attempts to remove the red wolves were abandoned in large part due to inconsistent interpretations of what constituted abandonment which was not clearly defined in the 1995 rule  (50 CFR 17.84(c)(4)(v)).  Additionally, the RWAMWP was implemented without determining whether any RWAMWP-related management measures should be explicitly authorized by rule and public comment.  As such, the Service has discontinued the release of red wolves from the SSP into the NC NEP,  and stopped the deployment of sterile placeholder coyotes.  Additionally, the Service had begun to fully implement the provisions for authorizing take of red wolves by private landowners in part based on an updated interpretation of the take authorization provision (See June 30, 2015 press release entitled, “Service Halts Red Wolf Reintroductions Pending Examination of Recovery Program”).  

The Service convened a new Red Wolf Recovery Team to further evaluate options for advancing red wolf conservation.  The Recovery Team produced a report of its findings in 2016 (USFWS 2016).  After evaluating the findings and other information the Service announced that it would refocus red wolf recovery efforts on expanding  the captive population,  preparing a species status assessment (SSA) and 5-year review, reconsidering management of the wild population in Northeastern North Carolina, and investigating establishing other wild populations.  These documents were published on April 24, 2018.

Many perceived the Service’s announcement and the discussion to begin issuing take authorizations pursuant to 50 CFR 17.84(a)(4)(v) as a move away from efforts to recover the red wolf.  Accordingly, several non-governmental organizations filed a lawsuit against the Service claiming we were in violation of the Endangered Species Act and other federal statutes.  That litigation is still pending.  In the process of adjudicating the case, the federal court has issued a preliminary injunction that has barred the Service from implementing certain provisions of our red wolf Section 10(j) regulations.   Specifically, pending final adjudication of the case the Service is barred from issuing take authorization of red wolves by private landowners under section 50 CFR 17.84(c)(4)(v) of our regulations, or from removing red wolves from private lands upon the request of a landowner under 50 CFR 17.84(c)(10).  

Population counts for collared red wolves in the wild indicate a current known population of 24 animals, with an estimated total population ranging from 30-35 animals and three to four breeding pairs.  There is always a difference between the known and estimated populations due to two primary factors.  The first is that young red wolves are too small to carry collars so while they may have been pit tagged as puppies their whereabouts and health after that are unknown until they are trapped at an older age when they can fitted with a collar.  The second is lack of access to properties that may have new litters.  Generally in these cases we know that a collared female is displaying denning behavior based on aerial surveys but without access to the property there is no way to confirm the litter or count individual puppies.  

Regulations governing the NC NEP lack effective provisions for increasing human tolerance of red wolves while effectively managing coyotes on the landscape.  In the absence of such provisions, efforts to establish a red wolf population in the NC NEP area will continue to falter.  Moreover, we are unaware of any block of federal lands within the historic range of the species of sufficient size to support a self-sustaining population of red wolves.  Any wild self-sustaining red wolf population would need support of willing adjacent private landowners.  The red wolf is considered by the Service to be a conservation-reliant species; meaning that the species is unlikely to persist in the wild in the absence of intensive management such as provided in the RWAMWP (USFWS 2016).  Restoring the species in the wild (in the NC NEP area or elsewhere) would require a mix of federal, State and private lands, and landowners willing to tolerate red wolves and allow access for the purposes of red wolf management.  As such, there is a clear need to develop and implement alternate means of managing red wolves; particularly in collaboration with  private landowners.

Along with increased outreach and educational programs as a means of fostering human tolerance of red wolves, there needs to be in place clear, adequate and enforceable protections.  Even with excellent outreach with the local community and a high degree of public support, take prohibitions of red wolf will need to be enforced.  As observed in the NC NEP, loss of breeding pairs can inflict substantial damage on a recovering population.  Enforceable regulations and protections when administered fairly and justly can help stem illegal take of the red wolf.  

 

[bookmark: _lnxbz9]Other Potential Conflicts

Historically, the red wolf like all wolves was believed to be a killer of livestock and a threat to local game populations, despite lack of data to support such a belief.  The red wolf poses little threat to livestock in situations where its natural prey is abundant.  To date, the reintroduced population of red wolves in Northeastern North Carolina has been responsible for seven  confirmed livestock and pet depredations since 1987 (see Table 2; USFWS unpubl. data).  In each case, private landowners were offered compensation for their losses, though some declined.  It is reasonable to assume that not every red wolf depredation on livestock has been documented. However, given the intense monitoring that has occurred since reintroduction and the likely outcry by affected private landowners if depredations were occurring regularly, the number of actual depredations is unlikely to be substantially higher.  It is also worth noting that there have been no documented depredations on larger livestock species, such as cattle.  Additionally, Service personnel involved in the investigations of the depredations have noted that the majority of the red wolves involved were older individuals in poor condition with highly worn teeth, likely making it more difficult for them to catch natural prey (Morse 2018, pers. comm.).  



Table 2.  Livestock and pet depredations by red wolves (USFWS, unpubl. data).

		Year

		County

		Species



		1991

		Hyde

		Domestic Cats



		1993

		Dare

		Hunting Dog 

(on Alligator River NWR)



		1997

		Washington

		Goats



		1998

		Tyrrell

		Hog



		2007

		Tyrrell

		Goat



		2007

		Dare

		Chickens



		2015

		Hyde

		Chickens







Other species found to be responsible for depredation incidents investigated as potential red wolf depredations include domestic dogs, coyotes, fox, bear and raccoon.  Domestic dogs were found to be responsible for nearly 60 percent of all depredations responded to in which a culprit could be identified.

The bulk of traditional hunting in Northeastern North Carolina has been for waterfowl, migratory bird species, turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), bear and small game.  There is concern among many hunters that red wolves and coyotes may adversely impact game populations, particularly white-tailed deer; though data are lacking.   



[bookmark: _35nkun2]Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action



As indicated above, there have been significant changes to the red wolf population, habitat conditions, and red wolf management in the NC NEP area since the Section 10(j) regulations were last modified in 1995.  The 1995 rules were promulgated before management of red wolf and coyote interactions became a primary management consideration.  As such, the current regulations do not explicitly incorporate RWAMWP activities.  Additionally, the 1986 regulations explicitly authorized the release of only 12 red wolves into the NC NEP; whereas many more than 12 red wolves have been released and evidence indicates that continuing additional releases are necessary to maintain the size and genetic health of the population (Faust et al. 2016).  Further, we believe it is apparent that the current regulations are not effective in terms of fostering coexistence between people and red wolves, and that changes are needed to deconflict red wolf conservation and allow for effective management of coyotes.  The current rule associated with the NC NEP is no longer effective in addressing the current and future management needs of the red wolf, and is precluding the development of sound management strategies for this species.  

[bookmark: _1ksv4uv]A recent population viability analysis (PVA) of the red wolf (Faust et al. 2016, Simonis et al. 2017) indicated that the captive population currently faces a very low probability of extinction but that preservation of the species genetic diversity would be facilitated by increasing the captive population’s size.  The PVA further indicated that the NC NEP population faces a very high probability of extirpation under current management; however, its probability of persistence would increase substantially with releases from the captive population, increased reproductive output and reduced mortality.  The action alternatives identified and evaluated in this EA are intended to further the conservation of the species by achieving these three objectives.  

[bookmark: _44sinio]

While addressing these issues with the current regulations we also intend to implement a number of administrative changes to the red wolf section of the 10(j) regulations.  These include, clarifying the status of the island propagation sites.  Three island propagation sites were identified in the existing regulations, and red wolves on these islands were identified as endangered, but we believe the text could more clearly explain why they were not included under the 10(j) designation.  Moreover, only one of the island propagation sites is currently used (i.e., Saint Vincent NWR).  The Horn Island site (at Gulf Islands National Seashore) receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island propagation site for endangered red wolves, and Bull Island is too close to the mainland to provide for effective containment of red wolves.  No red wolves remain on these islands; so we intend to eliminate references to Horn Island and Bull Island in the rule.   

The current regulations also refer to the GSMNP population, which no longer exist and we intend to clarify this language.  We did not remove the GSMNP population (as originally described in our November 4, 1991 rule, section 9(ii) (56 FR 56325)) in 1998 from the regulation on the chance we might locate one of the red wolves we had lost contact with in GSMNP.  Since that time, no red wolves have been recovered and we are removing reference to the GSMNP population.  Therefore, this area is no longer defined as part of the NEP area.  



Purpose: 

Write a rule for the NC NEP to further the conservation of the red wolf by optimizing use of available recovery resources.



Need: 

Assess and ensure effectiveness of the NC NEP as it relates to the broader red wolf recovery program including population growth in captivity and the wild.



We are proposing the replacement of the regulations established for the NC NEP of the red wolf, as codified in the 1995 Final Rule (50 CFR 17.84(c)), with a new rule.  Upon final publication of the replacement rule, the exiting rule would become null and void.  The replacement of the 1995 Final Rule is necessary, because the current regulations lack the needed flexibility to adapt to the arrival and proliferation of coyotes in the NC NEP which adversely affected the NC NEP in the following ways:

· Decreased the probability of persistence of the wild population;

· Created conflict with State efforts to manage coyote populations and precluded active participation by landowners, and State and local officials in canid management;

· Increased costs, which had limited our ability to pursue broader recovery efforts. 



Replacing the 1995 Final Rule is also necessary because current regulations fail to provide protections necessary to achieve our Congressional mandate to further the conservation of red wolves. The lack of protections provided by the 1995 Rule limited red wolf recovery in the following ways:

· Allowed for the removal of upon landowner request which adversely affected the red wolf population without effectively fostering coexistence.

· Impacted private landowners ability to manage coyote populations which led to excessive losses of red wolves to gunshot mortality which disrupted established packs of red wolves and breeding pairs, allowing for the further expansion of coyote populations and increasing  red wolf/coyote hybridization.

· Set a limit on the number of red wolves that could be release on the landscape.  Movement of wolves between the captive and wild populations is needed to maintain the genetic integrity of the NEP and the overall population.

· Limited flexibility to manage the NEP in close association with the state and private landowners.



In order to achieve our purpose and need, the selected preferred alternative would:

· Establish a structure for red wolf recovery program management and oversight that is clear to the public and would garner public support.  Although surveys indicate public support for the red wolf program, lack of support at the local private landowner level has hindered the effectiveness of the current program.

· Determine the current and potential future contribution of the NC NEP in the restoration of the red wolf in the wild and its relationship to other potential recovery sites.

· Provide the necessary regulatory framework to monitor and manage population dynamics within the NC NEP area, and provide adequate protections to reduce anthropogenic mortality to acceptable levels.  

· Reconcile red wolf and coyote management practices.  Coyotes have become established in the NC, which is a condition that was not addressed in the 1995 Final Rule.  A new rule must consider both red wolf management and coyote management. 

· Should the decision be made to continue the NC NEP the new rule must provide for: 

· consistent application of the rules at the local level.

· a foundation for building strong relationships with state and local governments, other Federal agencies, landowners, and non-governmental organizations, for working together towards the goal of red wolf recovery.



Additionally, as set forth in 50 CFR 17.81(c), all regulations designating experimental populations under section 10(j) must provide a finding, based solely on the best scientific and commercial data available, and the supporting factual basis, on whether the experimental population is, or is not, essential to the continued existence of the species in the wild.  Based on that requirement, the Federal Register notice for this proposed new rule for the management of the red wolf has examined the essentiality question using the best scientific and commercial data and determined that the red wolf population in northeastern North Carolina is a nonessential  experimental population under section 10(j) of the Act.  See the Federal Register notice for more detailed information regarding this determination. 



[bookmark: _2jxsxqh]CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 



[bookmark: _z337ya]This Section describes the alternatives considered in this evaluation for management of the NC NEP that could satisfy the purpose and need described in Section 1.  Alternative 1 is the No Action alternative.  Alternative 2 is to publish a new rule that would explicitly authorize the suite of management actions identified in the RWAMWP, and modify the approved means of taking red wolves within the NC NEP area.  Alternative 3 is to publish a new 10(j) rule to reduce the geographic scope of the NC NEP area to Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, and modify the approved means of taking red wolves on private lands.  Alternative 4 is to publish a new rule to discontinue the NC NEP project entirely.  In conjunction with any action alternative that would necessitate publication of a new 10(j) rule, we would make a number of administrative and other changes, which are described in Section 2.5.  

[bookmark: _3j2qqm3]

[bookmark: _1y810tw]Elements Common to Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

[bookmark: _4i7ojhp]

Alternatives 2 and 3 have several features in common designed to further the conservation of the species.  Both would continue a NC NEP.  Administratively, we would propose to remove references to the GSMNP NEP from the regulations, and rename the Alligator River NEP as the NC NEP (North Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population).  Also, the current regulations refer to three island propagation sites; St. Vincent NWR, Bulls Island and Horn Island.  The current regulations correctly indicate that these sites are not NEP sites.  However, only the St. Vincent NWR site is currently used or likely to be used in the future.  Bulls Island is not sufficiently separated by water from the mainland to effectively contain red wolves, and Horn Island site receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island propagation site.  As such, the new rule would only reference St. Vincent as an island propagation site.  We would propose to remove any references to Bulls Island and Horn Island from the regulations. 



Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek to achieve the above-stated objective of increasing movement of red wolves between the captive and wild populations by authorizing the release of up to five animals per year into the NC NEP.  Additionally, Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek to increase reproductive output of the NC NEP by authorizing those aspects of the RWAMWP that minimize interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes, such as deployment of placeholders and removal of hybrids.  Further, each alternative would seek to achieve the objective of reducing human-related red wolf mortality by fostering increased landowner cooperation.



Alternatives 2 and 3 would not contain prohibitions related to non-lethal harassment of red wolves within the NC NEP area provided the red wolves are not being purposely attracted, tracked, searched out or chased.  This is intended to allow people who inadvertently encounter red wolves within the NC NEP to attempt to scare the animal away should they feel the need.  Such harassment of red wolves must be opportunistic and not physically injurious, and reported immediately to the Service.



The Service, designated state agency, or personnel authorized by the Service, could take red wolves in the NC NEP in a manner consistent with a Service-approved management plan. In addition, take of red wolves could occur in accordance with issued biological opinions, conference opinions or valid scientific recovery permit (section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA) issued by the Service.  This may include, but is not limited to, capture and release of red wolves on site, capture and translocation of red wolves that: prey on livestock; attack pets or domestic animals; endanger themselves in a military impact area; need aid or veterinary care; for authorized scientific research; to move for genetic purposes; or for management purposes (e.g. attempt to create red wolf/red wolf pairings).  Lethal methods of take could be used when reasonable attempts to capture red wolves fail and when the Service determines that immediate removal of a particular red wolf or red wolves from the wild is necessary based on the above parameters.  Personnel could use leg-hold traps and any other effective device or method for capturing or controlling red wolves to carry out any measure that is part of a Service-approved management plan.  Release of red wolves trapped for temporary management purposes should occur as soon as possible, unless physical, behavioral, or other problems make it necessary to retain the individual in a captive facility.  Removal of red wolves will need to consider their natural instinct to return to their home territory after capture/release.  This instinct does not in and of itself constitute justification for keeping them in captivity.  Some individuals may need to be permanently maintained in captivity or euthanized.       



In addition, willing landowners could enter into written agreements with the Service that would allow for management of red wolves on their lands.  Such agreements would contain terms agreeable to the landowner and the Service that enumerate the types of canid management activities that may occur on the subject properties.  Landowners voluntarily entering into such agreements with the Service would be eligible for payments and other potential benefits available through a landowner incentive program to be established in conjunction with implementation of these alternatives.  Funding for such incentives would need to be derived largely from non-federal sources.  Priority consideration would be given to those interested landowners immediately adjacent to the Refuge and other lands with such agreements.  The highly reflective material used to collar red wolves would aid landowners in distinguishing between red wolves and coyotes.  The presence of red wolves on private lands (with or without written management agreements) would in no way affect legal coyote management activities on private lands.  



[bookmark: _2xcytpi]Population Management 



Currently red wolves are widely dispersed throughout the NC NEP area (Figure 4).  This sparse distribution increases the risk of hybridization as young animals dispersing from natal territories are far more likely to encounter coyotes than red wolves.  Additionally, several red wolves currently occupy private lands to which the Service does not have access.  However, the goal is through changes in red wolf management addressed in this document and the proposed new rule that improved relationships with private landowners can be fostered and over time create additional access opportunities.  In the meantime, when necessary from a management standpoint, red wolves in isolated or dispersed areas could be captured and relocated to areas where they are needed to form additional red wolf breeding pairs or similar needs in order to conserve their reproductive potential by limiting the chances of interbreeding with coyotes and reducing the risk of human-related mortality.   



In some instances, it may be necessary to move captured animals into the captive population.  All captive red wolves are currently housed in SSP facilities or at captive facilities on Alligator River and Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuges and these facilities are at capacity.  We would work with existing SSP facilities, and other partner organizations, adding capacity sufficient to accommodate animals removed from the NC NEP while meeting the SSP objectives, should it become necessary.  





[image: ]Figure 4.  Comparison or red wolf pack numbers and geographic range between 2007 and 2017.  



[bookmark: _1ci93xb]Public Engagement and Outreach



Red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area have suffered from the lack of a sustained public engagement process.  Developing and implementing effective processes to inform and engage the public, local and state governments, and other partners in red wolf conservation decisions are essential to the future success of such efforts regardless of where they may be implemented.  Public engagement and outreach needs to be conducted early and often to multiple user groups with feedback to determine its success.  The Service needs to provide accurate and up-to-date information to the public regarding the Red Wolf Recovery Program and to answer ever evolving questions.  Continued engagement with private landowners and other stakeholders, particularly to address their concerns, would be necessary throughout the transition period from current management to any new approach and the Service could use this time to work with the community and affected stakeholders to formulate and test a new framework for engaging landowners and the community in red wolf conservation.  This would help through the transition and provide an engagement/governance model for future reintroduction efforts.  This work needs to be informed and guided by the human dimensions research being conducted by the NCWRC (Serenari et al. 2018).



It is important to view the ecological issues and the social issues regarding canid management as an interconnected system as opposed to separate issues.  These interconnecting ecological and social factors are complex, dynamic and not fully understood. This leads to high potential for unintended consequences resulting from management actions. These relationships must be mapped through efforts such as the continuing research by the NCWRC to answer lingering questions citizens have about these animals, such as benefits, taxonomy, and impact on game animals.



The available information suggests that partial solutions such as outreach, education, or financial incentives, would be largely ineffective by themselves to achieve sustainable red wolf recovery because they do not address deeper issues underscoring historical recovery efforts.  Rather, these efforts must be components of a more robust governance structure that enables the Service and NCWRC to differentiate red wolves from coyotes from a regulatory point-of-view, develop clear goals, flexible and innovative regulations, information sharing mechanisms, means to address uncertainty, and share decision-making and authority.   In short, there is a need to strengthen the institutions associated with red wolf management and increase acceptance of and capacity for practice-based learning by all affected parties and adaptive governance. This would ensure all interests are addressed promptly, fairly, and effectively and differences are acknowledged and addressed (Serenari et al. 2018).



[bookmark: _3whwml4]Science



Much has been learned about red wolves throughout the history of the NC NEP effort. Retaining and working to grow the NC NEP affords opportunities for further learning, and careful consideration to the design and implementation of studies aimed at providing further insight into red wolf and coyote management and inter-species interactions, predator-prey relationships, and human dimensions.  Of particular importance would be the design and implementation of studies aimed at examining the degree to which the red wolf is a conservation-reliant species and its implications for recovery and management, and well as further research into human attitudes toward canids and canid management and the efficacy of measures intended to foster coexistence.  



Language in the 2018 Federal budget bill directed the Service to initiate various management actions related to the red wolf.  The relevant language is:     



The Service's Science program is directed to initiate a study not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, through a qualified independent entity such as the Smithsonian Institution, to determine whether or not animals currently classified as red wolves and Mexican gray wolves are taxonomically valid species and subspecies designations, respectively. The study shall include publication of a scientific literature review, including genetic research, not later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act and, if the literature is inconclusive, shall include any additional necessary research and publication not later than three years after the date of enactment of this Act. In the meantime, the Service's Recovery program is reminded of its legal mandate to cooperate to the maximum extent practicable with the States, especially when there has been conflict between species and private property owners. As such, the Service is directed to continue working closely with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission on management of red wolves in fiscal year 2018.



[bookmark: _2bn6wsx]Landowner Agreements and Incentives 



Alternatives 2 and 3 provide for the use of Landowner Agreements for the management of red wolves on private lands.  An example of such an agreement is provided in Appendix A.  Agreements would be entered into with willing landowners.  Agreements would be tailored to the needs, interests and comfort level of the individual landowners. The types of activities that could be included in a Landowner Agreement with willing landowners would be allowing limited access to the property by Service and NCWRC personnel for the purpose of:



· conducting monitoring, accessing suspected den locations, and retrieving carcasses.  Service and NCWRC personnel would coordinate with the landowner or their representative prior to entry to the property.

· trapping of red wolves or coyotes for population management purposes.  Service and NCWRC personnel would coordinate with the landowner or their representative prior to entry to the property, and traps would only be set at times and in areas agreeable to the landowner.

· translocating wild red wolves or releasing red wolves from the captive population or the St. Vincent NWR island propagation site.

· capturing coyotes on their property and re-releasing them as sterilized placeholders.

· providing technical assistance and other support to the landowner regarding wildlife management issues and opportunities on the property.  



Also under Alternatives 2 and 3, the Service would work with the NCWRC, NRCS and other partners to establish means of providing landowners with payments and other benefits in recognition of the use of their property by red wolves.  The level of incentives and amount of compensation would be commensurate with the type of access and red wolf activities agreed upon by the private landowner.  These include:



· Direct payment to landowners based on the presence of red wolves on their lands and the existence of a written agreement with the Service and NCWRC regarding management of canids.  Payments would likely be scaled based on the extent of red wolf use of the property and the extent of landowner willingness to allow management activities to occur on the property.  Potential examples include incentives for having an active red wolf den on your property with further incentives if the pups survive to adulthood, or allowing Service personnel to access your property to access and monitor active den sites or pack territories.  

· Priority consideration for certain NRCS conservation programs based on the presence of red wolves on their lands and the existence of a written agreement with the Service and NCWRC regarding management of canids.  

· Continuation of the Trapper Reimbursement Program, which is currently funded by the Service and administered by the NCWRC.  This program makes payments to trappers who capture red wolves and radio-collared, sterile placeholder coyotes in the course of otherwise legal trapping activities; provided the Service or NCWRC is notified immediately and that the animal is turned over to the Service or NCWRC in good condition as soon as possible.  



[bookmark: _qsh70q]Process for Periodic Review of Project Success or Failure



The goal of the Service with this reintroduction effort is to further the conservation of the species by re-establishing it in the wild within its historic range.  Our regulations at 50 CFR 17.81(c)(4) require provision of a process for periodic review and evaluation of the success or failure of an experimental population and the effect of the release on the conservation and recovery of the species.  



Should the Service decide to implement Alternative 1, 2, or 3, the project would be evaluated during the 5-year reviews and a determination made at that time, with opportunity for public comment, regarding whether to continue, discontinue or propose modifications to the project.  The evaluations and determinations would be based on the best available scientific information as reflected in the most recent Species Status Assessment and 5-Year Review and would consider success or failure in terms of metrics established for NC NEP red wolf population size and health; efficacy of management activities including costs; extent of genetic introgression with coyotes; public and community support; and relationship to overall red wolf recovery efforts.  Specific criteria for each of these categories would be published in the proposed and final rule.   



[bookmark: _3as4poj]Alternative 1 - No Action (Maintain Current Management)



Under this Alternative the NC NEP would be managed under the Service’s existing rules (50 CFR 17.84(c)) and procedures, with the same or similar level of resources, subject to annual appropriations.  The current regulations are provided in Appendix B for ease of reference.  The current program procedures include fitting adult red wolves with VHF and/or GPS devices for tracking and monitoring purposes.  Red wolves are managed on federal lands and private lands pursuant to written agreements with cooperating landowners[footnoteRef:1].  Management includes locating dens with litters, determining parentage of pups (red wolf, coyote or hybrid); removing hybrid animals from the population; drawing blood from young red wolves for genetic analysis, and pit-tagging each pup for future identification.  Trapping occurs mostly in the winter to allow for young of the year animals to be fitted with collars, replacement of old or malfunctioning collars on adult animals, and verification of animals of unknown status.  Animals are also provided with veterinary services (e.g., immunization, vaccination, treatment for injury or disease) as needed. [1:  The USFWS has not always relied on written agreements with landowners in the past.  This has been the explicit policy of the Agency since 2014, and is therefore considered part of the No Action Alternative.
] 




Red wolves would be removed from private lands (when possible) where they are not wanted pursuant to landowner requests.  Red wolves removed from private lands are released into the wild as soon as possible unless health or behavioral issues preclude release.  If efforts to remove red wolves are considered abandoned, landowners can be provided written authorization to use lethal means to remove red wolves from their property[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The Service is currently enjoined from implementing those portions of our rules that allow us to remove red wolves from private lands upon landowner request or that allow for the authorization of take by landowners after Service efforts to remove red wolves from private lands have been abandoned.  Alternative 1 assumes that the injunction is lifted and the rules are implemented as written at 50 CFR 17.84(c). 
] 




This alternative does not include implementation of the RWAMWP as described in Chapter 1, as the current regulations pre-date the RWAMWP and as such RWAMWP management actions are not explicitly addressed in the current regulations.  Therefore, this alternative would not authorize additional releases of red wolves from the captive population.  This alternative includes the additional involvement of the NCWRC per the 2013 interagency agreement (Appendix C), including development of a collaborative Canid Management Plan for the Albemarle peninsula and establishment of a canid forum wherein stakeholders would meet regularly to share information, concerns and discuss solutions related to coyote and red wolf conservation in the NC NEP area.



Summary of Alternative 1



· NC NEP remains the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington).

· No use of the RWAMWP management measures.

· Manage red wolves on private lands with voluntary written landowner agreements.

· Red wolves removed from private land pursuant to landowner requests.

· Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.  

· No land use restrictions on private land.







[bookmark: _1pxezwc]Alternative 2 – Authorize Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan and Alter Provisions of Take of Red Wolves Throughout Five County NC NEP Area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington) 



Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule for the NC NEP regulations to explicitly incorporate the RWAMWP, and modify the provisions for management of red wolves on private lands, including the take provisions in order to reduce human-caused mortality (e.g, gunshot, poisoning, and trapping) of red wolves.  



Under this alternative management activities identified in the RWAMWP would be explicitly authorized.  Specifically, the release of up to five red wolves per year from the captive population into the NC NEP would be authorized.  The red wolf PVA (Faust et al. 2016) indicates that population augmentation is necessary (though insufficient on its own) for the foreseeable future in order to maintain the population and manage population genetics.  This alternative would also authorize those aspects of the RWAMWP that could result in take of red wolves related to management of hybridization such as establishing breeding pairs, removing non-red wolf mates from mixed pairs and deployment of placeholder animals.  



The NC NEP area would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington counties.  Management of red wolves on private lands would only occur subject to voluntary written landowner agreements that would specify the management practices and terms of access by Service and NCWRC personnel that are acceptable to the landowner.  This would include the potential release of red wolves from the SSP or St. Vincent NWR island propagation site into the wild (adults or fostered pups) or relocating red wolves from other locations within the NC NEP area.  Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.



Under this alternative we would clarify the means and circumstances under which red wolves could be taken within the NC NEP area, and implement rule changes to reduce the potential for illegal human-caused mortality (e.g., gunshot, poisoning and trapping). 



Under this alternative, the Service would no longer remove red wolves from private lands upon request and would not authorize landowners within the NC NEP to lethally take red wolves except as provided below.  Published regulations would continue to allow any person to take red wolves by lethal or non-lethal means provided the take is in defense of one’s own life or the lives of others.  Although this provision has not been documented as ever having been necessary. 



Any private landowner, or an individual with the landowner’s permission, could also take a red wolf on their property within the NC NEP when the red wolf is involved in a depredation, provided that freshly wounded or killed livestock or pets are present and that evidence exists that the animal was killed by a red wolf, and provided that such take is reported immediately to the Service.  The Service, NCWRC, or other Service-authorized agencies, would confirm cases of red wolf depredation on domestic and livestock animals.  It is, however, worth noting that confirmed depredation on livestock by red wolves within the NC NEP has been limited to seven incidents since the program’s inception approximately 30 years ago.

  

In addition, the take provision would allow for the take of a red wolf by any person if the take is unintentional and occurs while engaging in an otherwise lawful activity.  However, hunters and other shooters have the critical responsibility to know and properly identify their target before shooting, thus shooting a collared red wolf as a result of mistaking it for another species would not be considered unintentional take.  Recognizing that red wolves and coyotes are similar in appearance the Service would mark as many red wolves as possible with high-visibility collars or other devices to facilitate proper identification.  Extensive efforts would also be made to educate area hunters to the presence of red wolves in the area.  Take by poisoning would also be considered intentional take.  



The above forms of authorized take would allow landowners to retain the ability to lethally take red wolves under limited circumstances, while striving to meet the objective of reducing red wolf mortality rates.  In all cases, the take of a red wolf would be required to be reported to the Service immediately.  If a person within the NC NEP shoots, wounds, kills, traps, captures or collects an animal that is potentially a red wolf, that individual would be required to immediately report it to the Service or designated State agency.  



The Service Office of Law Enforcement would investigate each take of a red wolf, and may refer the take of a red wolf contrary to the rule to the appropriate authorities for prosecution.  In cases not prosecuted, the Service would reserve the right to administer civil penalties in accordance with Section 11 of the ESA for unauthorized lethal take of a red wolf within the NC NEP.   



Summary of Alternative 2



· NC NEP remains in the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) 

· Implementation of the RWAMWP management measures.

· Focus on partnering with willing private landowners on red wolf management off federal lands, using voluntary landowner agreements..

· Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.  

· Potential fine for unauthorized lethal take.

· No land use restrictions on private land.



[bookmark: _49x2ik5]Alternative 3 (Preferred Alternative) – Federal Lands Focused NC NEP managed to function as a Propagation Site for future NEPs 



Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule to change the scope and management of the NC NEP.  The NC NEP area would include only Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained on Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The red wolves in this smaller NC NEP would be managed consistent with the recommendations in Alternative 2 with the exception of the take provisions, which would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life.  The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. 



It is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the Refuge and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis.  To address this, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands, because such take would be explicitly permissible under the regulations.  The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service.  However, red wolves could be managed outside this area subject to written agreements with cooperating landowners.  



The Service would work with the NCWRC to encourage landowners to avoid take of red wolves through a landowner incentive program (described above).  The red wolf population could grow beyond the small number anticipated to be supported on Alligator River NWR and Bombing Range lands only to the extent that there was sufficient sustained support from willing landowners.  As such, this alternative has a range of potential outcomes.  If landowner support is low then the NC NEP would be confined to Alligator River NWR and the Bombing Range, and would function essentially as a large propagation site.  With sufficient landowner support this alternative could produce a more robust population. 



Under this alternative, as red wolves move and establish territories outside the NC NEP geographic boundary by themselves, the Service intends to develop appropriate landowner agreements for the purpose of implementing the RWAMWP actions such as pup fostering and genetic management.  Any specific management practices implemented by the Service on private lands will be explicitly described in a written agreement between the Service and the landowner. 



Focusing management on Federal lands and developing effective tools for working with cooperating private landowners while removing the cumbersome provisions for authorizing take of red wolves should reduce overall program costs and facilitate the State and other partners to take a more active role in canid management and conservation on non-federal lands.  Limiting the designated NC NEP area to federal lands should also eliminate conflicts between State-authorized management of coyotes outside the NC NEP area and management of red wolves within the NC NEP area.  Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.  Serenari et al. (2018) noted that the conflicting priorities and messaging between the NCWRC and Service undermines the credibility and public support for the actions of both agencies.  



The wild population would also serve for research targeted at filling key knowledge gaps to inform future reintroduction efforts at other sites, specifically focused on better understanding the behavioral and ecological factors that reproductively separate red wolves and coyotes with a view toward developing more efficient and sustainable management techniques.  This research would focus on fostering coexistence and cooperation, predator-prey dynamics, maintenance of genetic integrity, and management of hybridization.  Public education and outreach activities would continue.



Summary of Alternative 3



· The geographic scope of NC NEP would be limited to Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and Dare County Bombing Range.

· Deconflicts State coyote management with NC NEP management

· Facilitates increased State, landowner and other stakeholder involvement in canid conservation and management

· Implementation of the RWAMWP strategy.

· No prohibitions on take of red wolf off of Federal lands.

· No land use restrictions on private land.





[bookmark: _2p2csry]Alternative 4 - Terminate the NC NEP



Under this Alternative, the Service would discontinue reintroduction efforts in the NC NEP and red wolves would be reduced to a captive population, unless and until future reintroductions into the wild are implemented.  Under this alternative all efforts to sustain the red wolf populations in the NC NEP area would be suspended.  The Service would try to capture animals of high value for incorporation into the captive population.  If collared animals cannot be recaptured, the Service would continue monitoring of the existing radio collared animals.  It is difficult to determine how long it would take for red wolves to no longer inhabit the area.  The Service would continue to monitor the area for evidence of red wolf presence, maintaining the NC NEP until no wolves are present in order to maintain landowner protections against take provisions.  At that point, we would publish a notice in the Federal Register removing the NC NEP designation from the area when it determined with reasonable certainty that red wolves no longer occurred in the NC NEP area.  



















Table 3.  Alternatives Comparison.



		 

		Alternative 1

		Alternative 2

		Alternative 3

		Alternative 4



		Geographic Extent of the NC NEP

		Five County Area – Federal Lands and Private Lands with Agreements

		Five County Area – Federal Lands and Private Lands with Agreements

		Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge, Dare County Bombing Range 

		None



		Lethal Take Authorized off of Federal Lands

		Limited Take Allowed - For protection of life and property, livestock depredation, and upon abandonment of capture efforts.

		Limited Lethal Take Allowed – For protection of life and property, and livestock depredation.  Potential Civil or Criminal Penalties for Unauthorized Take

		No Take prohibitions off Federal lands. 

		No Take prohibitions off Federal lands.



		Adaptive Management Plan Used

		No

		Yes

		Yes

		No



		Authorized to Manage the Population Using the Adaptive Management Practices

		No

		Yes – On Federal lands and private lands with Agreements

		Yes –On Federal lands and private lands with Agreements, with the exception of releases onto private lands from the captive population or Island propagation sites 



		No



		Red Wolves Removed from Private Land at Landowner’s Request

		Yes

		No

		No

		Yes, until such time as wolves are no longer detected in the wild.





























Table 4.  Alternatives Evaluation.

		Need

		Regulatory Framework to Monitor NC NEP

		Reconcile Red Wolf Conservation and Coyote Management

		Establish Role of NC NEP in Red Wolf Recovery

		Framework for Public Support and Participation

		Consistent Application of Rules at Local Level



		Alternative 1 - Current Management 

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No



		Alternative 2 - 5 County NC NEP with Adaptive Management 

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		Alternative 3 - Federal Lands Focused Pro-

pagation Site for future NEPs

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes



		Alternative 4 - Terminate the NC NEP

		No

		No

		No

		No

		No








[bookmark: _147n2zr]CHAPTER 3:  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter outlines the affected environment or existing condition of the resources analyzed in Northeastern North Carolina which may be affected by the alternatives considered in this EA.  This chapter then goes on to detail the environmental consequences (i.e., effects or impacts) that may occur from implementation of the different alternatives. 

[bookmark: _3o7alnk]Analysis Area Overview 

In accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, we define the analysis area as the geographic area potentially subject to impacts from the proposed alternatives.  The red wolf is found within the North Carolina counties of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington.  These five counties lie in the northeastern part of the state with Albemarle Sound to the north, the Outer Banks to the east, and Pamlico Sound to the south.  These counties are largely rural with the exception of the Outer Bank portions of Dare and Hyde Counties, which are heavily developed with seasonal housing.  No red wolves occur on the Outer Banks.

Highway 64 runs along the northern section of the area inhabited by red wolves, which connects Interstate 95 to the Outer Banks.  The towns of Plymouth (Washington County) and Columbia (Tyrrell County) are adjacent to the highway.  Highway 264 runs along the southern section of the red wolf’s habitat and connects the towns of Washington and Belhaven (Beaufort County) and Swan Quarter (Hyde County).   Situated within the large land area between these two major roads are four National Wildlife Refuges (Alligator River NWR, Pocosin Lakes NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR, and Swanquarter NWR).  The land outside of these refuge boundaries is predominantly cultivated. 

The five county area, generally referred to as the Albemarle Peninsula is comprised of approximately 1.5 million acres of federal, state and private lands.  The area is an intensively farmed agricultural-bottomland hardwood forest matrix.  Agriculture fields comprised approximately 30 percent of the land cover and commercial pine plantations 15 percent (Hinton et al. 2017a). Corn, cotton, soybeans and winter wheat are the primary agricultural crops (McKerrow et al. 2006).  The remaining land cover types include pocosion (peatlands with a low and dense evergreen shrub layer and pond pine) covering approximately 15 percent, coastal bottomland hardwood forests (15 percent), saltwater marsh (5 percent), open water (10 percent) and other land cover types (10 percent).

The climate is a typical mid-Atlantic climate with four distinct seasons and annual precipitation around 50 inches.  Summers are typically hot and humid with daily temperatures ranging from 81 degrees Fahrenheit to over 100 degrees Fahrenheit. Winters are relatively cool with low temperatures between 25 degrees Fahrenheit and 45 degrees Fahrenheit (Hinton et al. 2017a).    



[bookmark: _23ckvvd]Analysis Methods

This chapter provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives considered in more detail.  Per NEPA guidance, the level and depth of the analysis will focus on what is needed to determine whether there are significant environmental effects from the proposed alternatives.  NEPA also directs us to focus on a full and fair discussion of significant issues, and eliminate from detailed analysis issues that are not significant.  Additionally, the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1502.2) directs that effects be discussed in proportion to their significance.  Consequently, some issues require a more detailed analysis and discussion, while other issues may not because the associated effects are at a level that is inconsequential.  

Previous NEPA documents have addressed and analyzed the reintroduction of an experimental population of red wolves into the NC NEP and led to the 1995 Final Rule, which the Service currently operates under.  This environmental assessment will focus on proposed changes and incorporate relevant new information and research findings pertinent to the proposed alternatives.  Where possible, based on the availability of information and data, a determination of will be made on the expected significance (not significant, less than significant, significant) of the potential impacts on each resource analyzed in detail.     

[bookmark: _ihv636]Specific Resource Areas to be Evaluated

In accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, we focus the description of the affected environment and the environmental consequences on those resource areas potentially subject to impacts, and on issues of high public interest.  The following resources will be evaluated in more detail in this EA to the degree warranted based on the possible level of potential impact from the proposed alternatives:

· Biological Resource

· Analyze the potential impacts on red wolves (in captivity and in the NC NEP) and other species of interest (white-tailed deer, coyote, ESA listed and at-risk species, common game species).

· Land Use

· Analyze the potential impacts on Federal land use and non-Federal (private, state lands, tribal lands) land use. 

· Economic Activity

· Analyze the potential impacts on tourism, hunting activity or livestock. 

· Human Health and Safety

· Analyze the potential impacts on the health and safety of humans.

· Environmental Justice 

· Analyze whether the potential impacts on land use, biological resources, economic activity or human health and safety lead to disproportionately high and adverse impacts on a low income population, minority population or Indian tribe.



The following resources will not be evaluated in detail in this EA, not because they are unimportant to the people of the Albemarle Peninsula, but because it is unlikely that impacts to these resources would occur as a result of implementation of any of the proposed alternatives:

· Aesthetics/Visual Resources – No construction or other changes to the human built or natural environment are proposed. The proposed alternatives would not directly or indirectly affect the aesthetic/visual resources of area included in the NC NEP.

· Air Quality – No stationary or permanent sources of air pollutant emissions would be introduced within the NC NEP and no direct or indirect effects on regional air quality would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives.

· Cultural/Historic Resources – No ground disturbing activities are proposed and the nature of the proposed alternatives under consideration make it highly unlikely that adverse impacts to cultural/historic resources would occur.  In compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) Section 106 and implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800 coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) of North Carolina would be completed and concurrence in a determination that no historic properties would be adversely affected from the proposed action or any of the alternatives under consideration would be obtained.  

· Climate Change – No stationary or permanent sources of greenhouse gas emissions would be introduced within the NC NEP and there would be no direct or indirect effects on climate change as a result of the proposed alternatives. Climate change is analyzed in relation to its expected effects on habitat for red wolves within the NC NEP in the Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018a).

· Community Services – The proposed alternatives would not directly or indirectly affect services such as police, fire and ambulance within the NC NEP.

· Geology/Soils – No construction or ground disturbing activities are proposed and none of the alternatives would directly or indirectly affect the Geology/Soils of the NC NEP.

· Noise – No stationary or permanent sources of noise would be introduced and no changes in the ambient noise within the NC NEP would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives.

· Resident Population – No changes in the neighborhood makeup, or alteration of demographic within the NC NEP would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives.

· Solid/Hazardous Waste – No permanent sources of solid/hazardous waste would be introduced within the NC NEP as a result proposed alternatives. 

· Transportation/Parking – No changes to regional transportation systems (roads, air, and rail) or parking areas within the NC NEP would be required as result of the proposed alternatives.

· Utilities – No changes to the use of utilities (power/water/sewage/gas) in NC NEP would be required as result of the proposed alternatives.

· Water Resources – Water resources include those portions of the natural environment related to surface water and groundwater, water quality, floodplains and wetlands.  No direct or indirect impacts to water resources within the NC NEP would occur from the proposed alternatives.

   



[bookmark: _32hioqz]Resources Analyzed in More Detail
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[bookmark: _41mghml]Red Wolf

[bookmark: _2grqrue]Habitat Relationships

Red wolves are habitat generalists that do not appear to rely on specific habitat types to survive and likely utilized a wide variety of habitat types throughout their historic range (Kelly et al. 2004).  Preferred habitats were those providing adequate prey densities and enough habitat security to establish den sites to successfully raise pups.

In eastern North Carolina, reintroduced red wolves have used many habitats, including agricultural lands, pine forests and pocosins (Kelly et al. 2004, Trani and Chapman 2007).  In the earlier years of the reintroduction effort, red wolves seemed to favor wooded areas for denning, whelping, and rearing pups, edge habitat and roadways for travel, and areas of low human population density for hunting (Kelly et al. 2004, Hinton 2006, USFWS 2007).  However, more recent studies have shown that red wolves in eastern North Carolina are selecting agricultural areas over other cover types and use secondary roads for travel when human density is low (Dellinger et al. 2013, Karlin et al. 2016).  Hinton (2006) noted that packs used forested areas mostly in fall and winter and switched to agricultural areas in spring and summer.  These red wolves left dens early and moved pups to adjacent agricultural fields (Hinton 2006).  Chadwick et al. (2010) found that the shift from row-crop agricultural areas to other cover types coincided with intense crop harvest occurring between September and November. Further, Dellinger (unpubl. manuscript) found in a study of red wolves from 2007-2010 that home ranges center on agricultural areas, and that red wolves radiate out from these areas even in winter, keeping the amount of agricultural area used consistent across seasons.

[image: ]Figure 5.  North Carolina counties in the current red wolf non-essential experimental population area.



[bookmark: _vx1227]Affected Environment

The red wolf was originally listed as a species threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (32 FR 4001; March 11, 1967). In anticipation of the passage of the Endangered Species Act, the Service established a formal recovery program for the red wolf in the fall of 1973 and the Act was passed shortly thereafter, officially listed the red wolf as endangered.  Historically, the red wolf range included Texas and Louisiana to the Ohio River  Valley and up the Atlantic Coast into northern Pennsylvania or southern New York, and perhaps further north (WMI 2014).  Human persecution of red wolves and habitat loss pressures eventually forced the red wolf into occupying only the lower Mississippi River drainage and as a last stronghold into the prairie marshes of southeast Texas and southwest Louisiana.  That was where the only surviving population of red wolves remained until the mid-1970s when the Service decided to capture as many surviving animals as possible and place them in a captive breeding program.  The decision was based on the apparent low numbers of red wolves remaining in the wild, poor physical condition of these animals, and the threat posed by an expanding coyote populations and the consequent interbreeding issues (USFWS 1991).  Of the animals captured in Texas and Louisiana between 1973 and 1980, 14 red wolves became the founders of the captive breeding program and 12 of those have living descendants in captivity and in the wild today.  In 1980, the Service declared red wolves extinct in the wild.

In 1984, the first captive breeding of red wolves was initiated with the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium in Tacoma, Washington with the goal of establishing a long-term propagation program for the red wolf and to include it in a Species Survival Plan (SSP).  By 1986, the captive-breeding program held 80 red wolves in seven facilities across the United States.  Today, the Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (RWSSP) led by Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium, is comprised of 41 approved zoological parks and conservation centers across the United States managing red wolves as part of the captive breeding program.  Extensive statistical analysis of the population and careful attention to the details of managing a very small gene pool has maintained the genetic diversity of red wolves.  Genome resource banking and assisted reproduction techniques are also being studied and used as tools to help better manage the captive red wolf population.  There are currently 221 red wolves in captivity across all SSP facilities, including two facilities with captive red wolves within the NC NEP that are not currently part of the captive breeding program.   

For a more thorough discussion on the history of red wolves, their management and the reintroduction into the wild in North Carolina, refer to Chapter 1 of this document and the Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018a).  The known population of wild red wolves is currently 24 radio-collared individuals with an estimated overall population of between 30 to 35 red wolves within the NC NEP.    

[bookmark: _3fwokq0]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _1v1yuxt]Methodology

Potential effects on the red wolf population and recovery from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how the different management scenarios would be expected to affect red wolves. 

[bookmark: _4f1mdlm]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 1 the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  Management actions would continue to follow the 1995 10(j) rule as written.  Under this current management, and as indicated Scenario A in the PVA (Faust et al. 2016; Figure 6), the wild red wolf population would likely continue to decrease and would likely become extirpated within between 8 and 40 years.  Due to red wolf mortality since the publication of the PVA resulting in a more rapid decrease in the wild red wolf population greater than projected in Scenario A, the assumption is extirpation in the wild would occur in a shorter time frame than originally predicted.  The level of take on red wolves would be expected to stay roughly the same as a proportion of the population as it has for the last decade or so.  The level of management effort would also be expected to stay roughly the same with respect to population monitoring and assisting landowners with red wolves on private property.  However, there would be an expected increase in the level of hybridization as the red wolf population decreased and there were less red wolf mates available to form breeding pairs, along with no increase in coyote management (e.g. sterilized placeholders) and no management efforts to counteract these effects.  Human tolerance of red wolves would also be expected to remain the same since there would be no change with respect to the coyote management and red wolf management conflicts on private lands, and no landowner incentives in place to try and enter into additional agreements with private landowners.[image: ]

Figure 6. Baseline model results for SSP and NENC (Northeastern North Carolina) populations for a sample 100 model iterations.  Dashed lines represent the mean population trajectory across 1000 model iterations (Faust et al. 2016). 



[bookmark: _2u6wntf]Effects Common to Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

These two alternatives would alter the scope and management of the NC NEP with the objective of furthering the conservation of the species in the wild by fostering human-red wolf coexistence.  Under each of these alternatives, the key components of the RWAMWP (e.g., releases from the SSP, use of placeholder animals, active monitoring) would be authorized, along with new measures to address State and landowner concerns.  One key element would be to ensure the presence of red wolves does not interfere with coyote hunting or trapping efforts.  

Steps would be taken in cooperation with the State to minimize loss of red wolves due to mistaken identity.  Examples could include marking as many red wolves as possible with high visibility collars such that hunters would be able to more readily distinguish coyotes from red wolves.  This would be accompanied with an aggressive hunter education initiative so that hunters and trappers would be fully aware of the presence of red wolves in the area, and the importance of identifying their target before shooting.  The intent would be to field test means to achieve adequate levels of red wolf survival without compromising landowner interests.  The program would have specific measurable objectives to judge success/failure from both a species and human dimension perspective, and would be time limited should lack of progress be demonstrated.  A final component of these alternatives would be a landowner incentive program funded by third parties. 

The initial steps in transitioning from the existing condition to either of these two alternatives would be similar.  Currently, there are approximately four packs of red wolves, three of which are on private lands.  These packs and other lone animals are spread over a wide area, (much of which we do not have access to), creating high potential for hybridization with limited ability for management.   Under either alternative some red wolves would continue to use private lands and we would seek landowner consent and cooperation in their management. 

As stated previously, private lands are valuable under either of these alternatives.  With that recognition, the Service and willing partners would endeavor to devise incentives that make the presence of red wolves on private land beneficial to the landowners.  One of the difficulties in such a system of agreements lies in creating blocks or contiguous areas of private lands where red wolves can utilize the available habitat without increased risk of mortality.  Gaps in habitat within a red wolf territory where there are not private landowner agreements leave them vulnerable to human-caused mortality, particularly under Alternative 3 where there are no take prohibitions off of Federal lands. 

[bookmark: _19c6y18]Alternative 2 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

[bookmark: _3tbugp1]Under this alternative the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  The Service would resume implementation of the RWAMWP over the entire NC NEP area.  This alternative also includes modifications to the take provisions in the regulations such that the Service would no longer remove red wolves from private lands without cause and would not issue take authorizations except in defense of life or property.  For the purposes of this evaluation the Service projected the potential effects of this alternative on red wolves based on two sets of assumptions.  Under the first set of assumptions (High Landowner Cooperation) the Service assumes we are able to implement this alternative as written over the entire NC NEP area.  In that case, we assume the Service would have a high degree of access to private lands and be able to locate dens, find and remove hybrids, deploy sterilized placeholders.  These actions would increasing red wolf breeding success.  Additionally, we would be able to conduct releases from the captive population where needed, which would further help build the red wolf population.  It is further assumed that the more limited provisions for take of red wolves under this alternative and the potential for greater enforcement would reduce red wolf mortality rates.  If this were to happen, the population would be expected to grow consistent with PVA Scenario W (Figure 7), which modeled increased breeding, releases from captivity and reduced human-related mortality.  

[bookmark: _28h4qwu][image: ]

Figure 7.  Model results for the NC population under various scenarios (Faust et al. 2016).



The effects of Alternative 2 can also be assessed under a second set of assumptions (Low Landowner Cooperation).  This assumes that elimination of the take provisions would harden the sentiments of many landowners against the Program; thereby limiting Service access to private lands.  Were this to happen our ability to implement the RWAMWP (find dens, deploy placeholders, release animals) would be compromised.  At some point lack of landowner cooperation compromises our ability to implement the RWAMWP sufficient to bend the population trajectory downward, as we would be limited in our ability to improve breeding rates, release animals where needed or limit human-related mortality over much of the 5-county area.  With very limited landowner support, we predict that we would only be able to implement the RWAMWP on federal lands and scattered parcels of private lands with agreements.  In that case, we could still release the number of animals called for in the PVA (up to five per year); although pup fostering may be limited due to a lack of a sufficient number of breeding pairs to receive pups.  We would also manage introgression on federal lands, which would improve breeding rates to some extent.  In sum the population trajectory under this Alternative (with the Low Landowner Cooperation assumptions including very low landowner support) would most likely be slightly better than estimated under PVA Scenario Z (Figure 8).  Though far from optimal, it does represent an  improvement over Alternative 1.  

[image: ]

Figure 8. Scenario Z model results for NC population for a sample of 100 model iterations  (Faust et al. 2016).



Conversely, with modest support from landowners we could experience modest growth.  Essentially, the expected result of implementing this alternative with modest to fair landowner support would be a population that behaves close to the estimates provided in PVA Scenario V (Figure 7); though slightly to somewhat lower.  With the available information it is difficult to predict which set of assumptions are most reasonable relative to Alternative 2. 

The potential benefits of Alternative 2 to red wolves increase with increasing landowner support.  The prospects for fostering such support would be increased if implementation of this alternative included a robust set of landowner incentives and resulted in an increase in the ability of private  landowners to control coyotes, thus reducing conflicts with red wolf management. 



[bookmark: _nmf14n]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 3, the effects on red wolves would be largely the same as those described under Alternative 2.  Although the formally designated NC NEP area would include Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, the red wolf population could nonetheless expand beyond this limit subject to landowner cooperation.  The size of the Federal lands available on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range can support a relatively low number of red wolves likely equal to approximately two packs or family groups and around no more than 15-20 individuals.  The foundational idea behind this alternative is that removing the NC NEP designation from private lands would help in assuaging landowner concerns regarding potential red wolf related land use restrictions, which largely revolve around coyote management.  The goal for removal of all take prohibitions on non-federal lands under this alternative is to lead to less conflict between coyote management and red wolf management, and along with incentives for private landowners eventually lead to an increase support among private landowners and an increase in the red wolf population.    



As discussed in Alternative 2, the implementation of the RWAMWP would be expected to increase the red wolf population as landowner agreements were put into place.  However, since the red wolf population could only be actively managed on Federal lands initially and red wolves off  Federal lands would no longer be legally protected, population decline would be expected to continue, at least in the short term.  The loss of protections for red wolves off of federal lands would also potentially lead to an increase in human-caused mortality, both from misidentification by landowners who are no longer concerned about needing to properly distinguish between coyotes and red wolves, and from individuals that would like to keep the red wolf population at low or non-existent levels. 



Hybridization would be expected to decrease within the area of focused management on Federal lands because management efforts could more efficiently focus on the removal and/or sterilization of coyotes.  However, hybridization off Federal lands would likely continue at exiting levels or increase in areas where few landowner agreements were in place.  Human tolerance could potentially increase with a reduction in the NC NEP boundary, eliminated take prohibitions on private land and the development of private landowner incentives.  Overall, it is not possible to determine whether the provisions in this alternative designed to foster landowner cooperation would be sufficient to allow the population to grow.  We expect the red wolf population under this alternative to perform as well or slightly worse than under Alternative 2 in the immediate future.  As with Alternative 2, the ability to increase the red wolf population and sustain it long term would rely heavily on public cooperation, particularly on private lands.  Assuming increased public cooperation under this alternative because of a decrease in conflicts with coyote management and a smaller designated NC NEP area, along with a leveling off or decrease in human-caused mortality of red wolves due to public cooperation, this alternative could perform as well or better than Alternative 2 in the long term.  Conversely, under Alternative 3 with low levels of public support, the assumption would be that human-caused mortality would likely remain high since take would be authorized off Federal lands and in combination with few landowner agreements the red wolf population would likely decline or remain at a constant relatively low level while remaining somewhat limited to Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range.



An important distinction between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be that under Alternative 2 all wild red wolves would be regulated within the bounds of the Experimental Population designation.  This distinction has consequences that are difficult to predict.  The potential disadvantage of Alternative 2 is that landowners may remain uncomfortable having their properties within experimental population designation, which could hinder our ability to forge effective working relationships.  Removal of the Experimental Population designation from non-federal lands under Alternative 3 would potentially eliminate this landowner concern; however, careful consideration must be given to ensure we have the ability to manage red wolves outside the Experimental Population area and that such red wolves would not be construed as fully protected members of the endangered species.  We are unaware of a precedent for such an action.  Any potential legal vulnerability needs to be weighed as part of the rule-making process.  



[bookmark: _37m2jsg]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 4, due to the suspension or termination of the red wolf reintroduction effort in North Carolina, there would eventually be a no wild red wolves.  Although take may increase initially, overall it would decrease to zero once there was no longer a red wolf population.  Similarly, there could be a slight increase in management efforts to assess and monitor the existing population, but it would be reduced to close to nothing over time.  Hybridization and human tolerance would no longer be issues once red wolves were no longer present.  We predict that under this Alternative the red wolf population would become extirpated at a somewhat faster rate than predicted for Alternative 1 (Figure 6)

 

This alternative could be argued as furthering the conservation of the red wolf if it were determined that removing the species from the wild is the only means of preventing genetic swamping via hybridization with coyotes.  This assertion is severely undercut by the demonstrated effectiveness of the RWAMWP in mitigating the adverse impacts of hybridization.  This alternative could also be considered prudent if there were an immediate plan for moving forward with a new reintroduction site, which is not the case.  Another disadvantage of removing the species from the wild relates to the above-stated need to develop effective means to foster red wolf-human coexistence and means of reconciling red wolf and coyote management.  Such techniques can only be developed and tested in the wild.  Finally, it is important to recognize the extent to which the Species Survival Plan (i.e., captive population) depends on the presence of the wild population.  Many of our SSP partner facilities are invested in the red wolf because of the wild recovery effort.  Their role in restoring a species that has been declared extinct in the wild inspires them to devote funding and resources to red wolf conservation that could easily be directed to other species.  Absent the reintroduction narrative, support within the SSP may wane making it much more difficult to maintain the species in captivity.  Currently, the member facilities of the SSP contribute over $400,000 to red wolf conservation annually.  There is also currently no availability of space within the SSP to house additional red wolves if attempts are made to capture high value red wolves from the NC NEP for incorporation into the captive population. 



Table 5.  Comparison of alternatives with existing condition for important factors.

		Potential Effects as Compared to Existing Condition 

		Alternative 1 - Current Management

 

		Alternative 2 - 5 County NC NEP with Adaptive Management

 

		Alternative 3 - Federal Lands Focused with Adaptive Management

 

		Alternative 4 - Terminate the NC NEP

 



		NC NEP Red Wolf Population in the Near Term

		-

		+

		-

		-



		Survival (Take and Other Mortality)

		=

		+

		+

		-



		Level of FWS Management Effort

		=

		+

		-

		-



		Likelihood of Hybridization

		+

		-

		-

		-



		Human Tolerance

		=

		+

		+

		-





Key 	= indicates there would not be an expected change from the existing condition

- indicates an expected decrease from the existing condition

+ indicates an expected increase over the existing condition





[bookmark: _1mrcu09]Conclusion

Alternative 4 would have the greatest impact on the red wolf population with a management decision to terminate the program and the loss of the wild red wolf NC NEP.  Alternative 1 would ultimately be similar and would be expected to lead to the extirpation of red wolves from the NC NE within 40 years due to management limitations (e.g. no implementation of RWAMWP or additional red wolf releases into the population).  Private landowner support would continue at low levels with no change in the existing conflicts between red wolf and coyote management.

It is more difficult to predict the long term outcome of Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 because both alternatives are strongly affected by the level of public cooperation (high, medium and low) by way of private landowner agreements, and the level of support likely to be received under each is somewhat nebulous.  Alternative 2 could lead to a decrease in human-caused mortality as increased protection measures were put in place, leading to higher population growth.  Conversely, additional protection measures could erode potential cooperation of landowners unless substantial incentives could be implemented.  Alternative 3 would be expected to lead to a decrease in the red wolf population at least initially and perhaps long term since there would be no take prohibitions off  Federal lands.  However, in the long term it is possible that a more clear deconfliction between red wolf and coyote management due to the lifting of protections for red wolves on private land, the shrinking of the designated experimental population area and incentives for landowner agreements could potentially garner additional public cooperation.  

Consequently, with respect to the potential effects on the red wolf population, Alternative 1 and Alternative 4 would be expected to have the greatest negative effects on the red wolf population because both alternatives are projected to lead to the loss of the wild red wolf population in North Carolina, either by design or through predicted population decline.  Whether Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 would ultimately lead to a larger increase in the red wolf population and which alternative would garner the highest levels of public cooperation along with the lowest human-caused mortality rates, is difficult to predict.   

Under assumptions of low public support in the near term, Alternatives 2 would likely sustain a larger red wolf population than Alternatives 3 and Alternative 4 because it would maintain a wild red wolf population on the landscape at levels greater than the existing condition (Alternative 1).  Under assumptions related to high public support over the long term we expect that Alternative 3 would produce greater benefits to red wolves over Alternatives 2 or 4.  None of these effects would rise to the level of significance in the context of NEPA.  As such, the effects to red wolves resulting from the proposed action would result in less than significant impacts to the overall human environment. 

[bookmark: _46r0co2]Coyote

[bookmark: _2lwamvv]Habitat Relationships

Coyotes (Canis latrans) are one of the most adaptable mammals in North America and can survive in just about any environment providing an adequate food source is present.  Due to their ability to be highly adaptable in both their behavior and diet, they can utilize habitats ranging from forests and meadows, to agricultural fields, suburban areas and urban areas.  Agriculture fields and forested areas with respect to coyote habitat use in northeastern North Carolina are similar to other coyote studies in the northeast U.S. and indicate a general preference for open, treeless environments by coyotes (Richer et al. 2002, Gosselink et al. 2003, Van Deelen and Gosselink 2006).

Studies in North Carolina have documented a wide range of foods used by coyotes, including rabbit, white-tailed deer, rodents, human sources (e.g. crops, garbage), vegetation and invertebrates (Schrecengost et al., 2008, Dellinger et al. 2011, McVey et al. 2013, Cherry et al. 2016).  Research indicates that rabbits are the dominant prey in the diets of coyotes while white-tailed deer are preyed upon more seasonally, primarily fawns or vulnerable individuals in winter (Litvaitis and Shaw 1980, Hinton et al. 2017a).   

[bookmark: _111kx3o]

[bookmark: _3l18frh]Affected Environment

Prior to the 1800s, coyotes occupied the prairies, deserts and grasslands of central North America and Mexico.  Reduced competition through the removal of other large predators (e.g. gray wolves, red wolves, cougars), large-scale habitat changes including the creation of fields, trails and roads, along with new food sources such as crops allowed for the expansion of the coyote’s range throughout the United States (NCWRC 2018).  In the Southeast, natural range expansion of coyotes in the region appears to have been supplemented by illegal importations for hunting (Hill et al. 1987). 

The first documented coyotes in North Carolina were in 1988 in the far western portions of the state, but through natural expansion and illegal releases coyotes were found throughout the state by 2005 (NCWRC 2018).  The coyote is now abundant throughout the 100 counties in North Carolina, and is managed as nongame with no closed season or bag limit (NCWRC 2018). By the early 1990s coyotes had expanded their range into the Albemarle Peninsula (AP), which is situated in the northeast coastal plain region of NC (Hinton et al. 2012, Phillips et al. 2003).  Although coyotes are present on Alligator River NWR, the carnivore is not native to the refuge (USFWS 2008).  In recent years as coyotes have increased their population, they have begun to make use of the Outer Banks.

Studies conducted in northeastern North Carolina, including telemetry data from coyotes on the AP, indicate that approximately 70 percent of coyotes are residents (i.e., those that defend set territories) while the other 30 percent are transients, with most being dispersing juveniles (Gese et al 1988, Windberg and Knowlton 1988, Chamberlain et al. 2000, Hinton et al. 2015). Transient coyotes do not defend set territories. Coyotes can travel long distances and become transient even as adults, especially when they lose their mate. Recently described as using “compensatory immigration,” coyotes opportunistically fill spatial resource gaps by periodic transiency; when spots come open, individuals that do not yet have permanent territories and have been roaming in the area, are able to inhabit the new openings (Hinton et al. 2017a). These periods of transiency can sometimes bring coyotes into conflict with other canids and humans, especially when they are utilizing anthropogenic resources.

In 2014, a court issued a preliminary injunction (RWC v. NCWRC 2014) prohibiting coyote hunting within the five county NC NEP based on a lawsuit filed against NCWRC by a number of non-governmental organizations with concerns over coyote hunting, particularly at night, because it posed a potential increase in red wolf mortality.  Based on a settlement agreement reached later that same year, the State regulations regarding coyote hunting differs in the five county NC NEP area than in the rest of the State.  Within the NC NEP, a NCWRC permit is required to take coyotes by hunting on private lands, but there are no bag limits.  Coyote hunting is not allowed at night, but trapping may occur at night.  Trapping coyotes during the regulated trapping season (December 1 through the end of February) is not restricted.  As with the rest of North Carolina, a depredation permit is required for trapping coyotes outside the regulated trapping season.

Coyotes are a persistent species and management strategies must remain flexible and adaptive to address a wide array of issues and concerns.  The NC Wildlife Resources Commission is currently working on a statewide coyote management plan.  However, they note there are no statutory strategies that would be expected to reduce the abundance of coyotes on the landscape, though statutory chances could increase the take of coyotes (NCWRC 2018).  

Coyotes and red wolves are distinct species.  Although coyotes do not pose a direct threat to red wolves because of their smaller size and demeanor, they can compete for resources and more importantly pose an interbreeding risk, particularly at lower red wolf population numbers when red wolves are unable to find mates of their own species.  Past assumptions that red wolves and coyotes interbreed opportunistically when occupying the same geographic area are incorrect (Bohling and Waits 2015, Gese and Terlestzky 2015, Gese et al. 2015, Hinton et al. 2015).  While canid social structures and territoriality usually prevent interbreeding, the combination of a small red wolf population, a large coyote population and limited space within the red wolf reintroduction area can result in the breakdown of natural barriers and lead to increased interbreeding (USFWS 2016). Interbreeding with coyotes has been recognized as one of the most significant and detrimental threats affecting recovery of red wolves in eastern North Carolina (Kelly et al. 1999, Stoskopf et al. 2005).  However, studies have shown with the implementation of the RWAMWP that the red wolf population has maintained the uniqueness of the wild red wolf genetic makeup despite two decades of interactions with coyotes (Gese et al. 2015).  Interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes does not typically occur under natural conditions and resulted from human disruption (Nowak 1979, Nowak 2002, Hinton 2014, Bohling and Waits 2015).  

Coyotes and red wolves maintain exclusive territories in which displacement is unidirectional, meaning red wolves will displace coyotes from their territory, but coyotes will not displace red wolves (Gese and Terletzky 2015).  Consequently, within active red wolf territories, coyote numbers are lower, though coyotes are not completely eliminated.  Coyote home ranges are typically less than approximately 20 square miles, as compared to red wolves with home ranges up to 70 square miles (Hinton 2014).  Large areas with low road densities appear to be preferred by red wolves and coyotes occupying these areas have a higher likelihood of being displaced by red wolves than in areas of high human activity/development (Gese and Terletzky 2015).    

While causes of mortality are similar among red wolves, coyotes and hybrid animals, red wolves experience a higher frequency of gunshot and health-related mortality (Gese and Terletsky 2015).  The increased killing of red wolves by humans in eastern North Carolina appears to be disrupting red wolf packs and facilitating interbreeding with expanding coyotes (Bohling 2011).  Reductions in red wolf numbers, particularly as a result of human-caused mortality, increases coyote numbers within the NC NEP because it breaks up established red wolf packs and destabilizes social dynamics, which reduces the red wolf’s ability to hold and defend their territories against coyotes, and opens up opportunities for interbreeding by reducing mating opportunities for other red wolves (Packer et al. 2009, Rutledge et al. 2012, Hinton et al. 2013, Gese and Terletsky 2015).  However, both in a regional sense after red wolves were extirpated from the area originally and in a local sense in areas not currently occupied by red wolves, coyotes would quickly move into habitats/areas unoccupied by red wolves.  Coyotes already vastly outnumber red wolves on both the AP and areas to the west (USFWS 2018a). 

 

[bookmark: _206ipza]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _4k668n3]Methodology

Potential effects on coyote from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management scenarios of the alternatives would potentially affect coyote population numbers and the indirect effects of that.  Effects related to hybridization are discussed in the red wolf section.

[bookmark: _2zbgiuw]Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Interactions between coyotes and red wolves, and the effects of those interactions, particularly for the purposes of this analysis with respect to the coyote population, are complex and difficult to predict because the result of red wolf-coyote interactions have completely divergent potential outcomes ranging from being lethal for the coyote to the creation of  pair-bonding under certain less than ideal conditions (Hinton 2014).  

The types of potential effects on coyotes would be the same under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 since red wolves would remain on the landscape and continue to affect the coyote population, both from a displacement standpoint and potential interbreeding.  However, the magnitude and geographic extent of the potential effects on coyotes would vary between these alternatives based on the projected red wolf population numbers under each and the area likely to be occupied by red wolves.  The resulting changes in coyote population numbers can affect human-coyote conflicts with fluctuations in their population in close proximity to human development and their impact on prey, particularly smaller prey not utilized extensively by red wolves.    

Due to the many factors influencing coyote population numbers, the effects from the alternatives on coyotes is difficult to quantify.  However, because of their proclivity for survival and their ability to adapt to a wide range of ecological situations, it is unlikely under any of these alternatives, even though coyote numbers may fluctuate in response to the red wolf population, that the impacts would be substantial to the coyote population as a whole throughout the Albemarle Peninsula.  However, there would be expected to be lower coyote numbers within active red wolf territories.  As discussed previously, coyote numbers in those localized areas would decrease both from competition for resources with red wolves standpoint and from direct displacement.  This would be particularly true as more potential red wolf mates were available on the landscape for red wolves searching for a mate, resulting in interactions between coyotes and red wolves more likely to end lethally for coyotes.     

The potential effects from the implementation of any of these alternatives would be expected to be somewhat similar with respect on the coyote population on Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range as red wolf management would remain relatively unchanged on those lands.  Red wolves would continue to be present at similar numbers and would continue to defend their territories and displace coyotes.  However, based on model predictions for Alternative 1 showing a decreasing red wolf population over time, eventually there would likely be an expected increase in coyotes on the refuge and across the AP.  Alternative 2 would be expected to result in the lowest population of coyote as the population of red wolves increases and remains present throughout the NC NEP area, while Alternative 1 would likely result in the highest population of coyotes over the long term between these alternatives.            

[bookmark: _1egqt2p]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Initially there would be no direct or indirect effects expected from the continuation of the existing red wolf management.  However, based on a projected population decline of red wolves under this alternative and the associated elimination of red wolf territories, there would be an expected increase in the population of coyotes on the Albemarle Peninsula over time.  However, due to the existing low population of red wolves and other factors affecting coyotes, the effect from this alternative on the coyote population would likely not be substantial.  Once the red wolf population decreased to the point that they were no longer on the landscape, this alternative would clearly result in no direct impacts on the coyotes.  

Coyotes reproduce more prolifically than red wolves, perhaps due to larger litter sizes and the ability of younger coyotes to breed (Gese 2005), particularly in the absence of competition for resources by red wolves and the resulting additional food availability.  Coyotes also occupy smaller home ranges leading to higher population densities than red wolves.  Both of these factors (reproduction and home range size) would potentially lead to a general increase in the number of canid predators (e.g. coyotes) over the existing condition.  Although white-tailed deer are not a prey item for coyotes year round and adult white-tailed deer specifically are not common prey for coyotes, there could be an increase in white-tailed deer predation during certain times of the year (e.g. fawning and winter) as a result of an increase in the coyote population.

[bookmark: _3ygebqi]Alternative 2

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative there is a range of potential outcomes with respect to the red wolf population depending on the level of public support (high, medium, low) and subsequently any impact that would have on the coyote population and indirectly on the population of prey species.  Although this alternative would not be expected to substantial impact the coyote population, in general the higher the red wolf population the lower the coyote population, particularly within active red wolf territories.  For the purposes of analyzing this alternative with respect the coyote population, we will assume high public support as it represents the largest potential change from the existing condition (e.g. Alternative 1) with respect to the projected red wolf population.   Under this alternative with low public support, the effects would ultimately be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

This alternative, under high public cooperation, would be expected to result in the largest potential decrease in the coyote population as more of the landscape is occupied by red wolf-red wolf pairs and territories are actively defended.  Predation on white-tailed deer fawns from coyotes would be reduced in these areas, although red wolf predation on fawns and adult white-tailed deer would occur.      

[bookmark: _2dlolyb]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects of Alternative 3 on coyotes are somewhat difficult to determine as red wolf numbers under this alternative would be expected to decrease initially, but the growth of the red wolf population over time, and subsequently its effect on the coyote population would depend largely on the ability to obtain agreements with private landowners.  As a result, the impacts on coyote and the indirect effects of the coyote population numbers would be expected to be similar to Alternative 1 in the short term, but could be more similar to Alternative 2 in the long term with public cooperation.

[bookmark: _sqyw64]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects from Alternative 4 mirror the effects discussed in Alternative 1, although the decline in the red wolf population would be expected to occur more rapidly under this alternative, by design.  Consequently any resulting impacts would likely occur sooner.  Coyote numbers would be expected in increase in areas no longer occupied by red wolves.   Because of their smaller home ranges, those areas could see an increase in canid predators, which could potentially lead to an increase in predation on white-tailed deer during fawning season and winter.  Again, whether or not this alternative would lead to a measurable change to the populations of white-tailed deer is difficult to predict.

[bookmark: _3cqmetx]Conclusion

Coyotes would not be reduced substantially by the presence of red wolves under any of the alternatives because of the ability of coyotes to thrive in a variety of habitats and situations.  Even targeted lethal control of coyotes by humans is not successful at eliminating coyotes from the landscape (NCWRC 2012).  Although the presence of red wolves would be expected to have some level of impacts on the coyote population and indirectly coyote prey species, particularly within active red wolf territories, there would continue to be a thriving coyote population throughout the AP.   

Based on the above analysis, the effects to coyotes under the proposed alternatives are all within a relatively moderate range of impacts.  Alternative 4 would be expected to have the least impact on coyote populations from red wolves and likely a coyote population increase and larger impacts on coyote prey species.  Alternative 1 would initially maintain the existing coyote population, but would trend toward the impacts discussed for Alternative 4 as the red wolf population grew closer to zero, as projected.  Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in the most impacts on coyotes from red wolves and a possible decrease in the population, which could lead to an increase in some coyote prey species.  However, it is very important to note that none of the proposed alternatives would be expected to result in a substantial change on the coyote population or their prey species, although some localized impacts would be expected.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on coyote.



[bookmark: _1rvwp1q]White-tailed Deer

[bookmark: _4bvk7pj]Habitat relationships

White-tailed deer are very adaptable and prolific and thrive in a variety of habitat types.  They like creek and river bottoms, oak ridges, pine forests, farmlands, or any other type of habitat that offers food, water and cover.  They are tolerant of disturbances, such as agriculture and forestry practices, and often prefer areas modified by these activities if an adequate arrangement of cover and forage is available.  White-tailed deer feed mainly on green leaves, succulent plants, tender woody vegetation, grasses, berries, acorns and agricultural crops.



[bookmark: _2r0uhxc]Affected Environment

The white-tailed deer population in North Carolina has made a dramatic turnaround.  White-tailed deer were plentiful when European settlers first arrived, but were hunted extensively for their meat and hides with no thought of conservation or management.  Within 100 years, white-tailed deer were threatened with extirpation in North Carolina, including the Albemarle Peninsula, much like the rest of the United States.  It is estimated that 10,000 white-tailed deer inhabited the State in 1900, which was considered very low. North Carolina's major efforts to restore the state's white-tailed deer resource took place in the 1940s through the 1970s (NCWRC 2017).  White-tailed deer populations today have risen to approximately one million in North Carolina (NCWRC 2017).  

More people hunt white-tailed deer than any other game species in North Carolina and hunting for this game species is permitted on Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range during State hunting seasons.  When properly managed, hunting does not hurt white-tailed deer populations and is a helpful management tool for keeping them from becoming overpopulated (NCWRC 2017).  Before European settlers arrived, white-tailed deer populations were controlled by year-round hunting by Native Americans and large predators like cougars and red wolves (NCWRC 2017). Without some control, white-tailed deer populations grow larger than their habitat can support, causing mass starvation and disease in their herds, as well as severe crop depredation and overgrazing of habitat (NCWRC 2017).
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Figure 9.  NCWRC density maps are intended to provide a rough baseline for the average white-tailed deer density in each county.  The county white-tailed deer density numbers are derived from a combination of statewide estimated harvest, county-based reported antlered buck harvest, and a statewide Downing population reconstruction estimate.  They should not be viewed as a direct population estimate or to assess population trends over time.



According to the NCWRC, the best way to assess white-tailed deer population trends within the Albemarle Peninsula is the reported antlered buck harvest.  Reported antlered buck harvest can be influenced by hunter effort, selectivity and reporting compliance.  It is believed that trends in antlered buck harvest align with white-tailed deer population trends if these variables are constant.  NCWRC’s annual hunter harvest survey provides a rough measure of hunter effort and compliance, and it is believed those variables have been fairly constant over the past 10 years, at least on regional and statewide scales (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.).  NCWRC also has an idea of hunter selectivity based on trends in the age-structure of our buck harvest, and believe this variable has been fairly constant over the past 10 years. 
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Figure 10.  White-tailed deer population trends for the five country NC NEP area based on NCWRC’s reported antlered buck harvest (NCWRC Data).



Based on that information, NCWRC data shows the antlered buck harvest has declined 33.5 percent over the past 10 years (2007 through 2016) in the five Albemarle Peninsula counties (Figure 10; Shaw 2017, pers. comm.).  However, this decline is not unique to those five counties.  Over the same time period NCWRC has observed a 22.8 percent decline in antlered buck harvest in the Eastern Deer Season (about the eastern half the state), and a 41.8 percent decline in NCWRC District 1, where 4 of the 5 counties on the Albemarle Peninsula are located (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.). 

These declines are likely the result of multiple factors, and the role these factors play likely varies between years and by area.  Potential factors leading to white-tailed deer declines throughout the eastern portion of North Carolina include (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.):

· Hunter harvest – Doe bag limits and season lengths were increasingly liberalized over the last several decades to provide additional opportunity for hunters, improve or maintain herd and habitat condition and reduce property damage issues.  Most recently, doe harvest opportunity has been increased through unlimited “bonus antlerless tags” in 2007, moving the entire Eastern Season in the maximum either-sex season in 2008, and removing the daily bag limit in 2010.  Also, an additional week of black powder was added in 2010, and Sunday hunting with firearms allowed in 2015.  Hunters increased doe harvest over this period, which NCWRC believe has contributed significantly to white-tailed deer declines (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.).  NCWRC believes the white-tailed deer population has reached a point where white-tailed deer numbers are now below the desires of many deer hunters, and they are attempting through proposed regulatory changes in season lengths, timing, and bag limits to stabilize or increase white-tailed deer numbers where it is biologically and sociologically appropriate (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.). 

· Habitat – The quality of habitat may be declining because of land-use practices, including increased efficiency in farming and forestry practices over the past couple of decades.

· Predators – Predators (e.g. black bears, coyotes and red wolves) have increased as a whole over the past couple of decades.  These predators have the potential to have notable impacts on fawn recruitment, but impacts vary widely across time and the landscape.  Predators alone will not decimate white-tailed deer populations, but their impacts may be additive with other factors that cause declines (NCWRC 2018d).     

· Disease – Outbreaks of hemorrhagic disease have contributed significantly to declines in some areas, but large outbreaks haven’t been observed on the Albemarle Peninsula. 

· Depredation harvest – At a large scale, the proportion of white-tailed deer taken in the act of causing damage or through depredation permits (one percent of total harvest) is believed to be small, but could have large impacts at a local level.  Depredation harvest has likely not increased over the time where white-tailed deer numbers have decreased.

In eastern North Carolina, the primary food source of red wolves appears to be white-tailed deer, marsh rabbit, raccoons and small rodents (Phillips et al. 2003, McVey et al. 2013).  McVey et al. (2013) found that white-tailed deer were the only prey species consumed by red wolves throughout the year.  Dellinger et al. (2011) analyzed scat of six red wolf packs within the NC NEP over a two year period to explore variation in prey species during pup-rearing.  Approximately 66 percent of prey biomass consumed for the six packs consisted of adult white-tailed deer and fawns (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Coyotes do prey on white-tailed deer, but mostly seasonally on young fawns and to a lesser extent in winter (Litvaits 1980, Hinton et al 2017a).  Coyote predation on adult white-tailed deer has been documented (Chitwood et al. 2014), but it is uncommon (Schrecengost et al. 2008, Vanglider 2008, Kilgo et al. 2010).  Hunter harvest remains the primary source of adult mortality for white-tailed deer in hunted populations (DeYoung 2011).  

Based on NCWRC data, declines in white-tailed deer numbers within the NC NEP somewhat mirror those found in eastern North Carolina outside of the NC NEP area.  In addition, white-tailed deer numbers have declined in this area over a period of time when red wolf numbers have also substantially decreased.  On Alligator River NWR itself, white-tailed deer numbers appear to be remaining relatively constant at low numbers (USFWS 2008).  Studies have shown that pocosin habitat naturally supports lower numbers of white-tailed deer with estimates as low as approximately 6 deer per square mile for pocosin habitat, 18 deer per square mile for pocosin borders and 35-40 deer per square mile for coastal bottomland hardwoods (Monschein 1981).  As reported in the Alligator River NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) in 2008, white-tailed deer herd checks on the refuge show the population was at or slightly above carrying capacity for pocosin habitat.  It is worth noting that 2008 corresponds to a time period when the red wolf population within the NC NEP was near its highest levels.  Additionally, based on periodic findings (e.g. necropsy findings, laboratory tests, abomasal parasite counts, general physical condition), in 2008 the health of the white-tailed deer population on the refuge appeared to be fair to good (USFWS 2008).   

Although red wolves routinely prey on white-tailed deer as part of their diet, there has been no direct evidence that red wolf predation is a significant cause of decline in white-tailed deer numbers on a population level.  To the contrary, long-term maintenance of home ranges requires red wolves to defend a finite area and consume resources (e.g. white-tailed deer) at a rate low enough to allow prey populations to persist (Gese and Terletzky 2015).  Red wolves will prey on fawns during certain times of the year, but for the remainder of the year they primarily prey on adult white-tailed deer (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Anecdotal evidence based on the field examination of red wolf kills within the NC NEP suggests adult white-tailed deer selected as prey are typically diseased, old, physically compromised or otherwise vulnerable individuals.  As a result, red wolves may contribute to the overall health of white-tailed deer populations.  Balanced ecosystems with its full suite of prey species and it’s top predator (e.g. red wolves) in place under which the ecosystem evolved are more likely to maintain healthy prey populations.     

[bookmark: _1664s55]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _3q5sasy]Methodology

Potential effects on white-tailed deer from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management scenarios in the alternatives would potentially affect white-tailed deer population numbers.

[bookmark: _25b2l0r]Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

As discussed in the Affected Environment section, there are many factors affecting the population size of white-tailed deer within the NC NEP with red wolf predation likely being an additive impact rather than a major influence, particularly under the current low population numbers of red wolves.  There would be no direct effect to habitat for white-tailed deer under any of these alternatives.  The type of potential effects on white-tailed deer would be the same under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 since red wolves would remain on the landscape and continue to prey on white-tailed deer as an important food source.  However, the magnitude and geographic extent of the potential effects on white-tailed deer would vary between these alternatives based on the projected red wolf population numbers under each and the area likely to be occupied by red wolves.  The resulting changes in white-tailed deer population numbers can affect hunting opportunities and also impact the levels of crop damage as a result of white-tailed deer foraging in agricultural fields.  

The use of white-tailed deer as a prey species has been well documented in the scientific literature, however, the extent of influence of red wolves on the white-tailed deer population in eastern North Carolina has not been adequately studied or determined.  Due to the many factors influencing white-tailed deer population numbers, the effects from the alternatives on white-tailed deer is difficult to quantify.  It is important to note that while some effects to the white-tailed deer population are expected under all alternatives to varying degrees, either an increase or a decrease, those impacts are not expected to be substantial with respect to the population as a whole across the Albemarle Peninsula, although localized effects can be more pronounced.  White-tailed deer populations on Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range would be expected to continue at levels similar to the existing condition under any of these alternatives since the population of red wolves on Federal lands would be expected to close to now.  Alternative 2 would be expected to result in the lowest population of white-tailed deer as the population of red wolves increases and remains present throughout the NC NEP area, while Alternative 1 would likely result in the highest population of white-tailed deer over the long term between these alternatives due to the predicted eventual loss of red wolves.        

[bookmark: _kgcv8k]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Based on a projected population decline in red wolves under this alternative, there would be an expected increase in the population of white-tailed deer on the Albemarle Peninsula over time.  However, due to the existing low population of red wolves and the many additional factors influencing white-tailed deer numbers, the effect from this alternative on white-tailed deer would be minimal, especially over time if the red wolf population continues to decline until none remain on the landscape, as projected.  Once the red wolf population decreased to the point that they were no longer on the landscape, this alternative would clearly result in no direct impacts on the white-tailed deer population from red wolves.  Consequently, the effect on hunting opportunities and the level of crop damage from white-tailed deer would remain relatively unchanged in the short term, but both would likely increase over time as the red wolf population decreased.  

[bookmark: _34g0dwd]Alternative 2 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

This alternative represents a range of potential outcomes depending on the level of public cooperation (high, medium, low) achieved based on the establishment of landowner incentives and increased public outreach activities.  For the purposes of analyzing this alternative with for effects to white-tailed deer, the analysis will assume high public cooperation as it represents the largest potential change from the existing condition (e.g. Alternative 1) with respect to the projected red wolf population.  The implementation of Alternative 2 with high public cooperation, would be expected to result in an increase in the red wolf population over time while occupying more of the NC NEP.  

This alternative could result in the largest decrease in the white-tailed deer population as predation from a growing red wolf population increased.  However, some of the increase in red wolf predation would be offset by a decrease in coyote predation on white-tailed deer, particularly during the fawning season and winter, as red wolves return to occupying a larger portion of the NC NEP and actively defend territories resulting in the the displacement of coyotes.  

Although it is possible white-tailed deer hunting opportunities could be affected in localized areas within active red wolf territories, white-tailed deer hunting opportunities on the Albemarle Peninsula as whole would not be expected to be substantially impacted as a result of a return to red wolf population numbers similar to what was present on the landscape in 2005 (e.g. around 150 red wolves).  Crop damage as a result of white-tailed deer foraging would be expected to be reduced in active red wolf territories.     

[bookmark: _1jlao46]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects of Alternative 3 on white-tailed deer are somewhat difficult to determine as red wolf numbers under this alternative would be expected to decrease initially, but the growth of the red wolf population over time, and subsequently its inverse relationship to the population of white-tailed deer would depend largely on the ability to obtain agreements with private landowners.  As a result, the impacts on white-tailed deer would be expected to be similar to Alternative 1 in the short term, but could be more similar to Alternative 2 in the long term with public cooperation.

[bookmark: _43ky6rz]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Initially Alternative 4 would have the same low potential for impacts on white-tailed deer as the existing condition due to low red wolf numbers.  Once the red wolf population decreased to the point that they were no longer on the landscape, this alternative would clearly result in no direct impacts on the white-tailed deer population from red wolves.  This alternative represents the biggest potential shift for Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range because it is the only alternative that proposes a reduction of the red wolf population on these federally managed lands in the relatively near future.  Consequently, the population of white-tailed deer on the refuge could potentially decrease.  However, as red wolf numbers continued to decline both on and off Federal land, coyote numbers would be expected to increase resulting in some increased predation by coyotes on white-tailed deer.   Generally, Alternative 4 would be expected to result in the highest population of white-tailed deer due to the elimination of red wolves as a predator.

[bookmark: _2iq8gzs]Conclusion 

Based on the above analysis, there would be varying degrees of effects to white-tailed deer under the proposed alternatives, but all within a relatively moderate range of impacts as the red wolf numbers fluctuate.  Alternative 4 would be expected to result in less impact on white-tailed deer from red wolves and a possible white-tailed deer population increase. Alternative 1 would initially maintain the existing condition for the white-tailed deer population with respect to the impact of red wolves, but would trend toward the impacts discussed for Alternative 4 as the red wolf population grew closer to zero. Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be expected to result in the most impacts on white-tailed deer from red wolves and a possible decrease in the white-tailed deer population.  However, it is very important to note that none of the proposed alternatives would be expected to result in a substantial change in the white-tailed deer population.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on white-tailed deer.

[bookmark: _xvir7l]Game Species

A variety of game species use the diverse habitats within the five county NC NEP area.  Common game species are listed in Table 6.  The interactions between red wolves and coyotes are discussed throughout this document.  There has been publicly expressed concern regarding the potential effects of canid predation on white-tailed deer populations.  These potential effects of analyzed in the white-tailed deer section. Red wolves are also known to consume raccoons, rabbits and other small mammals though there are no data to indicate that red wolf predation has affected populations of these or other game species in the NC NEP area.  



		Mammals

		 



		Black Bear

		Ursus americanus



		Bobcat

		Lynx rufus



		Coyote

		Canis latrans



		Eastern Cottontail

		Sylvilagus floridanus



		Eastern Gray Squirrel

		Sciurus carolinensis



		North American Beaver

		Caster canadensis



		Raccoon

		Procyon lotor



		Red Fox

		Vulpes vulpes



		Striped Skunk

		Mephitis mephitis



		Virginia Opossum

		Didelphis virginiana



		White-tailed Deer

		Odocoileus virginianus



		Birds

		 



		American Woodcock

		Scolopax minor



		Common Snipe

		Gallinago gallinago



		Mallard

		Anas platyrhynchos



		Mourning Dove

		Zenaida macroura



		Northern Bobwhite

		Colinus virginianus



		Virginia Rail

		Rallus limicola



		Wild Turkey

		Meleagris gallopavo



		Wood Duck

		Aix sponsa





Table 6.  Common Game Species found within the NC NEP.



[bookmark: _3hv69ve]Federally-listed Species and At-risk Species

Habitats within the five county NC NEP area currently support at least 16 threatened and endangered species (Table 7) and 11 at-risk species (Table 8).  The Service has determined that the proposed action would have no effect on any federally-listed species or at-risk species, with the exception of the red wolf as analyzed previously.  

 



		Mammals

		

		



		Northern Long-eared Bat

		Myotis septentrionalis

		Threatened



		Red Wolf

		Canis rufus

		Endangered



		West Indian Manatee

		Trichechus manatus

		Threatened



		Birds

		

		



		Bermuda Petrel

		Pterodroma cahow

		Endangered



		Piping Plover

		Charadrius melodus

		Threatened



		Red-cockaded Woodpecker

		Picoides borealis

		Endangered



		Red Knot

		Calidris canutus  ssp: rufa

		Threatened



		Roseate Tern

		Sterna dougallii dougallii

		Endangered



		Reptiles

		

		



		American Alligator

		Alligator mississippiensis

		Threatened (similarity of appearance)



		Green Sea Turtle

		Chelonia mydas

		Threatened



		Hawksbill Sea Turtle

		Eretmochelys imbricate

		Endangered



		Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle

		Lepidochelys kempii

		Endangered



		Leatherback Sea Turtle

		Dermochelys coreacia

		Endangered



		Loggerhead Sea Turtle

		Caretta caratta

		Threatened



		Plants

		

		



		Seabeach Amaranth

		Amaranthus pumilus

		Threatened



		Sensitive Joint-vetch

		Aeschynomene virginica

		Threatened





Table 7.  Federally-listed species potentially found within the NC NEP. 





		Mammals

		



		Tri-colored Bat

		Perimyotis subflavus



		Birds

		



		Black-capped Petrel

		Pterodroma hasitata



		Black Rail

		Laterallus jamaicensis



		Golden-winged Warbler

		Vermivora chrysoptera



		Reptiles

		



		Northern Red-bellied Cooter

		Pseudemys rubriventris



		Spotted Turtle

		Clemmys guttata



		Butterflies

		



		Monarch Butterfly

		Danaus plexippus plexippus



		Amphipods

		



		Tidewater Amphipod (under review)

		Stygobromus indentatus



		Plants

		



		Venus Flytrap

		Dionaea muscipula



		Cape Fear Spatterdock (historic)

		Nuphar sagittifolia



		Long Beach Seedbox (historic)

		Ludwiga brevipes





Table 8.  At-risk species potentially found within the NC NEP. 



[bookmark: _1x0gk37]Land Use 

Land use refers to the management and use of land by people.  The attributes of land use included general use patterns, land ownership, land management plans and special use areas.  Land uses are typically directly related to the lands’ resources (e.g. topography, vegetation, access and other resources) and land ownership.  

[bookmark: _4h042r0]Affected Environment

Habitat that provides the necessary components to support red wolves (e.g. adequate prey base, enough habitat security to successfully den) can be found on across all types land ownership (e.g. Federal, State, private) within the five county NC NEP.    

Based on the 1995 10(j) regulations for the experimental non-essential population of red wolves in northeastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)), there are no land use restrictions called for on any lands within the five county NC NEP for the protection, conservation or recovery of wild red wolves, regardless of ownership.  There is one administrative closure area of approximately 18 acres on federal land on Alligator River NWR immediately adjacent to the captive red wolf facility.  

However, due to the AP being within the NC NEP for red wolves, State hunting regulations require more restrictive coyote hunting regulations in the five counties than anywhere else in North Carolina.  Individuals hunting coyote in this area must obtain a NCWRC permit regardless of the land ownership of where they intend to hunt and they must report all take of coyotes to NCWRC.  In addition, it is the only area of the state where it is unlawful to hunt coyotes at night due to the potential for misidentifying a red wolf as a coyote.     

[bookmark: _2w5ecyt]Federal Lands

[bookmark: _1baon6m]U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife Refuges

There are four National Wildlife Refuges within the NC NEP area, Alligator River NWR, which lies predominantly in Dare County, Pocosin Lakes NWR, within Washington, Hyde and Tyrrell Counties, and Swanquarter NWR and Mattamuskeet NWR in Hyde County.  Alligator River NWR and Pocosin Lakes NWR are part of the larger North Carolina Coastal Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex.  Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR are part of the larger Mattamuskeet, Swanquarter, Cedar Island National Wildlife Refuge Complex.

Alligator River NWR

Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge is approximately 152,000 acres in size and lies at the
eastern end of a broad, flat and swampy peninsula in northeastern North Carolina. Most of the
refuge is located in the mainland portion of Dare County, with some land reaching southward
into Hyde County. The refuge supports 64 species of fish, 264 species of birds, 62 species of
reptiles and amphibians and 41 species of mammals.


Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge was established on March 14, 1984, with an 118,000 
acre land donation from Prudential Life Insurance Company in Dare and Tyrrell Counties.
Eventually, the Tyrrell County land was transferred to Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge
and additional land was acquired, some of which lay further south in Hyde County.  In 1988, the addition of 5,100 acres of farmland substantially increased opportunities for waterfowl management. Today, the farm units attract numerous tundra swans, pintails, mallards,
widgeons, and a variety of other species. In combination with the 46,000 acre Dare County
Bombing Range located near its center, the refuge represents approximately 200,000 acres of
relatively undisturbed wetland habitat.


The vast expanse of undisturbed swamp forest and wetlands in the refuge contains many
important wildlife and ecological resources. Since most of the Pamlico peninsula has been
developed by clear-cutting, peat mining and agricultural conversion, the refuge stands as one of
the last remaining, most remote and diverse swamplands in eastern North Carolina. Principal natural communities in the refuge include freshwater and salt marshes, as well as pocosins and broad expanses of non-riverine swamp forests. Its isolation and undisturbed quality add to the value of its rich wildlife habitats. The Alligator River area is part of the northern range border for the American alligator, and it remains one of the last strongholds for the black bear in North Carolina and the mid-Atlantic coast. The refuge also provides habitat for the endangered red-cockaded woodpecker.  Alligator River NWR is the center for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. 



The refuge offers a wide variety of programs and activities for public recreation, including
hunting, fishing, paddling, wildlife observation and photography. The number of environmental
education and interpretive programs is increasing each year, as Americans “discover” this
treasure in eastern North Carolina.



Pocosin NWR

 

Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge is 110,000 acres in Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  It is located six miles south of Columbia, NC off Highway 94 on the east and 18 miles south of Plymouth, NC on Highway 45 on the west.  The refuge headquarters and Walter B. Jones, Sr. Center for the Sounds is located on the south side of Highway 64 on the Scuppernong River in Columbia, NC.

The 12,350 acre Pungo Unit of Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge was originally established in the early 1960s to provide wintering habitat for waterfowl and other migratory birds.  In the early 1990s, Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge was established to conserve some of the unique wetlands found in the southeast known as “pocosin”; it included lands immediately adjacent to Pungo so the two refuges were merged.  Pungo’s waterfowl purpose remains with those lands; we manage it primarily to provide natural wetlands, moist soil habitat, and supplemental grain (from farming) for waterfowl.  Large numbers of waterfowl concentrate on this relatively small area in the winter with peak numbers of well over 100,000 in December and/or January each year.  Waterfowl species that winter on Pungo include tundra swan, snow goose, and over 20 species of ducks including wood duck, teal, mallard, and pintail.



Conservation efforts on the rest of Pocosin Lakes include restoring the highly altered hydrology of the system and managing water (from rainfall) in the system, as well as managing fire on the landscape (both naturally-occurring wildfires and prescribed fire).  The large contiguous forested wetlands in the area support neotropical migratory birds, including many species with declining populations.  It is the home to the only population of wild, free roaming red wolves in the world and supports several clusters of endangered red cockaded woodpeckers (though the habitat is very different from the longleaf pine savannas where these birds are normally found).  And the pocosin supports one of the densest populations of American black bear reported anywhere in the scientific literature.



Mattamuskeet NWR



Mattamuskeet National Wildlife Refuge is located on the Albemarle-Pamlico Peninsula in Hyde County, North Carolina. Established in 1934, the 50,180-acre Refuge consists of open water, marsh, forest and croplands. The centerpiece of the Refuge is the shallow Lake Mattamuskeet. At 40,100 acres, it is North Carolina’s largest natural lake.

The Refuge’s strategic location along the Atlantic Flyway makes it a vitally important stopover for wintering waterfowl. Over the past 35 years, up to 80 percent of the Northern Pintail and up to 30 percent of Green-wing Teal that annually migrate along the Flyway utilize Mattamuskeet. In total, the Refuge attracts more than 200,000 ducks, geese and swans from November through February



Swanquarter NWR



Swanquarter NWR is located on the Pamlico Sound in Hyde County, NC. The refuge is located at the southern end of a broad, flat and swampy peninsula in northeastern North Carolina, and is surrounded by brackish marsh and cropland. The Pamlico Sound borders the southern boundary of the refuge. 



The refuge was established by presidential order on June 23, 1932 approving an acquisition boundary of 16,411 acres and has acquired this land over seven decades.  Logging and land clearing activities over the last 300 years have greatly altered the refuge area’s landscape. Refuge objectives include providing habitat and protection for endangered species such as American alligators, providing habitat and protection for migratory waterfowl and other birds, and providing wildlife-related recreation and environmental education for the public.



Habitat consists of irregularly flooded brackish marsh (13,200 acres) and forested wetlands (3,200 acres).  The most significant feature is an extensive coastal marsh which includes that Swanquarter National Wilderness Area.  Concentrations of diving ducks (lesser scaups, redheads, buffleheads, surf scoters and canvasbacks), sea ducks, American black ducks, wading birds and shorebirds are present within the Refuge. Wading bird rookeries, osprey nesting and colonial nesting birds also occur.



[bookmark: _3vac5uf]Department of Defense, Dare County Bombing Range

Dare County Bombing Range established in 1965, encompasses approximately 46,619 acres within Dare and Hyde counties.  About 4,388 acres of the facility are maintained as two separate impact areas (Air Force and Navy).  Most of the Range is on the mainland part of the Dare County peninsula and is surrounded by Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge.  Dare County Bombing Range is not adjacent to any major body of water although the western boundary lies within a mile of Alligator River and the eastern boundary lies within a mile of Stumpy Point Bay, which connects to Pamlico Sound.  The impact areas are used for basic weapons delivery training.  The remaining acreage is used as a safety buffer and consists of roads and forested wetland.

Remotely located in eastern North Carolina, Dare County Bombing Range is the primary training range for F-15E aircraft crews from Seymour Johnson Air Force Base and the primary backyard range for F/A-18 squadrons operating out of Naval Air Station Oceana. The range is an electronic combat, day-night, and air-to-ground training site critical to both installations and Army and Navy special operations teams (including SEALs). Together, the Air Force and Navy are working to protect land near and under special use airspace, military training routes, and bombing run flight tracks near this important range. 

Natural resource management on Dare County Bombing Range is guided by the 2015 Final Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for Dare County Range.  Department of Defense installations are required to prepare and implement INRMPs in accordance with the Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997.  The Dare County Bombing Range INRMP provides environmental baseline information for timber, wetland and wildlife resources and outlines positive objectives for conserving trust resources and maintaining the mission training environment.

Easements acquired with The Nature Conservancy will prevent incompatible uses such as wind energy development in areas near the range identified by range and air installation compatible use zone studies. The protected land includes forested wetlands, which are important for numerous species such as the red-cockaded woodpecker, red wolf and area-sensitive songbirds. Keeping the range isolated and in its natural state ensures that special operations teams can continue their weapons training and Joint Tactical Air Control exercises. Buffering the range also allows the military to expand on current training capabilities, with Navy SEALs planning future riverine training and the Air Force developing a military operations in urban terrain target area, similar training that prepared fighter crews for close air support missions in Afghanistan. Sustaining these capabilities is only possible through partnership with The Nature Conservancy to protect Dare County’s significant undeveloped wetlands and forest landscape (DOD Air Force, undated).

 

[bookmark: _2afmg28]State Lands

[bookmark: _pkwqa1]State Parks

There are two state parks in the five county NC NEP in areas potentially utilized by red wolves.    

Pettigrew State Park

Pettigrew State Park is a North Carolina State Park in Tyrrell and Washington Counties, North Carolina.  It covers 5,830 acres around the shorelines of Lake Phelps and the Scuppernong River. The park's developed facilities are south of U.S. Route 64 near Roper and Creswell, North Carolina. Pettigrew State Park is open for year-round recreation, including hiking, camping, fishing, boating and picnicking.

Part of Pettigrew State Park surrounds Lake Phelps, one of the oldest lakes in the eastern United States and a former hunting and fishing ground for the Algonquian peoples. Pettigrew is home to an abundance of wildlife: Lake Phelps is a primary wintering location for several types of waterfowl, including Canada geese and Tundra swans. The park is also home to the woodland creatures, such as raccoons and white-tailed deer, that are commonly found along the east coast of the United States. Lake Phelps contains several species of game fish including largemouth bass and catfish.  The park also manages the 16,600 acre Lake Phelps, which is a North Carolina State Lake.   All together, the park manages 22,430 acres.  Red wolf presence has been documented in Pettigrew State Park in the past.  

Goose Creek State Park

Goose Creek State Park is a North Carolina state park near Washington, Beaufort County, North Carolina. It covers 1,672 acres just off of Pamlico Sound, in North Carolina's Coastal Plain. Goose Creek State Park is home to a wide variety of wildlife that make their homes in the extensive salt water marshes, inlets and creeks on the northern side of the sound. Goose Creek State Park is open for year-round recreation, east of Washington.  Red wolf presence has been documented here in the past.  

[bookmark: _39kk8xu]State Gamelands

The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission manages over 2 million acres of game lands for the conservation of wildlife species and to provide public access for hunting, fishing, trapping, and other outdoor recreational opportunities. The management of game lands involves balancing science-based conservation practices with public access and usage.  The opportunities provided by these managed public lands are key to the Commission’s mission of conserving North Carolina’s wildlife resources and their habitats and providing opportunities for hunters, anglers, and other outdoor enthusiasts to enjoy wildlife-associated recreation.There are 11 State managed gamelands within the five county NC NEP in areas where red wolves would potentially be present (see Table 9).



		State Gameland

		County

		Acres



		Alligator River

		Tyrrell

		14,178



		Buckridge

		Tyrrell

		18,000



		Dare

		Dare and Hyde, U.S. Air Force

		46,055



		Gull Rock

		Hyde and Tyrrell

		28,600



		J. Morgan Futch

		Tyrrell

		600



		Lantern Acres

		Tyrrell and Washington

		1,831



		New Lake

		Hyde and Tyrrell

		1,438



		Pungo River

		Hyde

		472



		Texas Plantation

		Tyrrell

		1,502



		Van Swamp

		Beaufort

		5,505



		Voice of America

		Beaufort

		2,818





Table 9.  State gamelands within the NC NEP with potential red wolf presence.

[bookmark: _1opuj5n]Private Land

Private land is generally owned by individuals, corporations, or groups of individuals and in population centers often consists of a complex pattern of ownership. In rural areas private land can be blocked or consist of isolated parcels surrounded by other ownerships.   Private land use planning is generally structured through state and county planning and zoning. State, county, and city land use is regulated by plans and policies that identify the type and extent of uses allowed by the governing authorities in specific areas.  The principal activities on private lands within  the NC NEP are timber production, agriculture and activities associated with private residences.  There would not be expected effects to the use of non-Federal lands for their existing principal uses (e.g. timber production, agriculture, private residences)  because there would be no new or additional economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon non-Federal entities or private landowners due to the presence of the red wolf.  

[bookmark: _48pi1tg]Agriculture

Agriculture is an important industry in the NC NEP counties.  Agricultural land coverage ranges between 26 to 41 percent of the counties total land area.  According to the latest Agricultural Census, the total market value of products sold ranged between $59.5 million to $121.6 million (excluding Dare County).  Crop commodities represented the overall majority of total sales.  Agriculture fields comprised approximately 30 percent of the land cover and commercial pine plantations 15 percent (Hinton et al. 2017a). Corn, cotton, soybeans and winter wheat are the primary agricultural crops (McKerrow et al. 2006).

According to a 2010 statewide survey by USDA’s Agricultural Statistics Division, wildlife (primarily white-tailed deer, which have grown in numbers to approximately 1.3 million statewide), cause roughly $30 million in crop damage in North Carolina annually.  Due to this abundance of white-tailed deer and the ensuing crop damage, a North Carolina statute allows for the lethal control of crop-damaging white-tailed deer without requiring a depredation permit.  Additionally, non-native wildlife species such as nutria also prove to be damaging to farm operations by digging out ditch and canal banks and undermining farm roads.  Since nutria and white-tailed deer are food for red wolves in Northeastern North Carolina, red wolves can be beneficial to farm operations by reducing crop damage.

Compared to the rest of the state of North Carolina, livestock production in the five counties that comprise the NC NEP is relatively low, which was one of the factors considered prior to establishing an experimental population of red wolves. The coastal plain, which includes the five county red wolf NC NEP, contains the largest area of timberland in the state.  It is producing 12 percent more volume in timber than it is harvesting.   



[bookmark: _2nusc19]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _1302m92]Methodology

Effects are evaluated based on the best available information on how the proposed red wolf proposed management changes under the different alternatives would affect the management and use of Federal lands and non-Federal lands within the AP.  It is worth noting that any decision regarding the coyote hunting restrictions in the five county area is not under the purview or authority of the Service and resides with the State of North Carolina.  The assumptions made in the analysis are based on what would expected to be the State’s likely response with regard to those hunting restrictions under the different alternatives.   

[bookmark: _3mzq4wv]Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal Lands



There would be no change to the management of any Federal lands (National Wildlife Refuges or Dare County Bombing Range) under the implementation of any of these alternatives for the protection, conservation or recovery of red wolves.  In addition, none of these alternatives would impact the traditional uses of Alligator River NWR, Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR or Swanquarter NWR.  With the exception of the area surrounding the captive red wolf facility on Alligator River NWR, no areas are proposed for closure or land use restrictions within the NC NEP.



Non-Federal Land



None of these alternatives would involve land use restrictions on any non-federal lands (State, local or private) or any restrictions on the types of activities conducted on those lands, with the exception of the State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting within the five counties.  However, the level of protections receive by red wolves on non-Federal lands would vary based on the alternative.    



[bookmark: _2250f4o]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect.

[bookmark: _haapch]Alternative 2 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect.

[bookmark: _319y80a]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal Lands

After implementation of this alternative, there would likely be a reduction, potentially to zero, in the number of red wolves present on Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR due to the loss of protection for red wolves and an expected initial decline in the red wolf population as management of red wolves was scaled back to Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  It is unlikely that would trigger the need to revise the CCPs for those refuges, particularly since with some level of public cooperation the red wolf population would be allowed to expand and they would potentially re-inhabit those refuges. 

Non-Federal Lands

Under this alternative there would be a loss of protection for red wolves and lethal take would be authorized if they present on the landscape outside of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  Consequently, it would be expected that the State would revised their coyote hunting regulations to mirror the regulations for the rest of the state, which would allow for coyote hunting at night and without a permit, thereby removing the one current land use restriction related to red wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.  

[bookmark: _1gf8i83]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal

Under this alternative, the termination of the NC NEP and the ultimate elimination of red wolves in the wild would alter the management of the four refuges affected and the Dare County Bombing Range.  Although there are no land use restrictions in place for the protection of red wolves, the CCPs and the INRMP for these entities include red wolves in the suite of wildlife species addressed, which would need to be modified accordingly.  From an on the ground perspective, if the NC NEP is terminated the Sandy Ridge area would no longer be managed for the purposes of red wolves and would presumably be managed for other Refuge purposes. 

Non-Federal Lands

Under this alternative, there would no longer be red wolves on the landscape and therefore there would no longer be a concern of hunters misidentifying red wolves as coyotes. As a result, the State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting would be removed allowing for coyote hunting without a permit and at night, thereby removing the one current land use restriction related to red wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.  



[bookmark: _40ew0vw]Conclusion



There would not be any expected effects on land use of non-Federal lands for their principal uses (e.g. timber production, agriculture, private residences) because there would be no new or additional economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon State, non-Federal entities or private landowners due to the presence of red wolves.  Land use restrictions as a result of red wolf presence and management within the five county NC NEP are limited to one closure area and a State-regulated restriction on coyote hunting at night.  Under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 the coyote hunting restriction would be likely to remain, while under Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 they would be expected to be removed.  The closure area for captive red wolves would remain under all alternatives, except Alternative 4.  



Alternative 4 represents the least restrictive alternative with respect to land use, while Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 represent the most restrictive, although there are very limited restrictions related to red wolf management under any of the alternatives  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on land use.

    



[bookmark: _2fk6b3p]Economic Activity



Three main economic activities have been previously identified as being potentially impacted by the management alternative or were issues raised by the public as a concern during scoping.  



These activities are:

· Livestock depredations;

· Recreational hunting success rates; and

· Tourist visitation to the region to view red wolves in the wild.



[bookmark: _upglbi]Livestock



The potential for livestock depredations has been raised as a concern by some private landowners within the NC NEP.  The 2012 Census of Agriculture reported there were 1,800 head of cattle and 49,000 hogs and pigs throughout the five-county area (the census withheld some information for privacy concerns).  While no studies were identified that considered the actual effect that red wolf reintroduction has had on depredation or animal behavior, the Service is aware of seven depredation incidents over the 30 year lifetime of the reintroduction effort.  Known depredations are shown in Table 2.  The table shows that of the seven depredations, five were livestock.  These depredations took place between 1997 and 2015 and were comprised of goats, chickens, and a hog.  Private landowners affected by red wolf livestock depredations were able receive restitution for their losses, though some declined.

  

Direct effects that the presence of red wolves could potentially have on livestock includes foregone auction sales and revenues due to the loss of an animal from depredation.  However, as discussed above the instances of depredation have been very limited.  Indirect effects may include stress impacts on herds and associated impacts on weight gain and increased livestock farming costs for surveillance, oversight, and protection measures.  While there are studies that have analyzed the effect of gray wolves and Mexican wolves on livestock, the ranching operations out west are significantly different from cattle and hog operations within the NC NEP, making it problematic to make analogies.  In particular, western ranching operations typically let their livestock roam unattended for long periods of times on public lands in contrast to eastern operations where livestock is typically kept on privately enclosed smaller areas.  In addition, livestock such as cattle are generally not vulnerable to red wolves due to their diminutive size compared to their larger cousins out west.  This further complicates using any of the depredation studies associated with gray wolves or Mexican wolves to analyze the potential impacts that a red wolf population would have on livestock.  



Given the relatively low number of known depredations over the lifetime of the red wolf reintroduction program, the absence of directly relevant studies, and the differences in grazing practices and oversight between western and eastern operations, we do not expect there would be significant impacts from livestock depredation for Alternative 3, the preferred alternative.  Under this alternative, red wolves would initially be actively managed on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The overall red wolf population is expected to decrease, under this alternative, unless the Service is able to develop voluntary landowner cooperation agreements, the extent of which and their potential effect on the future of the red wolf population, is uncertain at this time.  Additionally, red wolves would receive no protections outside of Federal lands, so private landowners would be allowed to harass or lethally take red wolves on their property.



Under Alternative 2, the Service would be allowed to more actively manage red wolves throughout the existing NC NEP and could release up to five additional red wolves per year.  If these red wolves survived, along with the remainder of the existing population, the overall red wolf population could increase, thus leading to a greater chance of depredation.  Unfortunately, given the lack of data, it is difficult to predict how many red wolves may survive and reproduce under this alternative and what their effect would be on depredations.  However, based on the low level of depredations documented, even at the height of the introduced red wolf population numbers (e.g. 2005-2007), it would not be expected to be substantial.  Landowners would still be allowed to take red wolves on private property within the NC NEP when there is a depredation provided that freshly wounded or killed livestock or pets are present and evidence exists that the animal was killed by a red wolf.



Under Alternative 1, red wolf populations are expected to continue to decline and are projected to go extinct within 40 years.  Under Alternative 4, the red wolf population would decline by design until there was no longer a wild population within the NC NEP.  Consequently, under both of these alternatives there would be an expected corresponding decrease in the already low probability of livestock depredation. 



[bookmark: _3ep43zb]Recreational Hunting



During the 2017 white-tailed deer hunting season, the state reported a total harvest of 5,583 white-tailed deer taken from the five county area (NCWRC 2018a). According to the North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission, the reported harvest in 2017 was less than the recent three year average of 6,050.  Over the previous three years, the harvest ranged from a low of 5,517 to a high of 6,731 white-tailed deer.  Table 10 shows the total number of white-tailed deer harvested for select years for the five county area.  In general, harvest levels rose between the years 2000 and 2010/2011 before declining.  The most recent harvests are generally less than that first reported in 2000.  It is of interest to note that the number of white-tailed deer harvested within the NC NEP rose during the same time period that the population of red wolves increased and that even with a precipitous decline in the red wolf population over the last several years, white-tailed deer harvest has declined.    

 

		Reporting Year

		Beaufort

		Dare

		Hyde

		Tyrrell

		Washington



		2000

		2,692

		77

		1,947

		954

		1,430



		2005-2006

		2,374

		124

		1,987

		839

		1,247



		2010-2011

		3,344

		239

		2,451

		1,175

		1,745



		2014-2015

		2,681

		149

		1,653

		755

		1,472



		2017-2018

		2,562

		133

		1,074

		574

		1,240



		Percent Change

2000 – 2017/2018

		-4.8%

		72.7%

		-44.8%

		-39.8%

		-13.3%



		Table 10.  Reported White-Tailed Deer Harvest, Select Years (NCWRC 2018a). 





 

While it is not possible to determine the actual number of licensed deer hunters in the five county area, the state reported that in 2017 it sold 573,712 individual hunting licenses (USFWS 2017).  The number of hunting licenses sold by the state has risen steadily since 2000.  In the year 2000, the state reported total hunting license sales of 404,562.  In the subsequent years or 2005, 2010, and 2015, the state reported rising license sales of 433,542, 475,375, and 545,032, respectively.  While the reported figures cover all species that can be legally harvested in the State (e.g., waterfowl, turkey, white-tailed deer, etc.) the vast majority of hunters targeted deer (NCWRC 2018b).



While there is public concern that the red wolf population may negatively impact the number of white-tailed deer that can be harvested by hunters, relatively scant information exists to date regarding their actual impact.  However, NCWRC considers predators (e.g. black bears, coyotes, red wolves and others) as an additive factor in potential white-tailed deer decline rather than a primary influence (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.). Hunter harvest due to the liberalizing of bag limits and season lengths to provide additional harvest opportunities for hunters, improve or maintain herd and habitat condition, and to reduce property damage issues from white-tailed deer are believed to be a primary factor in significant white-tailed deer declines to a degree that the population is currently below the desires of many hunters (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.). A study is also currently underway by the Animal Welfare Institute to evaluate the ecological impacts of red wolves in North Carolina (AWI 2018). This study has set out to specifically understand how red wolves affect the balance of other wildlife populations on federal wildlife refuges in the area.  To date, no results have been published.  Currently the state allows deer hunters in the eastern portion of the state to harvest up to six white-tailed deer annually with no daily bag limit (NCWRC 2017).



Because Alternatives 1 and 4 would result in a reduction in the red wolf population, it stands to reason that their impact on the white-tailed deer population would also decline.  However, in the absence of red wolves, the coyote population would be expected to increase and affect white-tailed deer, particularly fawns.  As a result, any increase in white-tailed deer hunting opportunities would likely be minimal and localized.  It is possible that under Alternative 2, which envisions under ideal circumstances an increase in the red wolf population over time that their effect on the white-tailed deer population could increase.  Although given the small number of red wolves anticipated along with the large number of white-tailed deer in the area, the impact is expected to be minimal.  Under Alternative 3, the preferred alternative, red wolves would only be managed on a small area of federal land, thus their effect on the white-tailed deer population in the five county area would decline as well.



[bookmark: _1tuee74]Tourism



It is thought by many conservation-oriented organizations that a successful reintroduction of red wolves would result in a positive economic benefit to the communities due to an increase in visitation to the area.  When gray wolves were reintroduced into the Yellowstone ecosystem, the park experienced an increase in gray wolf-oriented ecotourists.  These tourists spent their money in local communities during their stay at lodging and dining facilities, and spent additional money on trip-related expenses.  What was unique about the gray wolf reintroduction in Yellowstone was that gray wolves roamed throughout the Lamar Valley, which is relatively wide-open providing easy viewing experiences.  Furthermore, the resident elk population, which had not been preyed upon for generations, primarily lulled along the river, which the road followed.



In contrast, the habitat and flat terrain that the red wolves have been reintroduced into is much more woody and dense compared to the Lamar Valley.  Refuge and public roads typically lack grand vistas with great sightlines, which would increase the opportunity to see a red wolf.  During winter, sightlines are somewhat improved due to open areas in the farmed fields of the refuge and public lands affording more potential red wolf viewing opportunities, such as the ones photographed in late 2017.





[image: ][image: ]

Figure 11. Red wolves on Alligator River NWR.  Photos taken by refuge visitor Robert Ondrish in late 2017.

 

A 2005 study conducted for the Defenders of Wildlife looked at the potential economic opportunity that could be created through ecotourism via red wolf reintroduction (Lash and Black 2005). This study found that county residents were interested in economic growth for their area; protecting the natural beauty and rural setting of their counties; providing job opportunities for youth; preserving the historical, quaint, small-town look and feel; and having a distinct town area, some residential development areas and a predominantly rural farm setting (Lash and Black 2005). This study also found that tourists to the Outer Banks were interested in day or short-trips to natural or wilderness areas to view wildlife and nature.   They found that these tourists would be willing to stay for dinners, shop, and experience other local tourists’ activities should they make the trip.  Local, regional and national organizations have expressed interest in promoting ecotourism of northeastern North Carolina with the presence of red wolves, the only wolf species endemic to the United States and currently the only wild population, the cornerstone of that tourism.



The North Carolina Coastal Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex includes Alligator River NWR and Pocosin NWR within the NC NEP area potentially occupied by red wolves.  The Complex has a large visitor center located in Manteo, NC with multiple exhibits and programs related to red wolves.  Red wolf howling tours are a popular activity on Alligator River NWR offered by the Service.  Pocosin NWR also has a visitor center with red wolf displays and educational materials in Columbia, NC. The Red Wolf Health Care and Education Center located nearby provides visitors the opportunity to see a captive pair of red wolves as well as provides red wolf-related outreach and educational programs.  Visitation to the Refuge Complex was approximately 1.7 million in 2016.  

 

Under Alternatives 1 and 4, where the red wolf population is expected to decline and eventually disappear, it is doubtful that any meaningful ecotourist industry would continue to develop or be sustained.  Under Alternative 3, the red wolf would initially be managed only on federal lands.  These lands may provide unique viewing opportunities as the last place to see red wolves in the wild, but because they would be able to support a limited number of red wolves, viewing instances would be expected to be limited.  Under Alternative 2 and under Alternative 3, the red wolf population could potentially expand as it allows for a small number of new red wolves to be introduced each year and for the Service to work with willing landowners to provide habitat.  Viewing opportunities could potentially increase and larger landowners could potentially capitalize on these opportunities.  To date, though, there is insufficient data to predict the extent to which an ecotourist industry would develop and to what degree for Alternatives 2 and 3.



[bookmark: _4du1wux]Conclusion



The greatest potential for a negative impact on the local economy would be under Alternative 4 with a termination of the red wolf program, or under Alternative 1 if the population goes extinct as projected, due to the associated loss of any ecotourism potential to the area based on their presence.  Additional hunting opportunities under Alternatives 1 and 4 would be very limited and localized as the coyote population increased to fill the void.  The economic difference in the absence of red wolves from a livestock standpoint would be minimum based on the low number of occurrences over the history of the program.  Based on the information known to date and the expectations associated with each of the alternatives as described above for the resources analyzed, the impact from any of the alternatives would be less than significant on economic activity. 





[bookmark: _2szc72q]Human Health and Safety

[bookmark: _184mhaj]Affected Environment

When the first European settlers arrived in North America, they brought with them a deeply rooted fear and hatred for wolves.  Old World fears centered not only on the belief that the wolf was a menace to farm and flock, but on demonized depictions of wolves in Greek and Roman literature.   Even today, many people associate wolves with the “big bad wolf” of fairy tales like Little Red Riding Hood and The Three Little Pigs, or with movie, television and western literature depictions of wolves growling, threatening and attacking humans.  As a result, starting in early childhood people develop an unjust fear of wolves and misperceptions of their true nature.  In the absence of direct experience-based knowledge, myths and other culturally transmitted forms of knowledge will develop human beliefs (Lescureux and Linnell 2010).      

Intolerance of wolves led to their extermination in northern and central Europe.  Red wolves were likely one of the first carnivores the early settlers encountered when they arrived on the Atlantic coast, which meant red wolves were also quick to be persecuted. Habitat loss coupled with persecution, including government supported eradication campaigns, reduced the red wolf population to about 100 individuals by the mid-20th century.  In the 1970s, the Service removed the last remaining red wolves from eastern Texas and western Louisiana to try and save the species in captivity. Declared extinct in the wild in 1980, the Service began to focus conservation efforts on creating a captive population from which to restore red wolves to their historic range in the future.  A reintroduction site was identified and efforts to restore red wolves to the wild began with the release of four mated pairs at Alligator River NWR in northeastern North Carolina in 1987.

Although early surveys indicated the majority of residents in the newly formed five county red wolf NC NEP were in support of reintroduction (Quintal 1995), historic fears, hatred, and intolerance of red wolves persisted.  The board of commissioners of two counties (Hyde and Washington) within the reintroduction area passed resolutions opposing the red wolf program.  A Hyde County Commissioner claimed that wolves were unpredictable, would attack people, would kill for fun and eventually would kill all the game in the county (Bourne 1995).  A local organization was formed called CROWN (Citizens’ Rights Over Wolves Now) which petitioned the NCWRC to help rid the state of red wolves.  The North Carolina General Assembly then passed a bill allowing landowners to trap and kill red wolves on their properties within the two counties (later expanded to four counties) which contradicted federal law regarding take of red wolves.

The local anti-red wolf movement culminated in a lawsuit in 1997 in which a group of private landowners and two counties challenged the federal anti-take regulation for violating the Commerce Clause. They sought an injunction to stop the program on private land, alleging the red wolf is a nuisance and that federal protection of the red wolf precluded any effective defense of their property.  They argued that Congress had no authority to regulate under the Commerce Clause.  The United States District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina, on cross motions for summary judgment, rejected plaintiffs' claims and found that Congress' power to regulate interstate commerce included the authority to prevent the taking of red wolves on private land.  The plaintiffs appealed the decision, and in Gibbs v. Babbitt, the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit affirmed the district court's ruling and held that the Commerce Clause supports the federal regulation prohibiting the taking of the red wolf on private land.  The court of appeals recognized that protection of endangered species from takings on private land is essential to the achievement of the ESA’s objectives. 

Attitudes towards red wolves in the NC NEP have varied a great deal over the years.  While some opposition exists, the few studies on public attitudes towards red wolves have found wide-ranging support for the recovery program, including within the NC NEP (Quintal 1995, Rosen 1997, Mangun et al. 1997, WMI 2014). In randomized surveys of individuals who resided in or around the NC NEP, Rosen (1997) found roughly 70-75 percent of individuals favored red wolf recovery in northeastern North Carolina and another unspecified location. Eighty-six percent of individuals believed in principle that red wolves should exist in the wild, not just in zoos (Rosen 1997). Mangun et al. (1997) found 80 percent of respondents felt the recovery program was either somewhat or very important, and Quintal (1995) reported more than half (51.7 percent) of respondents supported red wolf recovery.

Early local opposition to the program included fears over personal safety and property loss.  Many of those fears were later alleviated after years of living among red wolves demonstrated to the local residents that the red wolves were not a threat to personal safety, and that property loss, including pets and livestock, was minimal.  Opposition persisted, however, primarily among hunting groups and landowners who leased their properties to hunting groups.  In 2014, the court ordered injunction and resulting settlement agreement limiting coyote hunting within the five county NC NEP in order to protect red wolves from increasing gunshot mortality fueled local opposition to the red wolf program.

A recent survey conducted for the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission evaluated the perspectives of Albemarle Peninsula residents on coyote and red wolf management (Serenari 2018).  The survey found AP residents to be relatively split in their support for red wolf recovery and willingness to support the presence of wild red wolves on the AP.  Regarding their concern for potential consequences of red wolf encounters, there was some concern by AP residents over the potential of a pet or child being attacked or the spread of rabies.  There was generally less concern over regular presence of red wolves, risk of a face-to-face encounter and damage to property.  The vast majority of survey respondents indicated that red wolves do not cause them any problems (Serenari 2018).

[bookmark: _3s49zyc]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _279ka65]Human Safety

During the 30 year recovery effort, red wolves living in the wild in the NC NEP have proven to be shy, reclusive animals that prefer to avoid human contact.  There have been no reported instances of aggression or threatening behavior towards people.  There have been no reported human injuries from a red wolf attempting to defend itself and no incidents of predatory behavior toward humans from red wolves.  Direct conflicts with humans have been limited to a handful of confirmed cases of depredation on pets and livestock, or property damage during the history of the program.  While any wild animal can be dangerous if cornered, threatened or overly habituated to humans, there is no evidence that red wolves pose an unusual risk to humans. Virtually all of the cultural and historical fears of red wolves retained by residents have proven to be unfounded.

[bookmark: _meukdy]Human Health

Red wolves are subject to diseases that affect all canines, including domestic dogs, coyotes and foxes, and can transmit such diseases within their populations and to some other species. Pathogens that red wolves could potentially be exposed to in the wild include canine parvovirus, canine distemper, infectious canine hepatitis, leptospirosis, intestinal and external parasites and rabies. Of these pathogens, intestinal parasites, leptospirosis and rabies are of concern for transmission to humans. No cases of leptospirosis or rabies have been documented in the red wolf experimental population. All released, translocated and handled red wolves are administered vaccine against the full spectrum of canine diseases including rabies, distemper, canine parvovirus, and infectious canine hepatitis viruses, and, when possible, are dewormed for intestinal and external parasites. Captive red wolves receive annual booster shots. Wild-born animals are vaccinated opportunistically whenever captured for other reasons such as radio-collaring. Given these precautions, the red wolves in the NC NEP population are less likely to carry disease than other wild canids and are not likely to transmit parasites or disease-causing pathogens that are not already carried by other canids. Because of the comparatively (to other populations of wildlife, including other canids such as coyote and fox) small size of the experimental population of red wolves, the active management and routine monitoring and the vaccination protocol, the red wolf’s contribution to the overall parasite or pathogen load in the NC NEP is minimal. There is no reason to anticipate an increase in the risk of disease transmission to humans in the NC NEP as a result of the experimental population of red wolves, even with an increase in the population. 

[bookmark: _36ei31r]Conclusion

Based on the 30 year history of the program with respect to direct threats to humans and disease transmission associated with the reintroduced red wolf population, along with their general avoidance of humans, there would not be expected to be the development of human health and safety issues beyond the current extremely low level even with potential red wolf population increases associated with Alternatives 2 and 3.  Given the projected decline in the red wolf population under Alternatives 1 and 4, potentially down to zero, these alternatives would result in a corresponding decline in potential human health and safety issues.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on human health and safety.



[bookmark: _1ljsd9k]Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 (EO 12898), February 11, 1994 codified into federal law a decades old social movement.  The EO mandates that ‘disproportionately high and adverse’ effects on population groups of concern be identified and addressed. Discretion is largely left up to individual bureaus and agencies on how to comply with this EO’s need for public involvement and analysis.  Similar to NEPA, past work and litigation have served to establish acceptable standards and practice.

The goal of environmental justice is to facilitate meaningful involvement and to conduct an analysis of the difference in impacts between the general populace and population groups of concern to assess if the impacts to the population groups of concern are disproportionately high and adverse.  For environmental justice to be effective, the analysis in part focuses on the unique characteristics of the population groups of concern.  The history and culture of a group affects how they react to stimuli.  Identifying these pathways can be done through outreach to, and the involvement of, population groups of concern.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Environmental Justice defines environmental justice as the following:

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  Fair treatment means that no group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of Federal, State, local, and tribal programs and policies (EPA 2018).

The environmental justice analysis in this document is guided by several Federal laws, policies, and guidance documents which are listed below.

· Indian Citizenship Act of 1924

· Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI

· EO 12898 gives authority for environmental justice requirements to the Council on Environmental Quality 

· Department of the Interior Environmental Justice Strategic Plan (DOI 2012)

· U.S. EPA Environmental Requirements, Guidance, and Practice

· Environmental Justice Implementation Plan, 1996 (EPA 1996)

· Draft 2013 Technical Guidance (EPA 2013)

This section identifies indigenous, minority and low income populations that exist within the project area and discusses the reasons why, besides their demographics, these groups may be affected differently than the general population. 

There are four types of populations groups of concern for Environmental Justice: minorities, low income, indigenous, and those who principally subsist on fish and wildlife.  

Within the analysis area there are no indigenous groups or identified groups that subsist principally on fish and wildlife.  Minority population groups are automatically considered a population group of concern if they comprise over 50 percent of the affected area.  Populations of minorities and low income people are identified on a county level.   Black or African Americans compose 48.9 percent of Washington County, but 28.6 percent of the overall analysis area.  The proposed alternatives would not be expected to have measurable effects on minority populations and therefore would not be expected to have any disproportionate high or adverse effects on those populations.  

Due to the rural nature of the vast majority of the five counties within the analysis area, the area population tends to be in lower income categories, but no identifiable group of individuals can be considered to have lower income in relation to local averages.  The impacts of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 on human activities in the analysis area are expected to be minimal, and so do not represent any disproportionate high or adverse effects to low-income groups.  Although tourism focused directly on or related to the presence of red wolves is not well established, it could potentially decline under Alternative 4 with a reduced NC NEP area.  However, the effects on tourism would not be expected to be substantial as red wolves would still be present on the landscape in the area most often visited by tourists for the purpose of viewing wild red wolves (Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge) and would therefore not be expected to have any disproportionate high or adverse impacts to low-income groups.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to be not significant for environmental justice.  

[bookmark: _45jfvxd]SUMMARY OF EFFECTS FOR RESOURCE ANALYZED

Based on the evaluation of the proposed alternatives, none are expected to have significant effects on factors of the human environment such as land use, agriculture, forestry, game populations, human health and safety, transportation or other economic interest.  One potential economic impact of Alternative 4 may be a reduction in visitation to Alligator River NWR for members of the public that travel there with the hope of seeing a red wolf in the wild. 

The primary effects of the proposed alternatives relate to the potential effects to the red wolf population itself as a result of the different management scenarios and federal expenditures for red wolf conservation.  Alternative 4 would be the greatest impact on the red wolf population with the termination of the program, followed by Alternative 1 with a projected extinction in the wild in the NC NEP within 40 years under the current management scenario.  Whether Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 ultimately leads to a larger increase in the red wolf population and which alternative would garner the highest levels of public cooperation along with the lowest human-caused mortality rates, is difficult to predict.   Detailed cost estimates, including salaries, are not yet available but the alternatives can be placed in rank order as follows (lowest to highest costs): Termination (Alternative 4), Five County and Federal lands (tie – Alternative 2 and Alternative 3), and No Action (Alternative 1).  Under the three change alternatives resource savings would potentially be shifted to the recovery of other species and additional support provided to the captive red wolf population.  It is also worth noting that even current management (e.g. Alternative 1 - the No Action Alternative) reflects shifts in recovery resources to other species since 2013. 
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AP                           	Albemarle Peninsula

AWI                        	Animal Welfare Institute

CEQ                        	Council on Environmental Quality

CFR                        	Code of Federal Regulations

DOD                       	Department of Defense

DOI                         	Department of Interior

EA                           	Environmental Assessment

EPA                        	Environmental Protection Agency

ESA                        	Endangered Species Act

FR                           	Federal Register

GSMNP                  	Great Smoky Mountains National Park

INRMP                   	Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

NC NEP                  	North Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population

NCSU                     	North Carolina State University

NCWRC                 	North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

NEPA         	        	National Environmental Policy Act

NRCS                     	Natural Resources Conservation Service

NWR           	        	National Wildlife Refuge

PVA                        	Population Viability Analysis

RWAMWP             	Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan

RWSSP                   	Red Wolf Species Survival Plan

SSA                         	Species Status Assessment

SSP                         	Species Survival Plan

USDA                     	United States Department of Agriculture

USDI          	        	United States Department of Interior

USFWS                   	United States Fish and Wildlife Service

WMI                       	Wildlife Management Institute
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Fwd: Additional thought and supporting doc.
Date: Friday, January 8, 2016 10:33:07 AM
Attachments: image1.PNG

image2.PNG
image3.PNG

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Benjamin, Pete <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 9:59 AM
Subject: Fwd: Additional thought and supporting doc.
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, Stefanie Blihovde
<stefanie_blihovde@fws.gov>

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Benjamin, Pete <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Dec 28, 2015 at 9:00 AM
Subject: Fwd: Additional thought and supporting doc.
To: Cynthia Dohner <Cynthia_Dohner@fws.gov>, Oetker Mike <michael_oetker@fws.gov>,
Leopoldo Miranda <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>, Michelle Eversen
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, Jack Arnold <Jack_Arnold@fws.gov>, Kristi Farmer
<kristi_farmer@fws.gov>

Second one.
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---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Miranda, Leopoldo" <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
Date: Sep 14, 2015 9:24 AM
Subject: Fwd: Additional thought and supporting doc.
To: "Pete Benjamin" <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>, "Kristi Yanchis"
<kristi_yanchis@fws.gov>, "Michelle Eversen" <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, "Aaron
Valenta" <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>
Cc: 

FYI - 1 of 2 
Leopoldo "Leo" Miranda
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Assistant Regional Director, Ecological Services
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
1-404-679-7085 (phone)
1-404-679-7081 (fax)
Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Scott Griffin <sgriffin@atlanticclaims.com>
Date: Sun, Sep 13, 2015 at 10:18 AM
Subject: Additional thought and supporting doc.
To: Dan Ashe <d_m_ashe@fws.gov>
Cc: "cynthia_dohner@fws.gov" <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>, "leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov"
<leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>

I've included an additional supporting doc for your consideration.  It's a blog post written by T.
Deland Beeland, Author of The Secret World of Red Wolves & Ecology Major from The
University of Florida where she attended graduate school.

Giving even greater credibility to her statements come from her own admission, where she
was provided with unprecedented access by USFWS inside the Red Wolf Recovery Program
for a period spanning several years.

This included Ms. Beeland spending days riding in USFWS vehicles with Senior recovery
staff, field biologist and at Point Defiance Zoo's Captive Breeding facility as she fairly
documented the successes and challenges of the Red Wolfs recovery efforts.

What is of great interest is Ms. Beeland is an admitted staunch supporter of the Red Wolf
Program, however she too acknowledges today's "Post May 3, 1977" Red Wolf "may not
genetically resemble what once roamed it's historic range".

This is virtually a carbon copy of retired USFWS zoologist Ronald Nowaks statement
contained in the minutes of the 1999 PHVA Summit included in my previous email.

mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:pete_benjamin@fws.gov
mailto:kristi_yanchis@fws.gov
mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov
mailto:sgriffin@atlanticclaims.com
mailto:d_m_ashe@fws.gov
mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov


With the only difference being Ms. Beeland suggest these humanly constructed canids are
"exceptional" enough to deserve protection, where as Mr. Nowak is on record stating; 1) We
no longer have true red wolves.  2) Regardless we should save the population as a "National
Monument".

It clearly appears even the most supportive Red Wolf supporters have accepted and admitted
the 1973 Act vs the 1977 Invention.

Dan, the most simplistic and political approach is to delist the Red Wolf in North Carolina
based on the FWS's own 1972 Historic Range Map. That however does not change the fact
that no protection is afforded to hybrids or a humanly constructed post 1973 canid that was
determined to be a hybrid subsequent to its 1977 birth (2013 SSP Stud Book).

It's mighty hard to be threatened or even endangered in 1973 when you've not been invented
until 1977.  Certainly that's a reasonable concept of delisting fact.

I trust you will find Ms. Beelands admission as you do Mr. Nowak's of interest as you analyze
the best path fwd culminating in delisting, perhaps with the least "social" resistance.

Again pardon the shorthand, sent this am via iPhone.

Thx!

Sg

> On Sep 11, 2015, at 9:14 AM, Scott Griffin <sgriffin@atlanticclaims.com> wrote:
>
> Dan - Good Morning, I trust the below will aid the Service in simplifying its decision.  The
Red Wolf program is really this simple when the facts reach the top.
>
> I would like to mention while it seems the history of this program has a long expensive
history of "we need to study that"... Every fact I present below are the Services own
documents as each are publicly available via a simple Google search, thus I suggest studying
Google is much quicker and cost effective for the Service.
>
> Plz, pardon the shorthand etc as sent from my iPhone, in fact who would have thought you
have ever rcvd a delist via iPhone.  We've come a long way I suppose...
>
> Sg
>
>
> 1) - USFWS Stated Hybrid Policy (The most recent attempt to modify the hybrid policy by

mailto:sgriffin@atlanticclaims.com


USFWS was begun but never completed)
>
> 2) - Ron Nowak admits the Red Wolf is NOT PURE, nor are they Natural (human construct)
>
> 3) - Solicitors Opinion states the 1973 ESA's "overriding purpose was to conserve and
protect the genetic heritage of endangered species".
>
> 4) - Affording protection in 1973 (ESA) to something that is;  1) NOT natural  (Ron
Nowak).  2) Product of Human Construct (WMI Mike Phillips).  3) Did NOT EXIST until
May 3, 1977 (2013 SSP Stud Book) is factually not possible.
>
> Facts - This runs afoul with the USFWS Solicitors Stated Opinion on;  1) Hybrid Policy. 2)
Overriding Purpose and 3) In the most simplistic terms, you can not protect something in 1973
that did not exist until 1977.
>
> Absent in the solicitors opinion are words such as; Genetic Rescue, Intergrade, Human
Construct and Invent, I note.
>
> Summary - You now have 3 factual pathways to delist the Red Wolf -
>
> 1) No ESA Coverage is afforded under the 1973 ESA as it did not exist until May 3, 1977.
>
> 2) It's primary historical defender of it being its own species is now on record among his
peers given the 1999 PHVA Minutes stating its not natural and not pure (hybrid).
>
> 3) The "Genetically Historic" Red Wolf was NEVER native to North Carolina given the
1972 FWS Historic Range Map (previously sent)
>
>
>
> <FullSizeRender.jpg>
>
>
>
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>
>
>
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Amy Brisendine
Cc: Leopoldo Miranda
Subject: Fwd: BP & IM
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 12:46:03 PM
Attachments: BP Red wolf proposed 10(j) rule FR 3340.2018 05 30.clean.docx

BP Red wolf proposed 10(j) rule FR 3340.2018 05 30.marked up.docx
IM_red wolf 10(j) FR 3340.2018 05 30.clean.docx
IM_red wolf 10(j) FR 3340.2018 05 30. marked up.docx

Thanks Amy.  Here's updated versions of the IM and Briefing paper.  I have both marked up
and clean copies of each for your quick review.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, May 30, 2018 at 2:02 PM
Subject: BP & IM
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>

Hi Aaron,

Per our conversation, these are the latest versions that are in DTS. 

-Amy 

Amy Brisendine, Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
International Affairs, Division of Management Authority
Branch of Permits, MS: IA
5275 Leesburg Pike, 2nd floor
Falls Church, Virginia  22041
703-358-2104 main / 703-358-2005 direct
https://www.fws.gov/international/permits
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Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Documents



I.     Title of Document:  Proposed Replacement of the Regulations for the Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves in Northeastern North Carolina

II.    RIN: 1018-BB98

III.   Docket No. or Notice tracking number:  FWS–R4–ES–2018–0035

IV.   DCN:   FR00003340

V.    Popular Short Name, if applicable:  Red wolf proposed 10(j) rule 

VI.   Summary:  The Service is proposing to replace the existing regulations (50 CFR 17.84(c)) governing the nonessential experimental population of red wolves in eastern North Carolina (NC NEP).  We intend to replace the current regulation with a new ESA section 10(j) rule.  We evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in compliance with NEPA.  The proposed regulations reduce the geographic scope from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range (NC NEP management area).  Under the proposed rule, all red wolves in eastern North Carolina would be part of the NC NEP; however, take prohibitions would be limited to the Federal NC NEP management area.  As a result, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands.  

We propose this action to ensure our regulations are based on the most recent science and lessons learned related to the management of red wolves.  If adopted as proposed, this action would further conservation of red wolf recovery overall by allowing for the reallocation of resources to enhance support for the captive population, serve as a propagation population for future new reintroduction efforts that is influenced by natural selection and acclimated to the wild, and provide a population for continued scientific research on wild red wolf behavior and population management.  Additionally, this action would also promote the viability of the NC NEP by authorizing proven management techniques such as the release of animals from the captive population into the NC NEP which is vital to maintaining the genetic health of the population.  

VII.  Is it controversial?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

a. What is controversial?

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  



b. Who will care?

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), North Carolina Farm Bureau, most private landowners with wolves using their property, national and local environmental groups that support red wolves.



c. How strongly will they care?

We anticipate strong opposition from NCWRC as they have officially requested the termination of th NC NEP. National and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery will support the continuation of a NEP in North Carolina, but will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  These groups may also perceive the reduction of the NC NEP geography as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery even though that is not the intent.

VIII. Communications

a. Have you alerted your Bureau’s/Office’s Washington Office External Affairs/Communications staff? 

☒ Yes 

If yes, please note whom you contacted and how (e.g., email, voicemail):  Gavin Shire, Laury Parramore, Marty Kodis and Matt Huggler.



b. Does this document require coordination with DOI’s Communications staff? 

☒ Yes  

c. Will there be a news release with this Federal Register document?  

	☒  Yes, there will be a news release for national/regional/local interest.

	

If there will be a news release of any kind, please paste the headline and synopsis here:  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Proposes Management Changes to Aid Recovery of Red Wolves



For more than 30 years, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and its partners have been working to recover the red wolf.  Today, the Service is proposing changes to the management of the  nonessential, experimental population (NEP) in eastern North Carolina that will enhance the Services efforts to conserve the red wolf.

IX.     Is timing critical?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

If yes, what is the target date and, if applicable, the “no later than” (NLT) date for the document to clear the Department?

Target date:  6/22/2018

NLT date:  Click here to enter a date.	

What is driving the timing? 

Other

What happens if the deadline is missed? Explain here: 

We are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions.  If this proposed rule is not published by June 27, when our final summary judgment brief is due, the U.S. Government will 1) not have a strong argument in this litigation and will likely lose the case, and 2) have increased exposure to attorney's fees.

X.      Background:    

[bookmark: _GoBack]As part of our 2016 Memorandum Recommended Decisions in Response to Red Wolf Recovery Program Evaluation, the Service presented a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program.  The recommended path shifted the program’s focus and resources to supporting the captive population of red wolves that sustain the species, accessing the contribution of the NC NEP to conservation of the species and evaluating new sites for potential future reintroduction. Information indicated that as managed under the current rule the NC NEP could be extirpated in as few as eight years.  As a result, we recommended changing the goals and objectives of the current NC NEP  from establishing a self-sustaining population to functioning as a wild propagation population for other new NEPs.  We committed to publishing a proposed rule under section 10(j) that would replace the current regulation for the NEP in North Carolina.

XI.     Is there an information collection associated with this document?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, does it have a currently approved OMB Control Number?  ☐ Yes  ☐ No

		Approved OMB Control Number(s):  	

		Expiration Date:  Click drop down arrow to enter a date.

		If you have multiple expiration dates, add the additional dates here:

Does the document require a ☐ new OMB Control Number or ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

If a new number or renewal is required, what is the current status?  

XII.    If this is a regulatory action, has it been on an OMB quarterly regulatory report in its current stage?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

FY2017 3rd Quarterly Report

Did OIRA provide comments or change the significance?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, summarize OMB’s comments, DOI’s response, and resolution:



XIII.   Approval is requested to send this Federal Register document to:

  ☒ The Office of the Federal Register for publication.

  ☐ OIRA for review.

XIV.   Primary contact:

	Name:	 Gary Frazer, Assistant Director -- Ecological Services 

	Phone:  202-208-4646

	Email:  gary_frazer@fws.gov
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Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Documents



I.     Title of Document:  Proposed Replacement of the Regulations for the Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves in Northeastern North Carolina

II.    RIN: 1018-BB98

III.   Docket No. or Notice tracking number:  FWS–R4–ES–2018–0035

IV.   DCN:   FR00003340

V.    Popular Short Name, if applicable:  Red wolf proposed 10(j) rule 

VI.   Summary:  The Service is proposing to replace the existing regulations (50 CFR 17.84(c)) governing the nonessential experimental population of red wolves in eastern North Carolina (NC NEP).  We intend to replace the current regulation with a new ESA section 10(j) rule.  We evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in compliance with NEPA.  The proposed regulations reduce the geographic scope from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range (NC NEP management area).  Under the proposed rule, all red wolves in eastern North Carolina would be part of the NC NEP; however, take prohibitions would be limited to the Federal NC NEP management area.  As a result, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands.  This revised 10(j) will provide the opportunity for state, private landowner, and non-governmental organizations to develop and implement red wolf conservation measures on private lands.  The Service can assist in these efforts as requested by these key partners.

We propose this action to ensure our regulations are based on the most recent science and lessons learned related to the management of red wolves.  If adopted as proposed, this action would further conservation of red wolf recovery overall by allowing for the reallocation of resources enabling more resources to enhance support for the captive population, serve as a propagation population for future new reintroduction efforts that is influenced by natural selection and acclimated to the wild, and provide a population for continued scientific research on wild red wolf behavior and population management.  Additionally, this action would also promote the viability of the NC NEP by authorizing proven management techniques such as the release of animals from the captive population into the NC NEP which is vital to maintaining the genetic health of the population.  Lastly, it would establish a new paradigm for cooperation between the Service, state, and landowners by providing a cooperative non-regulatory framework for managing red wolves that leave the NC NEP management area.

VII.  Is it controversial?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

a. What is controversial?

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  



b. Who will care?

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), North Carolina Farm Bureau, most private landowners with wolves using their property, national and local environmental groups that support red wolves.



c. How strongly will they care?

We anticipate strong opposition from NCWRC as they have officially requested the termination of this NC NEP. National and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery will support the continuation of a NEP in North Carolina, but will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  These groups may also perceive the reduction of the NC NEP geography as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery even though that is not the intent.

VIII. Communications

a. Have you alerted your Bureau’s/Office’s Washington Office External Affairs/Communications staff? 

☒ Yes 

If yes, please note whom you contacted and how (e.g., email, voicemail):  Gavin Shire, Laury Parramore, Marty Kodis and Matt Huggler.



b. Does this document require coordination with DOI’s Communications staff? 

☒ Yes  

c. Will there be a news release with this Federal Register document?  

	☒  Yes, there will be a news release for national/regional/local interest.

	

If there will be a news release of any kind, please paste the headline and synopsis here:  

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Proposes Management Changes to Aid Recovery of Red Wolves



For more than 30 years, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and its partners have been working to recover the red wolf.  Today, the Service is proposing changes to the management of the  nonessential, experimental population (NEP) in eastern North Carolina that will enhance the Services efforts to conserve the red wolf.

IX.     Is timing critical?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

If yes, what is the target date and, if applicable, the “no later than” (NLT) date for the document to clear the Department?

Target date:  6/22/2018

NLT date:  Click here to enter a date.	

What is driving the timing? 

Other

What happens if the deadline is missed? Explain here: 

We are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions.  If this proposed rule is not published by June 27, when our final summary judgment brief is due, the U.S. Government will 1) not have a strong argument in this litigation and will likely lose the case, and 2) have increased exposure to attorney's fees.

X.      Background:    

[bookmark: _GoBack]As part of our 2016 Memorandum Recommended Decisions in Response to Red Wolf Recovery Program Evaluation, the Service presented a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program.  The recommended path shifted the program’s focus and resources to supporting the captive population of red wolves that sustain the species, accessing the contribution of the NC NEP to conservation of the species and evaluating new sites for potential future reintroduction. Information indicated that as managed under the current rule the NC NEP could be extirpated in as few as eight years.  As a result, we recommended changing the goals and objectives of the current NC NEP in North Carolina from establishing a self-sustaining population to functioning as a wild propagation population for other new NEPs.  We committed to publishing a proposed rule under section 10(j) that would replace the current regulation for the NEP in North Carolina.

XI.     Is there an information collection associated with this document?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, does it have a currently approved OMB Control Number?  ☐ Yes  ☐ No

		Approved OMB Control Number(s):  	

		Expiration Date:  Click drop down arrow to enter a date.

		If you have multiple expiration dates, add the additional dates here:

Does the document require a ☐ new OMB Control Number or ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

If a new number or renewal is required, what is the current status?  

XII.    If this is a regulatory action, has it been on an OMB quarterly regulatory report in its current stage?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

FY2017 3rd Quarterly Report

Did OIRA provide comments or change the significance?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, summarize OMB’s comments, DOI’s response, and resolution:



XIII.   Approval is requested to send this Federal Register document to:

  ☒ The Office of the Federal Register for publication.

  ☐ OIRA for review.

XIV.   Primary contact:

	Name:	 Gary Frazer, Assistant Director -- Ecological Services 

	Phone:  202-208-4646

	Email:  gary_frazer@fws.gov
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Information Memorandum for the Director

Date:		May 30, 2018

DTS DCN #:	FR00003340

From:		Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Services

Telephone #:	202-208-4646

Subject:	Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population in North Carolina



I. 	Introduction

The Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region, is proposing to replace the existing regulations (50 CFR 17.84(c)) governing the nonessential experimental population of red wolves in North Carolina (NC NEP). We intend to replace the current regulations in accordance with Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 10(j). The Service evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives, and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The Service anticipates a finding of no significant impacts.



We propose this action to ensure our regulations are based on the most recent science and lessons learned related to the management of red wolves. If adopted as proposed, this action would allow for more resources to support the captive population component of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, serve the future needs of new reintroduction efforts, retain some of the influences of natural selection, serve as a propagation population for future new reintroduction efforts, and provide a population for continued scientific research on wild red wolf behavior and population management. 



II.	Background

In September 2016, the Service released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The Service identified several actions, including publishing a proposed 10(j) rule, which was needed to place the program and the new path forward on a solid, scientific foundation. Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Because individuals in the experimental population are treated as a threatened species, the Service may issue regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species; we have flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this nonessential experimental designation provides needed flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.

The proposed regulations reduce the geographic scope of the current NC NEP geographic area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Dare County Bombing Range (NC NEP management area; see map below). The primary role of this population would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions.  

A small group (one or two packs) likely consisting of fewer than 15 animals would be maintained in the new NC NEP management area. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be actively managed under the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan (RWAMWP).  Specifically, up to five red wolves per year could be released into the NC NEP from the captive population. 

Take provisions within the NC NEP management area would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life and protection of property.  It is anticipated that red wolves leave the NC NEP management area on a fairly regular basis. Although these red wolves would be considered part of the NEP, the proposed regulations would not extend any take prohibitions to these animals on private lands and non-federal public lands.  As a result, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. The proposed regulations would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service.  

III.	Positions of Interested Parties

[bookmark: _GoBack]FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NC NEP, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  

IV.	Potential Issues/Conflicts

Presence of a wolf can be controversial as any predator on the landscape, and the controversy regarding red wolves has increased in recent years.  In particular, there are landowners, agencies, and organizations that oppose having red wolves in North Carolina due to perceived and/or actual impacts to wild game populations, domestic livestock, and pets, as well as the perceived and/or actual infliction of restrictions to private property rights.  Conflicts between the Service and landowners and the State have led to mistrust and strained partnerships.  Some have questioned the legitimacy of the red wolf as a species and, therefore, the recovery program. Continuation of the NEP will be opposed by many landowners in the affected community. Conversely, national and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geographic area as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery. Litigation is likely.

V.	Communications and Outreach

Outreach Lead:	Jeff Fleming, 404-679-7287

Affected States:	North Carolina.

Media POC:		Phil Kloer at 404-679-7299.

Congressional:	A combination of personal calls to Members, e-mail, and conference call for staff.

State Contacts:	Telephone calls and e-mail.

Other Outreach:	Messaging will be pushed out on digital platforms at appropriate time, news release and media conference call targeting to North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia, media, and considering an op-ed for the Raleigh News & Observer.

VI.	Map
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Information Memorandum for the Director

Date:		May 30, 2018

DTS DCN #:	FR00003340

From:		Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Services

Telephone #:	202-208-4646

Subject:	Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population in North Carolina



I. 	Introduction

The Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region, is proposing to replace the existing regulations (50 CFR 17.84(c)) governing the nonessential experimental population of red wolves in North Carolina (NC NEP). We intend to replace the current regulations in accordance with Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 10(j). The Service evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives, and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The Service anticipates a finding of no significant impacts.



We propose this action to ensure our regulations are based on the most recent science and lessons learned related to the management of red wolves. If adopted as proposed, this action would allow for more resources to support the captive population component of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, serve the future needs of new reintroduction efforts, retain some of the influences of natural selection, serve as a propagation population for future new reintroduction efforts, and provide a population for continued scientific research on wild red wolf behavior and population management. 



II.	Background

In September 2016, the Service released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The Service identified several actions, including publishing a proposed 10(j) rule, which was needed to place the program and the new path forward on a solid, scientific foundation. Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Because individuals in the experimental population are treated as a threatened species, the Service may issue regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species; we have flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this nonessential experimental designation provides needed flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.

The proposed regulations reduce the geographic scope of the current NC NEP geographic area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Dare County Bombing Range (NC NEP management area; see map below). The primary role of this population would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions.  This revised 10(j) will provide the opportunity for state, private landowner, and non-governmental organizations to develop and implement red wolf conservation measures on private lands.  The Service can assist in these efforts as requested by these key partners but will not have the lead role.

A small group (one or two packs) likely consisting of fewer than 15 animals would be maintained in the new NC NEP management area. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be actively managed under the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan (RWAMWP).  Specifically, up to five red wolves per year could be released into the NC NEP from the captive population. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Take provisions within the NC NEP management area would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life and protection of property.  It is anticipated that red wolves leave the NC NEP management area on a fairly regular basis. Although these red wolves would be considered part of the NEP, the proposed regulations would not extend any take prohibitions to these animals on private lands and non-federal public lands.  As a result, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. The proposed regulations would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service.  However, dispersing red wolves could be managed outside the revised NEP management area on private lands as well, but would be managed by the landowner and any partner they which to engage such as the state or non-governmental organizations. The Service’s role would be to provide any technical assistant if requested by these partners.

III.	Positions of Interested Parties

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NC NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  

IV.	Potential Issues/Conflicts

Presence of a wolf can be controversial as any predator on the landscape, and the controversy regarding red wolves has increased in recent years.  In particular, there are landowners, agencies, and organizations that oppose having red wolves in North Carolina due to perceived and/or actual impacts to wild game populations, domestic livestock, and pets, as well as the perceived and/or actual infliction of restrictions to private property rights.  Conflicts between the Service and landowners and the State have led to mistrust and strained partnerships.  Some have questioned the legitimacy of the red wolf as a species and, therefore, the recovery program. Continuation of the NEP will be opposed by many landowners in the affected community. Conversely, national and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geographic area as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery. Litigation is likely.

V.	Communications and Outreach

Outreach Lead:	Jeff Fleming, 404-679-7287

Affected States:	North Carolina.

Media POC:		Phil Kloer at 404-679-7299.

Congressional:	A combination of personal calls to Members, e-mail, and conference call for staff.

State Contacts:	Telephone calls and e-mail.

Other Outreach:	Messaging will be pushed out on digital platforms at appropriate time, news release and media conference call targeting to North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia, media, and considering an op-ed for the Raleigh News & Observer.

VI.	Map
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Karen Myers
Cc: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Fwd: Extending a comment period
Date: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 6:22:12 AM

Karen,

I have Leo's blessing to move forward.  As soon as I get a good go-by, we'll turn it around for
you.

Thanks again & as with all things red-wolf, sorry for the quick turnaround,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:51 AM
Subject: Re: Extending a comment period
To: "Myers, Karen" <karen_myers@fws.gov>
Cc: "Valenta, Aaron" <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, "Elbert, Daniel" <daniel_elbert@fws.gov>

Hi,

Since the comment period closes Monday, we will need to reopen rather than extend - I talked
to PPM and they could expedite a notice, but we are already past the point where it could
publish by Monday...  

Karen, can you find an example of a notice for reopening the comment period.  

Aaron, if you want to reopen, let's get it on the Departmental briefing for next week, which
means we need it cleared by PPM Thursday so a copy needs to get to PPM and us ASAP.

Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Chief, Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services, MS: ES
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:karen_myers@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:karen_myers@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:daniel_elbert@fws.gov
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike%C2%A0+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike%C2%A0+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g


703-358-2307

On Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:36 AM, Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Sounds good, Aaron. Thanks for the heads-up.

_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353

}-<:))))%>

On Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:13 AM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Dan,

Thanks much!  This is exactly what I need.

Karen,  While we haven't made a final decision yet, my understanding is that it's going to
need to be approved quite quickly.  I believe Greg S. is in the loop and one of the folks
weighing next steps.  As soon as I get the final okay we'll get something to you ASAP.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 3:54 PM, Elbert, Daniel <daniel_elbert@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

It sounds like you would like to extend the comment period in order to provide
sufficient time for the public to comment, I understand the reason correctly.  If that is
the case, attached is a 7-page FRN that should help you craft a notice specific to the red
wolf 10(j).

Lisa can confirm, but I believe the notice would follow the standard surname process
(Director signature), and Karen Myers (CC'd) should be able to assist with that.  
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Best,
Dan

___________________
Daniel Elbert, Biologist
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planing, and Communication
Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2150

On Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 2:45 PM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Dan,

We have been asked to extend the comment period on the proposed 10(j) rule for the
red wolf.  While no formal decision has been reached on this request, I wanted to
ensure that we have the right information.  

Can you send me a good example of a recent extension?  Also, who needs to sign it,
the RD or D?  I assume it would need to be processed like all FR rules with SOL, RO,
and HQ reviews and approval?

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and
may be disclosed to third parties.  
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Hybrid Cookies & Crickets...
Date: Friday, January 8, 2016 10:33:23 AM

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Benjamin, Pete <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Jan 8, 2016 at 9:57 AM
Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Hybrid Cookies & Crickets...
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, Stefanie Blihovde <stefanie_blihovde@fws.gov>

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Benjamin, Pete <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Dec 28, 2015 at 8:57 AM
Subject: Re: Fwd: Hybrid Cookies & Crickets...
To: Cynthia Dohner <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>
Cc: Acquanetta Reese <acquanetta_reese@fws.gov>, Arnold Jack <Jack_Arnold@fws.gov>, Miranda Leo
<leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov>, silmarie_padron@fws.gov, Oetker Mike <michael_oetker@fws.gov>, Eversen
Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, Maloof Laura <Laura_Maloof@fws.gov>, Farmer Kristi
<kristi_farmer@fws.gov>

There were two emails sent by Mr. Griffin to Dan and you on that date.  They were forwarded to me as an FYI on
September 14.  They were not perceived as a delisting petition.  I'll forward them to you under separate cover.

On Dec 28, 2015 8:31 AM, "Cynthia Dohner" <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:
Hey, has anyone seen an official delisting petition - see below and thanks 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Scott Griffin <sgriffin@atlanticclaims.com>
Date: December 26, 2015 at 10:52:51 PM EST
To: Dan Ashe <d_m_ashe@fws.gov>
Subject: Hybrid Cookies & Crickets... 
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D - Good evening, I look fwd to hearing back from you regarding the Formal Red Wolf Delisting
Petition that was personally sent to your attention dated September 11, 2015??

As you are aware USFWS is compelled to respond within 90 days of petition receipt, thus I remain
puzzled why I only hear "Crickets"... 

I do however, really admire your honesty and understanding of the Red Wolf - 10-J Experimental /
Non-Essential rule as stated below given "Your Own Words"...  I'm remain a bit mystified as to
what the hold up is shutting this illegal invention down? 
 

"Agency director Ashe argued at the hearing in Washington, D.C., last September that there
is "no one set formula for how to recover a species." The law requires only that species be safe
from extinction, he said, not restored throughout its historic range, before it can be taken off
the endangered species list."

http://m.onearth.org/articles/2014/02/flawed-science-behind-efforts-to-delist-gray-wolves

A “nonessential” designation for a 10(j) experimental population means that, on the basis of the best
available information, the experimental population is not essential for the continued existence of the
species. Regulatory restrictions are considerably reduced under a Nonessential Experimental
Population (NEP) designation.

https://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/SpeciesDocs/SonoranPronghorn/ES10jFactSheet.pdf

Plz, let me know what you want us to do with your invented wolves that were illegally released on
private land??

Also, I'm eager to hear your thoughts after reading your Christmas Card and if Santa liked the
Hybrid Red Wolf Cookies.  Hopefully you didn't mix-in too much "Coyote" genome causing Santa
to "Dispatch" (Gas-Um-Out)

http://m.onearth.org/articles/2014/02/flawed-science-behind-efforts-to-delist-gray-wolves
https://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/arizona/Documents/SpeciesDocs/SonoranPronghorn/ES10jFactSheet.pdf


From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Fwd: Good afternoon
Date: Thursday, May 5, 2016 6:10:47 AM

Lisa,

I'm unclear on this response too.  My understanding is that we are working on the
administrative record for red wolf litigation and will need to incorporate Kelly's records into
the formal record.  As I understand it, Kelly will not need to do any methodical review of her
records but will just need to move all her red wolf related records either to the S:drive or put
them on a flash drive.  Her records would include all e:mails, draft documents, meeting notes,
etc.  Someone with the red wolf program will then go through all her e:mails and documents
and determine what will be included in the formal administrative record.

We do need to have these records with the red wolf program ASAP.  We need to have these
records available to the red wolf team by mid-week at the latest.  Lets shoot for COB May
11th.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, May 4, 2016 at 1:49 PM
Subject: Fwd: Good afternoon
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>

FYI.  

I'm not sure what the other FOIA is?  Maybe the LABB one or a different red wolf?

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089

Begin forwarded message:
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From: "Bibb, Kelly" <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: May 4, 2016 at 12:49:23 PM EDT
To: Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Subject: Good afternoon

Hope you're feeling better with afternoon sun.

Lisa, I have found and read the new CBD FOIA.  It starts in 2009 and is about the
rulemaking drafts we were working on. The program has already sent a partial 1st
response so we are not overdue or unresponsive.

The other FOIA I am named in - The program sent my material and has been
sending partial responses to the requestor (DOW as I remember) so we are not
overdue or unresponsive.

I told the program I would begin again working on both - but nothing is due this
Fri according to the leads on these FOIAs.

The other thing brewing it appears is the admin record due early June. I told the
program I'd start considering this as well.

Let me know what you think; but best I can tell is your program is responsive and
on time.

mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Amy Brisendine
Cc: Morgan, Don; Weller, Emily
Subject: Fwd: OIG response
Date: Friday, March 31, 2017 10:54:33 AM
Attachments: 20170317_Response to OIG_Griffin_red wolf_clean.docx

Hi Amy,

Here's the draft letter in Leo's inbox on the OIG complaint.  I'll let you know as soon as he and
Cindy D. have signed off on it.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Mar 31, 2017 at 12:11 PM
Subject: OIG response
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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Attachment
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To:	Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Attention:  Katherine Garrity, Deputy Division Chief

Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs



Copy to:	Keith Toomey, Special Agent in Charge



(Referral - For Bureau Action as Deemed Appropriate No Response Required) 



SUBJECT:  Response to DOI-OIG Case File No. Ol-HQ-17-0205-R:  Unlawful Protection Based on FWS Flawed Interpretation of Endangered Species Act (Red Wolf)  





The Office of Inspector General received a complaint from Wilmington, North Carolina resident Scott Griffin claiming that the red wolf should no longer be protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service).  According to Griffin, a news article, entitled "How Do You Save a Wolf That's Not Really a Wolf," demonstrates that the red wolf is a hybrid animal undeserving of ESA protection. Additionally, Griffin calls for all prior Federal convictions, relating to the killing of red wolfs, be overturned.



OIG determined that this complaint should be addressed by the Service and that no response is required. 



After reviewing the information, we have determined the following:  the red wolf is one of the world’s most endangered wolf species.  Once common throughout the eastern and southcentral United States, red wolf populations were decimated by the early part of the 20th Century as a result of intensive predator control programs and the degradation and alteration of the species’ habitat.  When the red wolf was designated as endangered in 1967, the Service initiated efforts to conserve and recover the species. These efforts included establishing a successful captive breeding program and reintroducing the red wolf in the wild in eastern North Carolina as a non-essential, experimental population pursuant to a 10(j) rule under the ESA.



The ESA protects the red wolf from take—a term broadly meaning harm, including killing, injuring and harassing a listed species.  However, the 10(j) rule  for the non-essential, experimental wild population of red wolves allows for incidental take of animals in certain circumstances.  The killing of the red wolf by Mr. Mann was neither an incidental take nor authorized under the 1986 10(j) rule.  After becoming aware of an apparent unauthorized killing of a red wolf by Mr. Mann, the Service conducted an investigation and referred its findings to the Department of Justice.  On August 20, 1991, a settlement in this case was reached, resulting in Mr. Mann pleading guilty to killing a red wolf and paying a fine.  We defer to the Department of Justice on any questions related to the prosecution of Mr. Mann, or others, prosecuted for unauthorized killing of red wolves.



Now, and at the time of the killing of the red wolf by Mr. Mann, the Service recognizes the red wolf as a distinct species and has listed it as such.  However, we acknowledge that there is disagreement within the scientific community regarding the taxonomy and genetic ancestry of the red wolf.  As part of its program review that concluded last fall, the Service worked with the U.S. Geological Survey and the North Carolina State University to delve further into this issue.  In May 2016, these two organizations gathered many of the country’s leading canid geneticists, as well as taxonomists and legal scholars, to discuss the taxonomic classification of the red wolf.  



Although the experts could not agree on the historic genetic lineage of the red wolf, the group concluded that the red wolf is a listable entity—a species, subspecies, or distinct population 

segment—under the ESA (see enclosed summary).  Two months after this meeting, a study by von Holdt et al. was published and concluded that all North American canids are either coyotes, gray wolves, or hybrids thereof.  It is this study that the news article “How Do You Save a Wolf That’s Not Really a Wolf” is based.  Although this is the latest scientific literature debating the taxonomic status of the red wolf, it does not definitively settle the disagreement; rather it contributes additional information to be considered.  



The scientific community has been debating classification of the genus Canis in North America for over 30 years, and we expect the scientific debate on the taxonomy of the red wolf to continue.  Therefore, the Service will address this matter in its species status assessment (SSA) of the red wolf.  The SSA is the foundational biological document that will inform a five-year status review for the red wolf, which is expected by October 2017.  As part of the assessment, we will consider all past and current studies related to genetics and historical origin of the red wolf.  Based on this scientific information, the Service will make a determination on the red wolf’s  taxonomic classification.  Until that time, the red wolf remains a listed species under the ESA and is protected from unauthorized take. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact Jeff Newman Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery at 703-358-2171.





cc:	Charisa Morris, Chief of Staff, Fish and Wildlife Service



Roslyn Sellars, Executive Assistant to the Office of the Director, Fish and Wildlife Service
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Morgan, Don
Cc: Weller, Emily
Subject: Fwd: Per our discussion about the scoping notice
Date: Monday, January 30, 2017 6:39:11 PM
Attachments: 20170126_NOI_EIS_AES edits.docx

20170130_NOI_EIS_AES edits_clean.docx

Hi Don,

Let Emily or me know if we can do anything.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Jan 30, 2017 at 5:58 PM
Subject: Re: Per our discussion about the scoping notice
To: "Miranda, Leopoldo" <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
Cc: Cynthia Dohner <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>, Mike Oetker <michael_oetker@fws.gov>,
Kristi Farmer <kristi_farmer@fws.gov>, Michelle Eversen <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>,
Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, Gina Shultz <Gina_Shultz@fws.gov>, Jeff
Newman <jeff_newman@fws.gov>, Don Morgan <Don_Morgan@fws.gov>, Lois Wellman
<lois_wellman@fws.gov>

Thanks, Leo.

Don -- Would you insert this revised notice into the surname package, add the new bp required
for ExecSec clearance (i.e., keep the current one and just add the new one to the package.  List
me as the contact.), and send back to my office.  

Lois -- Pls hold this one until I get back.  

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646

On Mon, Jan 30, 2017 at 12:54 PM, Miranda, Leopoldo <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov> wrote:
Gary,
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Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.

ACTION: Advance notice of proposed rulemaking; notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), will prepare a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. We are also announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.

DATES: Comment submission: Public scoping will begin with the publication of this document in the Federal Register and will continue through [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]. We will consider all comments on the scope of the EIS analysis that are received or postmarked by that date. Comments received or postmarked after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.

Public meetings: We will conduct two public scoping meetings during the scoping period. The scoping meetings will provide the public with an opportunity to ask questions, discuss issues with Service staff regarding the EIS, and provide written comments. The meetings will be held on the following dates:

· February 21, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Swan Quarter, NC; and

· February 23, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Manteo, NC. 

ADDRESSES: Comment submission: You may submit written comments by one of the following methods:

(1) Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  Search for FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, which is the docket number for this action.  You may submit a comment by clicking on “Comment Now!”

(2) By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to: Public Comments Processing, Attn: FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041–3803.

We request that you send comments only by the methods described above.  We will post all comments on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see Information Requested below in SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION).  To increase our efficiency in downloading comments, groups providing mass submissions should submit their comments in an Excel file.

Public meetings: We will hold two public scoping meetings on the dates specified above in DATES at the following locations:

· Mattamuskeet High School; 20392 US–264, Swan Quarter, NC 27885. The meeting will be held in the cafeteria.

· Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge; 100 Conservation Way, Manteo, NC 27954. The meeting will be held in the auditorium.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Pete Benjamin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office, 551F Pylon Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606, or by telephone 919–856–4520, extension 11. If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), please call the Federal Relay Service at 800–877–8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

	The red wolf was originally listed as a species threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (32 FR 4001; March 11, 1967). This species is currently listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The demise of the red wolf was directly related to human activities, such as drainage of vast wetland areas for agricultural purposes; construction of dam projects that inundated prime habitat; and predator control efforts at the private, State, and Federal levels. 

Historically, the red wolf range included Texas and Louisiana to the Ohio River Valley and up the Atlantic Coast into northern Pennsylvania or southern New York, and perhaps further north (Wildlife Management Institute 2014; for reference, see docket number FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006 in www.regulations.gov). However, by the mid-1970s, the only remaining population occurred in southeastern Texas and southwestern Louisiana (Wildlife Management Institute 2014).

	In 1975, it became apparent that the only way to save the red wolf from extinction was to capture as many wild animals as possible and place them in a secured captive-breeding program. This decision was based on the critically low numbers of animals left in the wild, poor physical condition of those animals due to disease and internal and external parasites, the threat posed by an expanding coyote (Canis latrans) population, and consequent inbreeding problems. The Service removed the remaining red wolves from the wild and used them to establish a breeding program with the objective of restoring the species to a portion of its former range. Forty adult red wolves were captured from the wild and provided to the established Red Wolf Captive Breeding Program with the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium in Tacoma, Washington. By 1986, the captive-breeding program held 80 red wolves in 7 facilities and public and private zoos across the United States.

	With the red wolf having been extirpated from its entire historic range, the Service took action to reestablish a wild population.  In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves into Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (Alligator River), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790, November 19, 1986). Alligator River was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species. The red wolf population in Dare County (Alligator River) and adjacent Tyrrell, Hyde, and Washington Counties were determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the Act (a “10(j) rule”). In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325, November 4, 1991). From 1987 through 1992, recovery officials released 42 red wolves to establish this NEP. In 1993, the experimental population was expanded with reintroductions at Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina. The 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940, April 13, 1995). Today, the only population of red wolves in the wild is the NEP established around Alligator River in North Carolina. All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country.

The NEP has been closely monitored and managed since the first introductions in 1986. Management of this population includes fitting animals with radio collars and vaccinating prior to release against diseases prevalent in canids. Some management actions involve take, as defined under section 3 of the Act, of red wolves including recapture of wolves to:  replace transmitter or capture collars; provide routine veterinary care; return to the refuge animals that move off Federal lands; or return to captivity animals that are a threat to human safety or property or severely injured or diseased. In the early 1990s, expansion of coyotes into the area of the NEP resulted in interbreeding and coyote gene introgression into the wolf population. To reduce hybridization, an adaptive management plan was developed that used sterilized coyotes as territorial “placeholders.” Placeholders do not interbreed with red wolves and exclude other coyotes from their territories. The placeholder coyotes were eventually replaced by red wolves via natural displacement or management actions (i.e., removal).

Proposed Action and Possible Alternatives

	In 2013, acknowledging growing concerns from private landowners regarding management of the NEP, the Service and North Carolina Resources Commission entered into a broad canid management agreement, recognizing steps were needed to improve management of the population. Subsequently, the Service contracted an independent evaluation of the NEP project in 2014 and of the entire red wolf recovery program in 2015. From these evaluations, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders as a population viability analysis (PVA) indicates that continuing under current management would likely lead to the extirpation of the NEP in as few as 8 years.

As a result of the findings from the evaluations, the Service is considering a potential revision of the 1995 NEP final rule. Risks of continued hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline are high and have led to poor prospects for the NEP. Further, the most recent PVA indicates that the viability of the captive population is below and declining from the original recovery plan diversity threshold of 90 percent and could be enhanced by breeding captive wolves with wolves from the NEP project area. Therefore, the Service has recommended thatis considering whether the NEP should be managed with the captive population as one meta-population, whereby individuals could be moved not only from captivity into the wild but also from the wild into captivity. Incorporating the NEP into a meta-population with the captive population will increase the size of the population and introduce the natural selection occurring in the NEP back into the captive population. Therefore, the Service is proposing to change the goals and objectives of the current NEP project from solely that of establishing a self-sustaining wild population to a goal of also directly supporting viability of the captive wolves of the red wolf breeding program (proposed action). Maintaining a smaller, more manageable non-captive population will remain important in fostering the species in the wild. Maintaining a smaller wild population fully integrated with the captive wolves also will: (1) allow for animals removed from the wild to support the necessary expansion of current and future wild reintroduced populations and to improve the genetic health of the captive-breeding program; (2) preserve red wolf natural instincts and behavior in the captive population gene pool; (3) serve as a small stock source for future reintroduction efforts across the species’ historical range; and (43) provide a population for continued research on wild behavior and management.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed revision would change recognize the size, scope, and management of the NEP to will be focused on maintaining a wild population on Federal lands within Dare County, North Carolina and on protecting the species by increasing the number and genetic diversity of wolves in captivity. To reestablish management control over the NEP, the size will be reduced and restricted to Federal lands within Dare County, North Carolina. These revisions will allow removal of isolated packs of animals from non-Federal lands to which the Service lacks access, if access is grantedat the landowners’ request, incorporation of these animals into the wild/captive- breeding metapopulationprogram, and better management of the remaining wild animals in accessible areas to minimize risks of hybridization.  Management of wolves occupying Federal lands in Dare County will include population monitoring, animal husbandry, and control of coyotes and hybrids, . and removal of animals from private lands at landowners’ requests in accordance with the 10(j) rule.

The proposal proposed revision would seek to authorize the movement of animals between the captive and wild populations in order to increase the number of wolves in the captive-breeding program and maintain genetic diversity for both captive and wild wolves. This means the captive wolves and the NEP will be managed as one single meta-population.

The EIS will consider consequences of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. We have identified several management alternatives for the NEP:

(1) Maintain the NEP project in its current state.  In other words, we would make no revisions to the current 10(j) rule. 

(2) Publish a rule eliminating the NEP project. Under this alternative, the red wolves found in the wild would retain their status as a federally listed “endangered” species under the Act.

(3) Revise the existing NEP. We may consider revisions to the current 10(j) rule that vary from the proposed action. 

Information Requested

Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP

	We seek comments or suggestions from the public, governmental agencies, Tribes, the scientific community, industry, or any other interested parties. To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. To ensure that any proposed rulemaking to revise the existing NEP effectively evaluates all potential issues and impacts, we are seeking comments and suggestions on the following for consideration in preparation of a proposed revision to the NEP final rule for the red wolf:

(a) Contribution of the NEP to recovery goals for the red wolf;

(b) Tools for population management;

(c) Management strategies to address hybridization with coyotes;

(d) Appropriate  provisions for “take” of red wolves; and

(e) Protocols for red wolves that leave the NEP area, including, but not limited to, requests for removal of animals from private lands.

The Service will act as the lead Federal agency responsible for completion of the EIS (40 CFR 1508.16). Therefore, we are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by revising the 10(j) rule for red wolves. You may wish to consider the following issues when providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

(c) Impacts on human health and safety;

(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations;

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.

To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. Please note that submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the proposed action and alternatives under consideration, without providing supporting information, will be noted but not considered by the Service in making a determination.  Please consider the following when preparing your comments:

· Be as succinct as possible.

· Be specific. Comments supported by logic, rationale, and citations are more useful than opinions.

· State suggestions and recommendations clearly with an expectation of what you would like the Service to do.

· If you propose an additional alternative for consideration, please provide supporting rationale and why you believe it to be a reasonable alternative that would meet the purpose and need for our proposed action.

· If you provide alternate interpretations of science, please support your analysis with 

appropriate citations.

The alternatives we develop will be analyzed in our draft EIS pursuant to NEPA.  We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS for public comment when it is completed.  We may hold public hearings and informational sessions so that interested and affected people may comment on the draft EIS and provide input into the final decision.

You may submit your comments and materials by one of the methods listed in ADDRESSES.  We request that you send comments only by the methods described in ADDRESSES.

If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If your submission is made via a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Comments and materials we receive, as well as supporting documentation we use in preparing the draft EIS, will be available for public inspection on http://www.regulations.gov, at Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, or by appointment, during normal business hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

Authors

	The primary authors of this document are the staff members of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authority

	The authority for this action is the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).





Dated:           _________________________________.





	_________________________________________

		

	Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks.
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RIN 1018–BB98

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.

ACTION: Advance notice of proposed rulemaking; notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), will prepare a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. We are also announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.

DATES: Comment submission: Public scoping will begin with the publication of this document in the Federal Register and will continue through [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]. We will consider all comments on the scope of the EIS analysis that are received or postmarked by that date. Comments received or postmarked after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.

Public meetings: We will conduct two public scoping meetings during the scoping period. The scoping meetings will provide the public with an opportunity to ask questions, discuss issues with Service staff regarding the EIS, and provide written comments. The meetings will be held on the following dates:

· February 21, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Swan Quarter, NC; and

· February 23, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Manteo, NC. 

ADDRESSES: Comment submission: You may submit written comments by one of the following methods:

(1) Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  Search for FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, which is the docket number for this action.  You may submit a comment by clicking on “Comment Now!”

(2) By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to: Public Comments Processing, Attn: FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041–3803.

We request that you send comments only by the methods described above.  We will post all comments on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see Information Requested below in SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION).  To increase our efficiency in downloading comments, groups providing mass submissions should submit their comments in an Excel file.

Public meetings: We will hold two public scoping meetings on the dates specified above in DATES at the following locations:

· Mattamuskeet High School; 20392 US–264, Swan Quarter, NC 27885. The meeting will be held in the cafeteria.

· Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge; 100 Conservation Way, Manteo, NC 27954. The meeting will be held in the auditorium.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Pete Benjamin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office, 551F Pylon Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606, or by telephone 919–856–4520, extension 11. If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), please call the Federal Relay Service at 800–877–8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

	The red wolf was originally listed as a species threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (32 FR 4001; March 11, 1967). This species is currently listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The demise of the red wolf was directly related to human activities, such as drainage of vast wetland areas for agricultural purposes; construction of dam projects that inundated prime habitat; and predator control efforts at the private, State, and Federal levels. 

Historically, the red wolf range included Texas and Louisiana to the Ohio River Valley and up the Atlantic Coast into northern Pennsylvania or southern New York, and perhaps further north (Wildlife Management Institute 2014; for reference, see docket number FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006 in www.regulations.gov). However, by the mid-1970s, the only remaining population occurred in southeastern Texas and southwestern Louisiana (Wildlife Management Institute 2014).

	In 1975, it became apparent that the only way to save the red wolf from extinction was to capture as many wild animals as possible and place them in a secured captive-breeding program. This decision was based on the critically low numbers of animals left in the wild, poor physical condition of those animals due to disease and internal and external parasites, the threat posed by an expanding coyote (Canis latrans) population, and consequent inbreeding problems. The Service removed the remaining red wolves from the wild and used them to establish a breeding program with the objective of restoring the species to a portion of its former range. Forty adult red wolves were captured from the wild and provided to the established Red Wolf Captive Breeding Program with the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium in Tacoma, Washington. By 1986, the captive-breeding program held 80 red wolves in 7 facilities and public and private zoos across the United States.

	With the red wolf having been extirpated from its entire historic range, the Service took action to reestablish a wild population.  In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves into Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (Alligator River), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790, November 19, 1986). Alligator River was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species. The red wolf population in Dare County (Alligator River) and adjacent Tyrrell, Hyde, and Washington Counties were determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the Act (a “10(j) rule”). In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325, November 4, 1991). From 1987 through 1992, recovery officials released 42 red wolves to establish this NEP. In 1993, the experimental population was expanded with reintroductions at Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina. The 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940, April 13, 1995). Today, the only population of red wolves in the wild is the NEP established around Alligator River in North Carolina. All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country.

The NEP has been closely monitored and managed since the first introductions in 1986. Management of this population includes fitting animals with radio collars and vaccinating prior to release against diseases prevalent in canids. Some management actions involve take, as defined under section 3 of the Act, of red wolves including recapture of wolves to:  replace transmitter or capture collars; provide routine veterinary care; return to the refuge animals that move off Federal lands; or return to captivity animals that are a threat to human safety or property or severely injured or diseased. In the early 1990s, expansion of coyotes into the area of the NEP resulted in interbreeding and coyote gene introgression into the wolf population. To reduce hybridization, an adaptive management plan was developed that used sterilized coyotes as territorial “placeholders.” Placeholders do not interbreed with red wolves and exclude other coyotes from their territories. The placeholder coyotes were eventually replaced by red wolves via natural displacement or management actions (i.e., removal).

Proposed Action and Possible Alternatives

	In 2013, acknowledging growing concerns from private landowners regarding management of the NEP, the Service and North Carolina Resources Commission entered into a broad canid management agreement, recognizing steps were needed to improve management of the population. Subsequently, the Service contracted an independent evaluation of the NEP project in 2014 and of the entire red wolf recovery program in 2015. From these evaluations, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders.

As a result of the findings from the evaluations, the Service is considering a potential revision of the 1995 NEP final rule. Risks of continued hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline are high and have led to poor prospects for the NEP. Further, the most recent PVA indicates that the viability of the captive population is below and declining from the original recovery plan diversity threshold of 90 percent and could be enhanced by breeding captive wolves with wolves from the NEP project area. Therefore, the Service is considering whether the NEP should be managed with the captive population as one meta-population, whereby individuals could be moved not only from captivity into the wild but also from the wild into captivity. Incorporating the NEP into a meta-population with the captive population will increase the size of the population and introduce the natural selection occurring in the NEP back into the captive population. Therefore, the Service is proposing to change the goal of the current NEP project from solely that of establishing a self-sustaining wild population to a goal of also supporting viability of the captive wolves of the red wolf breeding program (proposed action). Maintaining a wild population fully integrated with the captive wolves also will: (1) allow for animals removed from the wild to support the necessary expansion of current and future wild reintroduced populations and to improve the genetic health of the captive-breeding program; (2) preserve red wolf natural instincts and behavior in the captive population gene pool; and (3) provide a population for continued research on wild behavior and management.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed revision would recognize the size, scope, and management of the NEP will be focused on maintaining a wild population on Federal lands within Dare County, North Carolina and on protecting the species by increasing the number and genetic diversity of wolves in captivity. These revisions will allow removal of isolated packs of animals from non-Federal lands at the landowners’ request, incorporation of these animals into the wild/captive metapopulation, and better management of the remaining wild animals in accessible areas to minimize risks of hybridization.  Management of wolves occupying Federal lands in Dare County will include population monitoring, animal husbandry, and control of coyotes and hybrids. 

The proposed revision would authorize the movement of animals between the captive and wild populations in order to increase the number of wolves in the captive-breeding program and maintain genetic diversity for both captive and wild wolves. This means the captive wolves and the NEP will be managed as one single meta-population.

The EIS will consider consequences of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. We have identified several management alternatives for the NEP:

(1) Maintain the NEP project in its current state.  In other words, we would make no revisions to the current 10(j) rule. 

(2) Publish a rule eliminating the NEP project. Under this alternative, the red wolves found in the wild would retain their status as a federally listed “endangered” species under the Act.

(3) Revise the existing NEP. We may consider revisions to the current 10(j) rule that vary from the proposed action. 

Information Requested

Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP

	We seek comments or suggestions from the public, governmental agencies, Tribes, the scientific community, industry, or any other interested parties. To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. To ensure that any proposed rulemaking to revise the existing NEP effectively evaluates all potential issues and impacts, we are seeking comments and suggestions on the following for consideration in preparation of a proposed revision to the NEP final rule for the red wolf:

(a) Contribution of the NEP to recovery goals for the red wolf;

(b) Tools for population management;

(c) Management strategies to address hybridization with coyotes;

(d) Appropriate  provisions for “take” of red wolves; and

(e) Protocols for red wolves that leave the NEP area, including, but not limited to, requests for removal of animals from private lands.

The Service will act as the lead Federal agency responsible for completion of the EIS (40 CFR 1508.16). Therefore, we are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by revising the 10(j) rule for red wolves. You may wish to consider the following issues when providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

(c) Impacts on human health and safety;

(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations;

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.

To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. Please note that submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the proposed action and alternatives under consideration, without providing supporting information, will be noted but not considered by the Service in making a determination.  Please consider the following when preparing your comments:

· Be as succinct as possible.

· Be specific. Comments supported by logic, rationale, and citations are more useful than opinions.

· State suggestions and recommendations clearly with an expectation of what you would like the Service to do.

· If you propose an additional alternative for consideration, please provide supporting rationale and why you believe it to be a reasonable alternative that would meet the purpose and need for our proposed action.

· If you provide alternate interpretations of science, please support your analysis with 

appropriate citations.

The alternatives we develop will be analyzed in our draft EIS pursuant to NEPA.  We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS for public comment when it is completed.  We may hold public hearings and informational sessions so that interested and affected people may comment on the draft EIS and provide input into the final decision.

You may submit your comments and materials by one of the methods listed in ADDRESSES.  We request that you send comments only by the methods described in ADDRESSES.

If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If your submission is made via a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Comments and materials we receive, as well as supporting documentation we use in preparing the draft EIS, will be available for public inspection on http://www.regulations.gov, at Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, or by appointment, during normal business hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

Authors

	The primary authors of this document are the staff members of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authority

	The authority for this action is the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).





Dated:           _________________________________.





	_________________________________________

		

	Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks.
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Here is the new version of the NOI for Red Wolves. We have
incorporated your edits/comments. Let me know if you have any
questions.

Leo

Leopoldo "Leo" Miranda
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Assistant Regional Director, Ecological Services
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
1-404-679-7085 (phone)
1-404-679-7081 (fax)
Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

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

mailto:Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov


From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Fwd: Please review: RW PackTrack entry
Date: Thursday, September 20, 2018 1:20:16 PM
Attachments: 2018 09 20_summary_PackTrack entry.docx

Ooops.  with attachment...

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Leopoldo Miranda <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 2:49 PM
Subject: Re: Please review: RW PackTrack entry
To: Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>
Cc: Jack Arnold <jack_arnold@fws.gov>

Let’s check with Jack on what kind of info goes into the system. I don’t think we should have
a hard due date on this system in case the process is delayed. 

Leopoldo Miranda
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Assistant Regional Director - ES
Southeast US, Puerto Rico & 
US Virgin Islands

Sent from my iPhone

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

On Sep 20, 2018, at 2:05 PM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:

Leo,  

I was asked by HQ to put together an entry in PackTrack on our intention to

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:jack_arnold@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov

[bookmark: _GoBack]FWS will publish a final rule in November 2018 replacing the existing rule for the nonessential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. FWS anticipates opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) and the North Carolina Farm bureau, as they have officially requested the termination of this NEP.  Nearby landowner are both in favor of the previous rule, this replacement rule, and elimination if the NEP in its entireity.  The Governor’s office has expressed support for maintaining the existing NEP.  Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the Act. Interested stakeholders include Defenders of Wildlife, the Red Wolf Coalition, Red Wolf Species Survival Plan cooperators, and other non-governmental organizations that support red wolf conservation. Outreach will include a news release, social media, emails and phone calls to congressional offices and stakeholders. We are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions. With publication of this final rule, the U.S. Government will 1) have a strong argument in this litigation, and 2) have decreased exposure to attorney's fees.  

HQ POC: Karen Myers, 703/358-2353

RO POC:  Aaron Valenta, 404/679-4144

Reg. SOL:  Vicki Mott, 404/331- 4447, 233








finalize the RW rule in late November.  This updated draft builds off the existing
entry which was in PackTrack for the proposed rule.

My understanding is that PackTrack is an ECOS module used by the department
to track upcoming rules.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act
and may be disclosed to third parties.  

<2018 09 20_summary_PackTrack entry.docx>



From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Fwd: Questions/answers for DOJ re: rw rule
Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:08:55 AM
Attachments: 2018.06.26.DEA.pdf

2018.06.26.DEA.docx

Hi Amy,

Here's the cleaned up version of the DEA in both PDF and word.  Thanks again for all your
help.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, Jun 26, 2018 at 9:42 AM
Subject: Re: Questions/answers for DOJ re: rw rule
To: "Brisendine, Amy" <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Cc: Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>

Thanks again.  We're good; for the moment anyway.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Tue, Jun 26, 2018 at 9:29 AM, Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron, Here's scanned, signed version of the letter.

-Amy

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
 


The Department of the Interior, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS, we, the 
Service) proposes to address the regulations under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA), which provides for the designation of experimental populations of listed species.  Our 
current 10(j) regulations for the experimental non-essential population of red wolves (Canis 
rufus) in northeastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)) were promulgated in 1995.  In this draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA), prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, we analyze the environmental consequences of a range of alternatives, 
including the Proposed Action and No Action alternative.  The final action taken by the Service 
may be one of the alternatives analyzed herein, or may be derived from elements of the 
alternatives.  The action would be implemented through rule-making under section 10(j) of the 
ESA. 
 
The Service prepared EAs in conjunction with the initial promulgation of the red wolf section 
10(j) regulations and subsequent revisions thereto.  In each case, the Service concluded the 
NEPA process with a finding of no significant impact.  We have determined that an EA is the 
appropriate means of evaluating the effects of the currently proposed action on the human 
environment because EAs have previously been prepared for such actions.   
  
The Service published an advanced notice of proposed rule-making and notice of intent to 
prepare a NEPA document on May 23, 2017 (82 FR 23518).  This established an early and open 
process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document through 
soliciting public comments.  The scoping public comment period opened with the publishing of 
the notice of intent and ended on July 24, 2017.  During the 60-day comment period, The Service 
received a total of 12,279 comments.  This number includes verbal and written comments 
submitted in person at two public meetings and online through regulations.gov.  
   
About 90 people attended the two public meetings held on June 6, 2017, at Mattamuskeet High 
School in Swan Quarter, NC and June 8, 2017, at the Coastal North Carolina National Wildlife 
Refuges Visitor Center in Manteo, NC.  At these events, Service personnel provided an overview 
of the process for writing a new rule and the public visited with Service personnel and discussed 
different aspects of red wolf recovery.  The public input received in response to the notice and 
scoping meetings has been reviewed, is incorporated throughout this EA, where appropriate, and 
was specifically used to help craft the range of alternatives being analyzed.  
 


INTRODUCTION 
The Service has been engaged in efforts to conserve and recover the red wolf for over four 
decades.  The primary statute governing the Red Wolf Recovery Program is the ESA.  The 
species was declared extinct in the wild in 1980.  The Recovery Program encompasses captive 
breeding, reintroduction, and all related activities designed to further the conservation of the red 
wolf.  The Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018a) and the most current Species 
Status Review (USFWS 2018b) provide a description of the red wolf, a history of red wolf 
recovery efforts, and the current status of the species.  This information is incorporated by 
reference into this document and will not be restated. 
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The ESA and regulations at 50 CFR Part 17.81 describe the requirements for establishing 
experimental populations.  The first key requirement in designating an experimental population 
is that the Service must determine that doing so would further the conservation of the species 
while considering any possible adverse effects on extant populations of the species as a result of 
removal of individuals, eggs, or propagules for introduction elsewhere.  Because the red wolf 
was declared extinct in the wild the only extant population is the captive population maintained 
by a collection of committed partners that manage this population consistent with an established 
Species Survival Plan (SSP) designed to ensure the captive population remains genetically 
diverse and robust.  Without a secure captive population the Service cannot remove individuals 
from the captive population to establish experimental populations.  
 
In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves onto Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge 
(NWR), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790).  
Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of major livestock 
operations, and availability of suitable prey species.  With the final rule in place, implementation 
of the reintroduction began.  The red wolf experimental population on Alligator River NWR was 
determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the ESA 
because the species was not considered to be at risk of extinction due to the existence and full 
protection of a captive population that at the time consisted of approximately 80 animals.  In 
1991, a final rule was published in the Federal Register (56 FR 56325) to add Pocosin Lakes 
NWR and reintroduce red wolves into the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), 
establishing a second NEP.   
 
The red wolf 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940) to revise and clarify the 
incidental take provisions and apply those provisions to both reintroduced populations; revise the 
livestock owner take provisions and apply them to both reintroduced populations; add 
harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the 
vaccination and recapture provisions; and apply the same taking (including harassment) 
provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population areas.  These are the regulations 
that currently govern management of the red wolves in the five counties of eastern North 
Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)).  A notice of termination of the red wolf reintroduction project in the 
GSMNP was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 1998 (63 FR 54151) due to 
extremely low pup survival and the inability of the red wolves to establish home ranges within 
the Park. 
 
PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
In 1986 an EA titled Alligator River Refuge:  A Red Wolf Reintroduction Proposal, Dare 
County, North Carolina and Finding of No Significant Impact were prepared by the Service.  The 
Finding allowed the proposed Experimental Population Designation and reintroduction of red 
wolves to the Alligator River NWR to be implemented.  
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REINTRODUCTION EFFORTS 
Island Sites 
The first reintroduction experiment took place in 1976, when a wild caught pair of red wolves 
was released onto Bulls Island at Cape Romain NWR in South Carolina.  The pair was released 
into an acclimation pen for 40 days and then released on the island for nine days before being 
recaptured (USFWS 1990).  The purpose of the release was to test management and public 
information approaches.  Another pair was released on the island, first into a pen for six months, 
fed local prey species, and then released onto Cape Romain NWR.  They remained for eight 
months and were recaptured based on the original purpose of the experiments – to gain data to 
inform the reintroduction effort (USFWS 1990).     
 
In January 1989, the Service released a pair of red wolves on Horn Island, Mississippi in order to 
gain information on management techniques, the biology of red wolves, and to study predator-
prey relationships.  The island appeared to be an excellent place to rear and study red wolves as 
they adapted to the habitat and roamed large portions of the island.  However, a series of 
incidents and deaths created challenges and shortfalls in the study.  Study efforts on Horn Island 
ended in 1998.   
 
In 1990, the Service implemented an island propagation site on St. Vincent NWR (an island off 
the Gulf Coast of Florida) to aid in the recovery of the red wolf.  The role of this site toward 
recovery of the red wolf is to propagate pups in a somewhat controlled, but natural environment 
that would provide them “wild experience” as juveniles for the purpose of being released into 
experimental populations, such as the North Carolina NEP (NC NEP).  Today, the St. Vincent 
Island site is active and currently supports one red wolf pair.  However, Cape Romain NWR 
continues to be a part of the red wolf SSP and currently houses four captive red wolves at the 
Sewee Center for education and outreach purposes. 
 
Great Smoky Mountains National Park 
On November 12, 1991, the Service, in cooperation with the National Park Service, 
experimentally released a single family group (two adults, two pups) of red wolves in the 
GSMNP, Tennessee.  This release was designed to assess the feasibility of establishing a self-
sustaining red wolf population on National Park Service lands and surrounding U.S. Forest 
Service property.  The initial experimental release ended in September 1992, and proved the 
feasibility of reintroducing red wolves in the Park.  A total of 37 red wolves were released into 
the Park from 1992 through 1996.  Of the 37 released red wolves, 26 later died or were 
recaptured after straying onto private lands outside the Park.  Of the 30 wild-born pups from 
seven litters, only two pups removed from the wild at 6 months of age are known to have 
survived.  As a result of low prey availability, extremely low pup survival, disease, and the 
inability of red wolves to maintain stable territories within the Park, the Service and the National 
Park Service announced a joint decision to end the reintroduction effort in the Park on October 8, 
1998 (63 FR 54151).   
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Northeastern North Carolina 
In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves onto the Refuge was published in the Federal 
Register (51 FR 41790).  Dare, Tyrrell, Hyde and Washington counties were also included 
within the experimental population area.  The rule specified that 8 to 12 red wolves would 
initially be released on the Refuge.  It further specified that released red wolves would be 
maintained on the Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range, and that red wolves that left 
these federal lands would be captured and returned.  Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the 
absence of coyotes at the time, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species.   
 
On September 14, 1987, the Service released four male-female pairs onto the Refuge.  From 
September 14, 1987 through September 30, 1992, 42 red wolves were released on 15 occasions.  
At least 22 red wolves were born in the wild during the first five years of this reintroduction 
effort.  A review of the first five years to reestablish red wolves in the NC NEP area was 
included in the revision of the special rule published on April 13, 1995 (60 FR 18940).  
 
As stated in the five-year program evaluation (60 FR 18940), by almost every measure, the first 
five years of the reintroduction proved successful and generated benefits that extended beyond 
the immediate preservation of red wolves to positively affect larger conservation efforts, and 
other imperiled species.  Several conclusions were reached during this time period, the first being 
the successful re-establishment of a population of red wolves was possible in a controlled 
manner and that land use restrictions are not necessary.  However, it was also obvious that the 
original reintroduction area, restricted to the approximately 250,000 acres within the Alligator 
River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, was too small to support more than 30 red 
wolves.  Red wolves frequently left the NWR and established territories on adjacent private 
lands.  
 
In 1991, the geographic boundary of the NEP was expanded to include the Pocosin Lakes NWR 
in North Carolina with an area covering approximately 112,000 acres (56 FR 56325).  The 10(j) 
rule was last revised in 1995 (60 FR 18940).  The Service amended the special rule for the 
nonessential experimental populations of red wolves in North Carolina and Tennessee to: revise 
and clarify the incidental take provision; revise the livestock owner take provision; add 
harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the 
vaccination and recapture provision; and apply the same taking (including harassment) 
provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population area, except for reporting 
requirements.  The current NC NEP, encompasses 1.7 million acres in five counties (Beaufort, 
Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington) on the Albemarle Peninsula and includes federal, state, 
and private lands (Figure 1).  
 
Today, the NC NEP is the only known population of red wolves in the wild.  All other 
individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country that are part of the 
Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (SSP or captive population), including the one remaining island 
propagation site at St. Vincent NWR. 
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Figure 1.  Geographic boundaries for the current nonessential experimental population of the red wolf. 


 


FACTORS AFFECTING RED WOLF CONSERVATION 


This section of the EA focuses on human intolerance and coyote interactions.  Aggressive 
predator control efforts and habitat modification are believed to be primary factors that drove red 
wolves from nearly all of their historic range to the brink of extinction by the late 1960s.  The 
second factor is the ability of different canid (members of the genus Canis including wolves, 
coyotes, jackals, and domestic dogs) species to interbreed.  Once human persecution had driven 
red wolf populations to very low levels, hybridization between red wolves and coyotes 
threatened to compromise the remaining red wolf genome.  It was this threat that led to the 
decision to remove the last remaining known red wolves from the wild and establish a captive 
population.  Following the first red wolf releases in 1986 the red wolf population on the 
Albemarle Peninsula grew steadily.  However, by the mid-1990s the range of the coyote had 
expanded across the eastern United States and into eastern North Carolina.  As coyotes became 
established in the experimental population area hybridization between red wolves and coyotes 
began to occur (Kelly et al. 1999).  By 1999, this was once again recognized as an existential 
threat to the red wolf in the wild.   
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Managing Hybridization 
Conservation of the red wolf gene pool and associated genetic fitness are primary concerns of the 
Red Wolf Recovery Program and SSP (USFWS 1990).  The red wolf captive breeding program 
began with 14 founders.  With very small populations, survival can be affected by genetic drift 
(random loss of genetic diversity) and inbreeding depression (i.e., increased genetic 
homozygosity and subsequent expression of deleterious genes).  These concerns are compounded 
by the threat to red wolves posed by hybridization between red wolves and coyotes.  
 
The Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1990) set a target for gene diversity to be retained at 80 – 
85 percent over 150 years.  This target was based on an evaluation that indicated a population 
consisting of 320 captive animals and 220 wild animals could maintain this level of the genetic 
diversity from the founding population of 14 animals (USFWS 1990).  The more recent Red 
Wolf Population Viability Assessment (PVA) (Faust et al., 2016; Simonis et al. 2017) used data 
collected throughout the history of the red wolf recovery effort to model the genetic health and 
viability of the species under a wide variety of potential management scenarios.  Under all the 
potential management scenarios modeled in the Red Wolf PVA the median gene diversity was 
predicted to be greater than 80 percent at Year 2140 (Simonis et al. 2017).  Based on these data, 
the Service can conclude that with no changes to current management the captive population is at 
increased risk of declining genetic variability.  Therefore, the Service recommends addressing 
this risk not only through the active population management within the SSP but also by 
increasing breeding and the number of captive animals to ensure genetic diversity is maintained 
and long-term viability achieved.  As such, the Service is considering a goal of expanding the 
captive population to at least 400 animals and 52 breeding pairs.  However, this goal will 
continue to be refined as new information becomes available and recovery targets are identified.  
 
The Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan (RWAMWP) (Kelly 2000, Rabon et al. 2013) 
was developed to: (1) reduce interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes to a level that does 
not threaten the long term genetic integrity of the red wolf in the wild; and (2) build and maintain 
the wild red wolf population from east to west in the NC NEP area.  The Service incorporated 
much of the RWAMWP recommendations as standard operating procedures for our management 
strategies from 2000 to 2014.  Therefore, formalizing continued use of the RWAMWP is part of 
the proposed 10(j) alternatives.  
 
The RWAMWP work plan employed techniques designed to use coyotes and hybrids as 
“placeholders” by sterilizing hormonally-intact animals via vasectomy and tubal ligation, and 
then releasing the sterile animals back into their territory (Bromley and Gese 2001).  
“Placeholder” coyotes would not interbreed with wild red wolves, and they exclude other 
coyotes or hybrids from the territory they hold.  Early models (Hedrick 2001) and subsequent 
field experience and research (Gese et al. 2015, Gese and Terletzky 2015) also showed that 
sterile hybrids can function as effective “placeholders” until they are replaced by wild red 
wolves.   
 
Under RWAMWP, the Service delineated geographic zones within the existing NC NEP 
boundary with a gradient on the level of red wolf management among the zones.  The NC NEP 
was split into three separate management zones of: Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone; Zone 2 - 
Transition Zone; and, Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone.  In general, management efforts are most focused 
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on Zone 1, followed by Zone 2 and then Zone 3 as time and resources allowed.  The goal of the 
framework is designed to control hybridization between red wolves and coyotes, while efforts to 
restore red wolves continue.   
 
In general, the management strategies for the three geographic zones adopted many of the 
monitoring activities that had occurred throughout the history of the reintroduction and 
incorporated additional measures as follows: 
 
Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone: The objective is to actively promote and maintain red wolf/red wolf 
pairs and prevent hybridization by: 


● Euthanizing coyotes, except when needed as sterilized placeholders outside of red wolf 
territories or for temporary sterilized coyotes to prevent hybridization.   


● Monitoring hybridization events; 
● Euthanizing all hybrids; 


 
 Zone 2 - Transition Zone:  The objective is to work toward red wolf/red wolf pairs and reduce 
the chance of hybridization by: 


● Using sterilization of coyotes paired with red wolves to prevent hybridization, primarily 
where red wolf pairs cannot be formed due to the lack of available red wolves or due to 
limited management resources; 


● Opportunistically removing coyote and hybrid litters. 
 


Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone:  The objective is to monitor and record red wolf pair formations and 
red wolf territories, particularly newly created territories by: 


● Monitoring and recording displacement and/or mortality of any radio-collared coyotes; 
● Sterilizing coyotes in this zone when they are found to be paired with a red wolf to 


prevent hybridization; 
● Opportunistically removing hybrid litters. 


 
Simulation modeling by Fredrickson and Hedrick (2006) confirmed that the sterilization method 
used is effective, but also emphasized long-term reproductive barriers are important, especially 
assortative mating and red wolf challenges to coyotes or hybrids.   
 
Implementation of the RWAMWP is deemed necessary to effectively establish and maintain a 
red wolf population.  The red wolf is considered a conservation-reliant species (Carroll et al. 
2014; USFWS 2016).  Whether or to what extent the measures identified in the RWAMWP must 
be sustained in perpetuity, or if a red wolf population can eventually achieve a state of health 
where some or all of the RWAMWP measures are no longer needed, is unclear.   
 
Managing Red Wolf-Human Interactions 
As stated above, the other primary threat to the survival and recovery of the red wolf in the wild 
is human intolerance of wolves.  The Service’s 1986 10(j) regulations attempted to foster 
tolerance of red wolves and red wolf recovery efforts by maintaining red wolves on federal 
lands.  Red wolves began to leave the Alligator River NWR and occupy private lands within a 
few months of reintroduction efforts.  As a result of this, the Service entered into agreements 
with private landowners and added the Pocosin Lakes NWR as part of the reintroduction area in 
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1991.  The Service’s 1995 revisions to the regulations attempted to promote coexistence with red 
wolves and cooperation with red wolf management practices through a system whereby the 
Service would remove red wolves from lands where they were not welcome or provide take 
authorization.   
 
In the mid-2000s, interest in coyote control began to rise throughout North Carolina.  According 
to data from the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) (2012), the harvest 
of coyotes by trappers in North Carolina Coastal Plain counties increased dramatically from 2 
coyotes during the 2003-2004 trapping season to 1,100 in the 2010-2011 season.  Since then, the 
NCWRC biannual Furbearer Management Newsletters indicate that number has increased to 
2,773 coyotes taken by trappers during the 2015-2016 trapping season.  Similarly, hunters took 
an estimated 4,045 coyotes in the Coastal Plain counties during the 2007-2008 hunting season 
(the first year such statistics were collected in North Carolina) compared to an estimated 10,261 
coyotes taken during the 2010-2011 season.  According to information in the NCWRC Draft 
Coyote Management Plan (2018), these numbers have since fluctuated, increasing to more than 
20,000 during the 2015-2016 hunting season, then dropping to around 11,000 during the 2016-
2017 hunting season.  
 
As more landowners pursued lethal control of coyotes the Service began to observe an increase 
in human-related red wolf mortality, which resulted in a leveling off or slight reduction in the 
overall red wolf NC NEP population (Hinton et al. 2017b), and a noticeable reduction in the 
number of breeding pairs and reproductive output.  See Table 1 for the estimated number of red 
wolf breeding pairs and litters produced in the NC NEP per year over the last 11 years. 2006-
2007 and 2016-2017. 
 
Table 1.  Estimated number of breeding pairs and litters produced per breeding season (USFWS, unpublished 
data). 
 


Breeding Season Breeding Pairs  Litters Produced 


2006-2007 20 11 


2007-2008 18 11 


2008-2009 15 11 


2009-2010 15 9 


2010-2011 16 10 


2011-2012 17 9 


2012-2013 13 7 


2013-2014 8 5 
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2014-2015 6 2 


2015-2016 4 1 


2016-2017 4 2 


 
In order of effect from greatest to least, sources of red wolf mortality include gunshot, vehicle 
collision, health-related causes, intraspecific strife, private trapping, management actions, 
suspected illegal activity and poison (Figure 2; Hinton et al. 2017b).  The proportion of mortality 
attributed to anthropogenic causes and specifically gunshot mortality has increased significantly 
over time (Hinton et al. 2017b).  Based on an analysis of all known red wolf mortalities between 
2000 and 2013, Hinton et al. (2017b) determined that 42 percent of all identified causes of death 
were as a result of gunshots and the annual proportion of red wolf deaths caused by gunshot 
increased from approximately 25 percent to 60 percent during that time frame.  Gunshot 
mortalities of red wolves, particularly of part of a breeding pair, are directly related to increases 
in red wolf breeding pair disbandment, disruption of established wolf packs and facilitation of 
coyote encroachment and potential hybridization (Sparkman et al. 2011, Bohling and Waits 
2015, Hinton et al. 2015) leading to population decline within the NC NEP (Hinton et al. 2017b).  
 


    
Figure 2. Mortality sources of red wolves in the NC NEP from 1987-2013 (Adapted from Hinton et al. 2017b). 
 
Recent research has revealed a complex dynamic between coyote introgression and 
anthropogenic mortality in the NC NEP on the Albemarle Peninsula.  Based on the analysis of 
all known red wolf breeding and hybridization events from 2001 to 2013, there were over four 
times the number of red wolf litters compared with hybrid litters, and over half of the 
hybridization events occurred after one or more breeders was lost from a stable breeding pair.  
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In 2012, in response to growing concern about the expanding coyote population and growing 
interest in expanded coyote harvest opportunities, the NCWRC revised its coyote hunting 
regulations to include night hunting.  This prompted litigation from a number of non-
governmental organizations who contended that expanding coyote hunting within the NC NEP 
area would result in increased take of red wolves in violation of the ESA.  In May 2014, the 
Court issued a preliminary injunction prohibiting coyote hunting in the NC NEP area.  In 
November 2014, a settlement agreement was reached among the parties which allowed coyote 
hunting during daylight hours only, with requirements to obtain a permit and report any harvest 
to the NCWRC. 
 
The litigation against the NCWRC and resulting injunction and settlement prompted a substantial 
backlash against red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area and is considered a turning 
point to the conservation of the species (WMI 2014).  In addition, as described by the Office of 
the Inspector General (OIG) Investigative 2016 Report on the Red Wolf Recovery Program, the 
program released more wolves than it originally proposed in a Federal Register notice, and acted 
contrary to its rules by releasing wolves onto private lands.  They also found that the Service 
accurately reported historical mortality data of the wolves, although they noted inconsistent 
interpretations of how Program staff classified and recorded certain types of mortalities.  Last, 
they found that the FWS accurately recorded the cause of death as suspected gunshot for a wolf 
that died in September 2014, and that no employee was deemed culpable for the wolf’s death 
(DOI 2016).  As a result, many landowners that had previously cooperated with the Service 
began to deny access to their properties, impeding our ability to implement RWAMWP 
management actions.  Many landowners also began to request removal of red wolves from their 
property and/or sought authorization from the Service to take red wolves.  Additionally, the 
growing level of discontent over red wolf management efforts brought increased scrutiny on 
Service management of the NC NEP. 
 
In 2014, the Service contracted with the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to conduct a 
review of the reintroduction effort with an emphasis on the science, management practices and 
human dimensions underlying the effort.  The review (WMI 2014) produced many findings, the 
most relevant of which was that “decisions made at the local level, although made with the best 
intentions and with the program’s success in mind, did not always comply with the rules 
established for the reintroduction program.” (WMI 2014).   
 
After the USFWS reviewed the WMI and OIG reports, we decided to bring management of the 
NC NEP back in compliance with the 1995 rule.  Specific examples of misalignment between the 
language of our 10(j) rules and management actions include the release of animals from captivity 
into the wild beyond the 12 originally evaluated.  Also, prior to 2014, the Service did not fully 
implement the provisions of the 1995 rule that allowed take of red wolves from private property 
after Service attempts to remove the red wolves were abandoned.   
 
The Service convened a new Red Wolf Recovery Team to further evaluate options for advancing 
red wolf conservation.  The Recovery Team produced a report of its findings in 2016 (USFWS 
2016).  After evaluating the findings of the Recovery Team and WMI’s review, as well as other 
information, the Service announced that it would refocus red wolf recovery efforts on expanding 
the captive population, preparing a species status assessment (SSA) and 5-year review, 
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reconsidering management of the wild population in Northeastern North Carolina, and 
investigating establishing other wild populations.  The SSA and 5-year review were published on 
April 24, 2018. 
 
Many perceived the Service’s announcement and the discussion to begin issuing take 
authorizations pursuant to 50 CFR 17.84(a)(4)(v) as a move away from efforts to recover the red 
wolf.  Accordingly, several non-governmental organizations filed a lawsuit against the Service 
claiming we were in violation of the Endangered Species Act and other federal statutes.  That 
litigation is still pending.  In the process of adjudicating the case, the federal court issued a 
preliminary injunction that has barred the Service from implementing certain provisions of our 
red wolf section 10(j) regulations.  Specifically, pending final adjudication of the case the 
Service is barred from issuing take authorization of red wolves by private landowners under 
section 50 CFR 17.84(c)(4)(v) of our regulations, or from removing red wolves from private 
lands upon the request of a landowner under 50 CFR 17.84(c)(10).   
 
Population counts for collared red wolves in the wild indicate a current known population of 24 
animals, with an estimated total population ranging from 30-35 animals and three to four 
breeding pairs.  There is always a difference between the known and estimated populations since 
young wolves are too small to carry collars, and lack of access to private lands that may contain 
new litters.  
 
Other Potential Conflicts 
Historically, the red wolf like all wolves was believed to be a killer of livestock and a threat to 
local game populations, despite lack of data to support such a belief.  To date, the reintroduced 
population of red wolves in Northeastern North Carolina has been responsible for seven 
confirmed livestock and pet depredations since 1987.  In each case, private landowners were 
offered compensation for their losses, though some declined.  It is reasonable to assume that not 
every red wolf depredation on livestock has been documented.  However, given the intense 
monitoring that has occurred since reintroduction and the likely outcry by affected private 
landowners if depredations were occurring regularly, the number of actual depredations is 
unlikely to be substantially higher.  It is also worth noting that there have been no documented 
depredations on larger livestock species, such as cattle.   
 
Species found to be responsible for depredation incidents investigated as potential red wolf 
depredations include domestic dogs, coyotes, fox, bear and raccoon.  Domestic dogs were found 
to be responsible for nearly 60 percent of all depredations responded to in which a culprit could 
be identified. 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 


With this 10(j) revision we intend to implement a number of administrative changes to the red 
wolf section of the 10(j) regulations.  These include, clarifying the status of the island 
propagation sites.  Three island propagation sites were identified in the existing regulations, and 
red wolves on these islands were identified as endangered, but we believe the text could more 
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clearly explain why they were not included under the 10(j) designation.  Moreover, only one of 
the island propagation sites is currently used (i.e., Saint Vincent NWR).  The Horn Island site (at 
Gulf Islands National Seashore) receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island 
propagation site for endangered red wolves, and Bull Island is too close to the mainland to 
provide for effective containment of red wolves.  No red wolves remain on these islands; so we 
intend to eliminate references to Horn Island and Bull Island in the rule.  We will also clarify that 
the GSMNP NEP no longer exists. 
 
Purpose:  


Write a rule for the NC NEP to further the conservation of the red wolf by optimizing use 
of available recovery resources. 
 


Need:  
Assess and ensure effectiveness of the NC NEP as it relates to the broader red wolf 
recovery program including population growth in captivity and the wild. 


 
We are proposing the replacement of the regulations established for the NC NEP of the red wolf, 
as codified in the 1995 Final Rule (50 CFR 17.84(c)), with a new rule.  Upon final publication of 
the replacement rule, the existing rule would become null and void.  The replacement of the 1995 
Final Rule is necessary, because the current regulations lack the needed flexibility to adapt to the 
arrival and proliferation of coyotes in the NC NEP which adversely affected the NC NEP in the 
following ways: 


● Decreased the probability of persistence of the wild population; 
● Created conflict with State efforts to manage coyote populations and precluded active 


participation by landowners, and State and local officials in canid management; 
● Increased costs, which had limited our ability to pursue broader recovery efforts.  


 
In order to achieve our purpose and need, the selected preferred alternative would: 


● Be clear to the public and garner public support.    
● Reconcile red wolf and coyote management practices.   
● Implement the RWAWP.  


CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE  
 
This section describes the alternatives considered in this evaluation for management of the 
NC NEP that could satisfy the purpose and need described in Section 1.  Alternative 1 is the 
No Action alternative.  Alternative 2 is to publish a new rule that would explicitly authorize 
the suite of management actions identified in the RWAMWP, and modify the approved 
means of taking red wolves within the NC NEP area.  Alternative 3 is to publish a new 10(j) 
notice to establish the NC NEP management area to Alligator River NWR and the Dare 
County Bombing Range, and eliminate take prohibitions on non-federal lands.  Alternative 4 
is to publish a new rule to discontinue the NC NEP project entirely.  In conjunction with any 
action alternative that would necessitate publication of a new 10(j) rule, we would make a 
number of administrative and other changes, which are described later.   
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ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVE 2 AND ALTERNATIVE 3 
 
Both alternatives would continue a NC NEP.  Administratively, we would propose to remove 
references to the GSMNP NEP from the regulations, and rename the Alligator River NEP as the 
NC NEP (North Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population).  Also, the current regulations 
refer to three island propagation sites; St. Vincent NWR, Bulls Island and Horn Island.  The 
current regulations correctly indicate that these sites are not NEP sites.  However, only the St. 
Vincent NWR site is currently used or likely to be used in the future.  Bulls Island is not 
sufficiently separated by water from the mainland to effectively contain red wolves, and Horn 
Island site receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island propagation site.  As 
such, the new rule would include St.  Vincent NWR as a captive population and would continue 
to serve as an island propagation site for the release of red wolves into the current or any future 
designated NEPs.  We would propose to remove any references to Bulls Island and Horn Island 
from the regulations.  


Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek to achieve the above-stated objective of increasing 
movement of red wolves between the captive and wild populations by authorizing the release of 
up to five animals per year into the NC NEP.  Additionally, Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek 
to increase reproductive output of the NC NEP by authorizing those aspects of the RWAMWP 
that minimize interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes, such as deployment of 
placeholders and removal of hybrids.  Further, each alternative would seek to achieve the 
objective of reducing human-related red wolf mortality by fostering increased landowner 
cooperation. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would not contain prohibitions related to non-lethal harassment of red 
wolves within the NC NEP area provided the red wolves are not being purposely attracted, 
tracked, searched out or chased.  This is intended to allow people who inadvertently encounter 
red wolves within the NC NEP to attempt to scare the animal away should they feel the need.  
Such harassment of red wolves must be opportunistic and not physically injurious, and reported 
immediately to the Service. 
 
The Service, designated state agency, or personnel authorized by the Service, could take red 
wolves in the NC NEP in a manner consistent with a Service-approved management plan. In 
addition, take of red wolves on federal lands could occur in accordance with issued biological 
opinions, conference opinions or valid scientific recovery permit (section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
ESA) issued by the Service.   
 
Population Management  
Currently red wolves are widely dispersed throughout the NC NEP area (Figure 3).  This sparse 
distribution increases the risk of hybridization as young animals dispersing from natal territories 
are far more likely to encounter coyotes than red wolves.  Additionally, several red wolves 
currently occupy private lands to which the Service does not have access.  In some instances, it 
may be necessary to move captured animals into the captive population.  All captive red wolves 
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are currently housed in SSP facilities or at captive facilities on Alligator River and Pocosin 
Lakes NWRs.  We would work with existing SSP facilities, and other partner organizations, 
adding capacity sufficient to accommodate animals removed from the NC NEP while meeting 
the SSP objectives, should it become necessary.   


 
Figure 3.  Comparison or red wolf pack numbers and geographic range between 2007 and 2017.   


Public Engagement and Outreach 
Red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area have suffered from the lack of a sustained 
public engagement process.  Developing and implementing effective processes to inform and 
engage the public, local and state governments, and other partners in red wolf conservation 
decisions are essential to the future success of such efforts regardless of where they may be 
implemented.  Public engagement and outreach needs to be conducted early and often to multiple 
user groups with feedback to determine its success.  The Service needs to provide accurate and 
up-to-date information to the public regarding the Red Wolf Recovery Program and to answer 
ever evolving questions.   
 
It is important to view the ecological issues and the social issues regarding canid management as 
an interconnected system as opposed to separate issues.  The available information suggests that 
partial solutions such as outreach, education, or financial incentives, would be largely ineffective 
by themselves to achieve sustainable red wolf recovery because they do not address deeper 
issues underscoring historical recovery efforts (Serenari et al. 2018).   
 
Science 
Much has been learned about red wolves throughout the history of the NC NEP effort.  Retaining 
and working to grow the NC NEP affords opportunities for further learning, and careful 
consideration to the design and implementation of studies aimed at providing further insight into 
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red wolf and coyote management and inter-species interactions, predator-prey relationships, and 
human dimensions.  Of particular importance would be the design and implementation of studies 
aimed at examining the degree to which the red wolf is a conservation-reliant species and its 
implications for recovery and management, as well as further research into human attitudes 
toward canids and canid management and the efficacy of measures intended to foster 
coexistence.   
 
Language in the 2018 Federal budget bill directed the Service to initiate various management 
actions related to the red wolf.  The relevant language is:      
 


The Service's Science program is directed to initiate a study not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, through a qualified independent 
entity such as the Smithsonian Institution, to determine whether or not 
animals currently classified as red wolves and Mexican gray wolves are 
taxonomically valid species and subspecies designations, respectively.  The 
study shall include publication of a scientific literature review, including 
genetic research, not later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act 
and, if the literature is inconclusive, shall include any additional necessary 
research and publication not later than three years after the date of enactment 
of this Act.  In the meantime, the Service's Recovery program is reminded of 
its legal mandate to cooperate to the maximum extent practicable with the 
States, especially when there has been conflict between species and private 
property owners.  As such, the Service is directed to continue working closely 
with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission on management of 
red wolves in fiscal year 2018. 


 
Process for Periodic Review of Project Success or Failure 
The Service’s goal with this reintroduction effort is to further the conservation of the species.  
Our regulations at 50 CFR 17.81(c)(4) require provision of a process for periodic review and 
evaluation of the success or failure of an experimental population and the effect of the release on 
the conservation and recovery of the species.   
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION (MAINTAIN CURRENT MANAGEMENT) 
Under this Alternative the NC NEP would be managed under the Service’s existing rules (50 
CFR 17.84(c)) and procedures, with the same or similar level of resources, subject to annual 
appropriations.  The current program procedures include fitting adult red wolves with VHF 
and/or GPS devices for tracking and monitoring purposes.  Red wolves are managed on federal 
lands and private lands pursuant to written agreements with cooperating landowners1.  
Management includes locating dens with litters, determining parentage of pups (red wolf, coyote 
or hybrid); removing hybrid animals from the population; drawing blood from young red wolves 


                                                                    
1 The USFWS has not always relied on written agreements with landowners in the past.  This has been the 
explicit policy of the Agency since 2014, and is therefore considered part of the No Action Alternative. 
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for genetic analysis, and pit-tagging each pup for future identification.  Trapping occurs mostly 
in the winter to allow for young of the year animals to be fitted with collars, replacement of old 
or malfunctioning collars on adult animals, and verification of animals of unknown status.  
Animals are also provided with veterinary services (e.g., immunization, vaccination, treatment 
for injury or disease) as needed. 
 
Red wolves would be removed from private lands (when possible) where they are not wanted 
pursuant to landowner requests.  Red wolves removed from private lands are released into the 
wild as soon as possible unless health or behavioral issues preclude release.  If efforts to remove 
red wolves are considered abandoned, landowners can be provided written authorization to use 
lethal means to remove red wolves from their property2. 
 
This alternative does not include implementation of the RWAMWP as described in Chapter 1, as 
the current regulations pre-date the RWAMWP and as such RWAMWP management actions are 
not explicitly addressed in the current regulations.  Therefore, this alternative would not 
authorize additional releases of red wolves from the captive population.  This alternative includes 
the additional involvement of the NCWRC per the 2013 interagency agreement. 
 
Summary of Alternative 1 


- NC NEP remains the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington). 
- No use of the RWAMWP management measures. 
- Manage red wolves on private lands with voluntary written landowner agreements. 
- Red wolves removed from private land pursuant to landowner requests. 
- Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, 


protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.   
- No land use restrictions on private land. 


 
ALTERNATIVE 2 – AUTHORIZE RED WOLF ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN AND 
ALTER PROVISIONS OF TAKE OF RED WOLVES THROUGHOUT FIVE COUNTY NC NEP 
AREA (BEAUFORT, DARE, HYDE, TYRRELL AND WASHINGTON)  
 
The NC NEP area would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and 
Washington counties.  Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule for the NC 
NEP regulations to explicitly incorporate the RWAMWP, and modify the provisions for 
management of red wolves on private lands, including the take provisions in order to reduce 
human-caused mortality (e.g, gunshot, poisoning, and trapping) of red wolves.   
 


                                                                    
2 The Service is currently enjoined from implementing those portions of our rules that allow us to remove red 
wolves from private lands upon landowner request or that allow for the authorization of take by landowners 
after Service efforts to remove red wolves from private lands have been abandoned.  Alternative 1 assumes 
that the injunction is lifted and the rules are implemented as written at 50 CFR 17.84(c).  
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Under this alternative management activities identified in the RWAMWP would be explicitly 
authorized.  Specifically, the release of up to five red wolves per year from the captive 
population, including the St. Vincent NWR island propagation site, into the NC NEP would be 
authorized.  This alternative would also authorize those aspects of the RWAMWP that could 
result in take of red wolves related to management of hybridization such as establishing breeding 
pairs, removing non-red wolf mates from mixed pairs and deployment of placeholder animals.   
 
Management of red wolves on private lands would only occur subject to voluntary written 
landowner agreements that would specify the management practices and terms of access by 
Service and NCWRC personnel that are acceptable to the landowner.  This would include the 
potential release of red wolves or relocating red wolves from other locations within the NC NEP 
area.  Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development 
of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative. 
 
Under this alternative we would clarify the means and circumstances under which red wolves 
could be taken within the NC NEP area, and implement rule changes to reduce the potential for 
illegal human-caused mortality (e.g., gunshot, poisoning and trapping).  
 
Under this alternative, the Service would no longer remove red wolves from private lands upon 
request and would not authorize landowners within the NC NEP to lethally take red wolves 
except as provided below.  Published regulations would continue to allow any person to take red 
wolves by lethal or non-lethal means provided the take is in defense of one’s own life or the lives 
of others, although this provision has not been documented as ever having been necessary.  
 
Any private landowner, or an individual with the landowner’s permission, could also take a red 
wolf on their property within the NC NEP when the red wolf is involved in a depredation, 
provided that freshly wounded or killed livestock or pets are present and that evidence exists that 
the animal was killed by a red wolf, and provided that such take is reported immediately to the 
Service.  The Service, NCWRC, or other Service-authorized agencies, would confirm cases of 
red wolf depredation on domestic and livestock animals.  It is, however, worth noting that 
confirmed depredation on livestock by red wolves within the NC NEP has been limited to seven 
incidents since the program’s inception approximately 30 years ago. 
 
In addition, the take provision would allow for the take of a red wolf by any person if the take is 
unintentional and occurs while engaging in an otherwise lawful activity.  However, hunters and 
other shooters have the critical responsibility to know and properly identify their target before 
shooting, thus shooting a collared red wolf as a result of mistaking it for another species would 
not be considered unintentional take.  Take by poisoning would also be considered intentional 
take.  In all cases, the take of a red wolf would be required to be reported to the Service 
immediately.  If a person within the NC NEP shoots, wounds, kills, traps, captures or collects an 
animal that is potentially a red wolf, that individual would be required to immediately report it to 
the Service or designated State agency.   
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The Service Office of Law Enforcement would investigate each take of a red wolf, and may refer 
the take of a red wolf contrary to the rule to the appropriate authorities for prosecution.  In cases 
not prosecuted, the Service would reserve the right to administer civil penalties in accordance 
with Section 11 of the ESA for unauthorized lethal take of a red wolf within the NC NEP.    
 
Summary of Alternative 2 


- NC NEP remains in the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington)  
- Implementation of the RWAMWP management measures. 
- Focus on partnering with willing private landowners on red wolf management off 


federal lands, using voluntary landowner agreements.. 
- Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, 


protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.   
- Potential fine for unauthorized lethal take. 
- No land use restrictions on private land. 


 
ALTERNATIVE 3 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) – FEDERAL LANDS FOCUSED NC NEP MANAGED 
TO FUNCTION AS A PROPAGATION SITE FOR FUTURE NEPS  
Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule to change the scope and 
management of the NC NEP.  The NC NEP area would include only Alligator River NWR and 
the Dare County Bombing Range, the same management area as in the original 1986 rule.  A 
small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained on 
Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The red wolves in this NC NEP 
would be managed consistent with the recommendations in Alternative 2 with the exception of 
the take provisions, which would be limited to incidental take associated with management 
practices and in defense of human life.  The primary role of this population relative to 
conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and 
adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions.  Management 
of this population will also be guided by the RWAMWP. 
 
It is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the NWR and Bombing Range on a fairly 
regular basis.  To address this, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves 
on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from 
private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands, 
because such take would be explicitly permissible under the regulations.  Similar to the current 
rule, the rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take 
of any collared animals outside of the NC NEP geography and that the collars be returned to the 
Service.   
 
Limiting the designated NC NEP management area to federal lands should also eliminate 
conflicts between State-authorized management of coyotes outside this area.  Serenari et al. 
(2018) noted that the development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation 
is imperative. 
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Summary of Alternative 3 


- The geographic scope of NC NEP management area would be Alligator River 
National Wildlife Refuge and Dare County Bombing Range. 


- Eliminates conflicts between coyote and red wolf 
- Implementation of the RWAMWP strategy. 
- No prohibitions on take of red wolf off of Federal lands. 
- No land use restrictions on private land. 


 
ALTERNATIVE 4 - TERMINATE THE NC NEP 
Under this Alternative, the Service would discontinue reintroduction efforts in the NC NEP and 
red wolves would be reduced to a captive population.  Under this alternative all efforts to sustain 
the red wolf populations in the NC NEP area would be suspended.  The Service would try to 
capture animals of high value for incorporation into the captive population.  If collared animals 
cannot be recaptured, the Service would continue monitoring of the existing radio collared 
animals.  It is difficult to determine how long it would take for red wolves to no longer inhabit 
the area.  The Service would continue to monitor the area for evidence of red wolf presence, 
maintaining the NC NEP until no wolves are present in order to maintain landowner protections 
against take provisions.  At that point, we would publish a notice in the Federal Register 
removing the NC NEP designation from the area when it determined with reasonable certainty 
that red wolves no longer occurred in the NC NEP area.   
 
CHAPTER 3:  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 
 
This chapter outlines the affected environment then goes on to detail the environmental 
consequences (i.e., effects or impacts) that may occur from implementation of the different 
alternatives.  
 
ANALYSIS AREA OVERVIEW  
The red wolf is found within the North Carolina counties of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and 
Washington (Figure 4).  These five counties lie in the northeastern part of the state with 
Albemarle Sound to the north, the Outer Banks to the east, and Pamlico Sound to the south.  
These counties are largely rural with the exception of the Outer Bank portions of Dare and Hyde 
Counties, which are heavily developed with seasonal housing.  No red wolves occur on the Outer 
Banks. 
 
ANALYSIS METHODS 
This chapter provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives considered in 
more detail.  Per NEPA guidance, the level and depth of the analysis will focus on what is 
needed to determine whether there are significant environmental effects from the proposed 
alternatives.  NEPA also directs us to focus on a full and fair discussion of significant issues, and 
eliminate from detailed analysis issues that are not significant.  Additionally, the Council on 
Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1502.2) directs that effects be discussed in proportion to their 
significance.  Consequently, some issues require a more detailed analysis and discussion, while 
other issues may not because the associated effects are at a level that is inconsequential.   
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Figure 4.  North Carolina counties in the current red wolf non-essential experimental population area. 


Previous NEPA documents have addressed and analyzed the reintroduction of an experimental 
population of red wolves into the NC NEP and led to the 1995 Final Rule, which the Service 
currently operates under.  This environmental assessment will focus on proposed changes and 
incorporate relevant new information and research findings pertinent to the proposed 
alternatives.   
 
SPECIFIC RESOURCE AREAS TO BE EVALUATED 
The following resources will not be evaluated in detail in this EA, not because they are 
unimportant to the people of the Albemarle Peninsula, but because it is unlikely that impacts to 
these resources would occur as a result of implementation of any of the proposed alternatives: 
 


● Aesthetics/Visual Resources – No construction or other changes to the human built or 
natural environment are proposed.  


● Air Quality – No stationary or permanent sources of air pollutant emissions would be 
introduced within the NC. 


● Cultural/Historic Resources – No ground disturbing activities are proposed and the nature 
of the proposed alternatives under consideration make it highly unlikely that adverse 
impacts to cultural/historic resources would occur.   


● Climate Change – No stationary or permanent sources of greenhouse gas emissions 
would be introduced within the NC NEP and there would be no direct or indirect effects 
on climate change as a result of the proposed alternatives.  


● Community Services – The proposed alternatives would not directly or indirectly affect 
services such as police, fire and ambulance within the NC NEP. 


● Geology/Soils – No construction or ground disturbing activities are proposed. 
● Noise – No stationary or permanent sources of noise would occur.  
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● Resident Population – No changes in the neighborhood makeup, or alteration of 
demographic within the NC NEP would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives. 


● Solid/Hazardous Waste – No solid/hazardous waste would be introduced. 
Transportation/Parking – No changes to regional transportation systems would occur.   


● Utilities – No changes to the use of utilities would occur. 
● Water Resources – No changes to water resources would occur.   


 
RESOURCES ANALYZED IN MORE DETAIL 


Biological Resources 


Red Wolf 
Habitat Relationships 
Red wolves are habitat generalists that do not appear to rely on specific habitat types to survive 
and likely utilized a wide variety of habitat types throughout their historic range (Kelly et al. 
2004).  Preferred habitats were those providing adequate prey densities and enough habitat 
security to establish den sites to successfully raise pups. 
 
Affected Environment 
There are currently 221 red wolves in captivity across all SSP facilities, including two facilities 
with captive red wolves within the NC NEP that are not currently part of the captive breeding 
program.  The known population of wild red wolves is currently 24 radio-collared individuals 
with an estimated overall population of between 30 to 35 red wolves within the NC NEP.    
  
Environmental Consequences 
Methodology 
Potential effects on the red wolf population and recovery from the proposed alternatives are 
evaluated based on the best available science of how the different management scenarios would 
be expected to affect red wolves.  
 
Alternative 1 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Under Alternative 1, the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, 
Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  Management actions would continue to follow the 
1995 10(j) rule as written.  Under this current management, and as indicated Scenario A in the 
PVA (Faust et al. 2016; Figure 5), the wild red wolf population would likely continue to decrease 
and would likely become extirpated within between 8 and 40 years.  Due to red wolf mortality 
since the publication of the PVA, resulting in a more rapid decrease in the wild red wolf 
population greater than projected in Scenario A, the assumption is extirpation in the wild would 
occur in a shorter time frame than originally predicted.  The level of take on red wolves would be 
expected to stay roughly the same as a proportion of the population as it has for the last decade 
or so.  The level of management effort would also be expected to stay roughly the same with 
respect to population monitoring and assisting landowners with red wolves on private property.  
However, there would be an expected increase in the level of hybridization as the red wolf 
population decreased and there were less red wolf mates available to form breeding pairs, along 
with no increase in coyote management (e.g. sterilized placeholders) and no management efforts 
to counteract these effects.  Human tolerance of red wolves would also be expected to remain the 
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same since there would be no change with respect to the coyote management and red wolf 
management conflicts on private lands, and no landowner incentives in place to try and enter into 
additional agreements with private landowners. 


 
Figure 5. Baseline model results for SSP and NENC (Northeastern North Carolina) populations for a sample 100 
model iterations.  Dashed lines represent the mean population trajectory across 1000 model iterations (Faust et al. 
2016). 
 
Effects Common to Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
These two alternatives would alter the scope and management of the NC NEP with the objective 
of furthering the conservation of the species in the wild by fostering human-red wolf 
coexistence.  Under each of these alternatives, the key components of the RWAMWP (e.g., 
releases from the SSP, use of placeholder animals, active monitoring) would be authorized, along 
with new measures to address State and landowner concerns.  One key element would be to 
ensure the presence of red wolves does not interfere with coyote hunting or trapping efforts.   
Steps would be taken in cooperation with the State to minimize loss of red wolves due to 
mistaken identity.  Examples could include marking as many red wolves as possible with high 
visibility collars such that hunters would be able to more readily distinguish coyotes from red 
wolves.   
 
The initial steps in transitioning from the existing condition to either of these two alternatives 
would be similar.  Currently, there are approximately four packs of red wolves, three of which 
are on private lands.  These packs and other lone animals are spread over a wide area, (much of 
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which we do not have access to), creating high potential for hybridization with limited ability for 
management.  Under either alternative, red wolves on private land may be removed with owner 
permission, or remain but no longer have any take prohibitions.   
 
Alternative 2  
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Under this alternative the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, 
Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  The Service would resume implementation of the 
RWAMWP over the entire NC NEP area.  This alternative also includes modifications to the 
take provisions in the regulations such that the Service would no longer remove red wolves from 
private lands without cause and would not issue take authorizations except in defense of life or 
property.  For the purposes of this evaluation the Service projected the potential effects of this 
alternative on red wolves based on two sets of assumptions.  Under the first set of assumptions 
(High Landowner Cooperation) the Service assumes we are able to implement this alternative as 
written over the entire NC NEP area.  In that case, we assume the Service would have a high 
degree of access to private lands and be able to locate dens, find and remove hybrids, deploy 
sterilized placeholders.  These actions would increase red wolf breeding success.  Additionally, 
we would be able to conduct releases from the captive population where needed, which would 
further help build the red wolf population.  It is further assumed that the more limited provisions 
for take of red wolves under this alternative and the potential for greater enforcement would 
reduce red wolf mortality rates.  If this were to happen, the population would be expected to 
grow consistent with PVA Scenario W (Figure 5), which modeled increased breeding, releases 
from captivity and reduced human-related mortality.   
 
The effects of Alternative 2 can also be assessed under a second set of assumptions (Low 
Landowner Cooperation).  This assumes that elimination of the take provisions would harden the 
sentiments of many landowners against the Program; thereby limiting Service access to private 
lands.  Were this to happen our ability to implement the RWAMWP (find dens, deploy 
placeholders, release animals) would be compromised.  At some point lack of landowner 
cooperation compromises our ability to implement the RWAMWP sufficient to bend the 
population trajectory downward, as we would be limited in our ability to improve breeding rates, 
release animals where needed or limit human-related mortality over much of the 5-county area.  
With very limited landowner support, we predict that we would only be able to implement the 
RWAMWP on federal lands and scattered parcels of private lands with agreements.  In sum the 
population trajectory under this Alternative (with the Low Landowner Cooperation assumptions 
including very low landowner support) would most likely be slightly better than estimated under 
PVA Scenario Z (Figure 6).  Though far from optimal, it does represent an improvement over 
Alternative 1.   
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Figure 5.  Model results for the NC population under various scenarios (Faust et al. 2016). 


 
Figure 6. Scenario Z model results for NC population for a sample of 100 model iterations (Faust et al. 2016). 


Conversely, with modest support from landowners we could experience modest growth.  
Essentially, the expected result of implementing this alternative with modest to fair landowner 
support would be a population that behaves close to the estimates provided in PVA Scenario V 
(Figure 6); though slightly to somewhat lower.  With the available information it is difficult to 
predict which set of assumptions are most reasonable relative to Alternative 2.  
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The potential benefits of Alternative 2 to red wolves increase with increasing landowner support.  
The prospects for fostering such support would be increased if implementation of this alternative 
included a robust set of landowner incentives and resulted in an increase in the ability of private 
landowners to control coyotes, thus reducing conflicts with red wolf management.  
 
Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Under Alternative 3, the effects on red wolves would be a reduction in geographic scope and 
focus on maintaining wild reared offspring for future reintroductions.  The size of the Federal 
lands available on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range can support a 
relatively small number of red wolves likely equal to approximately two packs or family groups 
and around no more than 15-20 individuals.   
 
The red wolf population would only be actively managed on Federal lands and red wolves off 
Federal lands would no longer be legally protected.  The loss of protections for red wolves off of 
federal lands would also potentially lead to an increase in human-caused mortality, both from 
misidentification by landowners who are no longer concerned about needing to properly 
distinguish between coyotes and red wolves, and from individuals that would like to keep the red 
wolf population at low or non-existent levels.  
 
Hybridization would be expected to decrease within the area of focused management on Federal 
lands because management efforts could more efficiently focus on the removal and/or 
sterilization of coyotes.  Human tolerance could potentially increase with a reduction in the NC 
NEP boundary, eliminated take prohibitions on private land and the development of private 
landowner incentives.  We expect the red wolf population under this alternative to perform as 
well or slightly worse than under Alternative 2 in the immediate future.   
 
An important distinction between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be that under 
Alternative 2 the NEP would cover the five county area while under Alternative 3 it would be 
reduced to only Federal lands.  
 
Alternative 4 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Under Alternative 4, due to the suspension or termination of the red wolf reintroduction effort in 
North Carolina, there would eventually be a no wild red wolves.  Many of our SSP partner 
facilities are invested in the red wolf because of the wild recovery effort.  Their role in restoring 
a species that has been declared extinct in the wild inspires them to devote funding and resources 
to red wolf conservation that could easily be directed to other species.  Absent the reintroduction 
narrative, support within the SSP may wane making it much more difficult to maintain the 
species in captivity.  Currently, the member facilities of the SSP contribute over $400,000 to red 
wolf conservation annually.  There is also currently no availability of space within the SSP to 
house additional red wolves if attempts are made to capture high value red wolves from the NC 
NEP for incorporation into the captive population.  
 
The various alternatives are compared in Table 2 below. 
Table 2.  Comparison of alternatives with existing condition for important factors. 
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Potential 
Effects as 
Compared to 
Existing 
Condition  


Alternative 1 - 
Current 
Management 
  


Alternative 2 - 
5 County NC 
NEP with 
Adaptive 
Management 
  


Alternative 3 - 
Federal Lands 
Focused with 
Adaptive 
Management 
  


Alternative 4 - 
Terminate the 
NC NEP 
  


NC NEP Red 
Wolf Population 
in the Near Term 


- + - - 


Survival (Take 
and Other 
Mortality) 


= + + - 


Level of FWS 
Management 
Effort 


= + - - 


Likelihood of 
Hybridization 


+ - - - 


Human 
Tolerance 


= + + - 


Key  = indicates there would not be an expected change from the existing condition 
- indicates an expected decrease from the existing condition 
+ indicates an expected increase over the existing condition 


 
Conclusion 
Alternative 4 would have the greatest impact on the red wolf population with a management 
decision to terminate the program and the loss of the wild red wolf NC NEP.  Alternative 1 
would ultimately be similar and would be expected to lead to the extirpation of red wolves from 
the NC NE within 40 years due to management limitations (e.g. no implementation of 
RWAMWP or additional red wolf releases into the population).  It is more difficult to predict the 
long term outcome of Alternative 2 which is strongly affected by the level of public cooperation 
(high, medium and low) by way of private landowner agreements, and the level of support likely 
to be received under each is somewhat nebulous.  Alternative 2 could lead to a decrease in 
human-caused mortality as increased protection measures were put in place, leading to higher 
population growth.  Conversely, additional protection measures could erode potential 
cooperation of landowners unless substantial incentives could be implemented.  Alternative 3 
would be expected to lead to a decrease in the red wolf population since there would be no take 
prohibitions off Federal lands.   
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Under assumptions of low public support in the near term, Alternative 2 would likely sustain a 
larger red wolf population than Alternatives 3 and Alternative 4 because it would maintain a wild 
red wolf population on the landscape at levels greater than the existing condition (Alternative 1)  
Over the long term, whether Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 ultimately would produce the greatest 
benefits to red wolves depends on establishing and maintaining high public support.  
 
Coyotes  
Habitat Relationships 
Coyotes (Canis latrans) are one of the most adaptable mammals in North America and can 
survive in just about any environment providing an adequate food source is present.  Due to their 
ability to be highly adaptable in both their behavior and diet, they can utilize habitats ranging 
from forests and meadows, to agricultural fields, suburban areas and urban areas.  Agriculture 
fields and forested areas with respect to coyote habitat use in northeastern North Carolina are 
similar to other coyote studies in the northeast U.S. and indicate a general preference for open, 
treeless environments by coyotes (Richer et al. 2002, Gosselink et al. 2003, Van Deelen and 
Gosselink 2006). 
 
Studies in North Carolina have documented a wide range of foods used by coyotes, including 
rabbit, white-tailed deer, rodents, human sources (e.g. crops, garbage), vegetation and 
invertebrates (Schrecengost et al., 2008, Dellinger et al. 2011, McVey et al. 2013, Cherry et al. 
2016).  Research indicates that rabbits are the dominant prey in the diets of coyotes while white-
tailed deer are preyed upon more seasonally, primarily fawns or vulnerable individuals in winter 
(Litvaitis and Shaw 1980, Hinton et al. 2017a).    
 
Affected Environment 
Prior to the 1800s, coyotes occupied the prairies, deserts and grasslands of central North America 
and Mexico.  Reduced competition through the removal of other large predators (e.g. gray 
wolves, red wolves, cougars), large-scale habitat changes including the creation of fields, trails 
and roads, along with new food sources such as crops allowed for the expansion of the coyote’s 
range throughout the United States (NCWRC 2018).  In the Southeast, natural range expansion 
of coyotes in the region appears to have been supplemented by illegal importations for hunting 
(Hill et al. 1987).  
 
The first documented coyotes in North Carolina were in 1988 in the far western portions of the 
state, but through natural expansion and illegal releases coyotes were found throughout the state 
by 2005 (NCWRC 2018).  The coyote is now abundant throughout the 100 counties in North 
Carolina, and is managed as nongame with no closed season or bag limit (NCWRC 2018). By 
the early 1990s coyotes had expanded their range into the Albemarle Peninsula (AP), which is 
situated in the northeast coastal plain region of NC (Hinton et al. 2012, Phillips et al. 2003).  
Although coyotes are present on Alligator River NWR, the carnivore is not native to the refuge 
(USFWS 2008).  In recent years as coyotes have increased their population, they have begun to 
make use of the Outer Banks. 
 
In 2014, a court issued a preliminary injunction (RWC v. NCWRC 2014) prohibiting coyote 
hunting within the five county NC NEP based on a lawsuit filed against NCWRC by a number of 







28 
 


non-governmental organizations with concerns over coyote hunting, particularly at night, 
because it posed a potential increase in red wolf mortality.  Based on a settlement agreement 
reached later that same year, the State regulations regarding coyote hunting differs in the five 
county NC NEP area than in the rest of the State.  Within the NC NEP, a NCWRC permit is 
required to take coyotes by hunting on private lands, but there are no bag limits.  Coyote hunting 
is not allowed at night, but trapping may occur at night.  Coyote home ranges are typically less 
than approximately 20 square miles, as compared to red wolves with home ranges up to 70 
square miles (Hinton 2014).  Large areas with low road densities appear to be preferred by red 
wolves and coyotes occupying these areas have a higher likelihood of being displaced by red 
wolves than in areas of high human activity/development (Gese and Terletzky 2015).     
 
Environmental Consequences 
Methodology 
Potential effects on coyote from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best 
available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management scenarios 
of the alternatives would potentially affect coyote population numbers and the indirect effects of 
that.  Effects related to hybridization are discussed in the red wolf section. 
 
Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Interactions between coyotes and red wolves, and the effects of those interactions, particularly 
for the purposes of this analysis with respect to the coyote population, are complex and difficult 
to predict because the result of red wolf-coyote interactions have completely divergent potential 
outcomes ranging from being lethal for the coyote to the creation of pair-bonding under certain 
less than ideal conditions (Hinton 2014).   
 
The types of potential effects on coyotes would be the same under all alternatives.  However, 
there would be expected to be lower coyote numbers within active red wolf territories.  As 
discussed previously, coyote numbers in those localized areas would decrease both from 
competition for resources with red wolves standpoint and from direct displacement.  Based on 
model predictions for Alternative 1 showing a decreasing red wolf population over time, 
eventually there would likely be an expected increase in coyotes on the refuge and across the AP.  
Alternative 2 would be expected to result in the lowest population of coyote as the population of 
red wolves increases and remains present throughout the NC NEP area, while Alternative 4 
would likely result in the highest population of coyotes over the long term between these 
alternatives. 
 
Alternative 1 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Initially there would be no direct or indirect effects expected from the continuation of the 
existing red wolf management.  However, based on a projected population decline of red wolves 
under this alternative and the associated elimination of red wolf territories, there would be an 
expected increase in the population of coyotes on the Albemarle Peninsula over time.  However, 
due to the existing low population of red wolves and other factors affecting coyotes, the effect 
from this alternative on the coyote population would likely not be substantial.   
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Alternative 2 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Under this alternative there is a range of potential outcomes with respect to the red wolf 
population depending on the level of public support (high, medium, low) and subsequently any 
impact that would have on the coyote population and indirectly on the population of prey 
species.  Although this alternative would not be expected to substantial impact the coyote 
population, in general the higher the red wolf population the lower the coyote population, 
particularly within active red wolf territories.   
 
Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
The effects of Alternative 3 on coyotes would be in increase in the number of coyotes in the area.   
 
Alternative 4 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
The effects from Alternative 4 mirror the effects discussed in Alternative 1, although the decline 
in the red wolf population would be expected to occur more rapidly under this alternative, by 
design.   
 
Conclusion 
Coyotes would not be reduced substantially by the presence of red wolves under any of the 
alternatives because of the ability of coyotes to thrive in a variety of habitats and situations.  
Even targeted lethal control of coyotes by humans is not successful at eliminating coyotes from 
the landscape (NCWRC 2012).  Although the presence of red wolves would be expected to have 
some level of impacts on the coyote population and indirectly coyote prey species, particularly 
within active red wolf territories, there would continue to be a thriving coyote population 
throughout the AP.    
 
Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than 
significant impact on coyote. 
 
White-tailed Deer 
Habitat relationships 
White-tailed deer are very adaptable and prolific and thrive in a variety of habitat types.  They 
like creek and river bottoms, oak ridges, pine forests, farmlands, or any other type of habitat that 
offers food, water and cover.  They are tolerant of disturbances, such as agriculture and forestry 
practices, and often prefer areas modified by these activities if an adequate arrangement of cover 
and forage is available.  White-tailed deer feed mainly on green leaves, succulent plants, tender 
woody vegetation, grasses, berries, acorns and agricultural crops. 
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Affected Environment 
The white-tailed deer population in North Carolina has made a dramatic turnaround.  White-
tailed deer were plentiful when European settlers first arrived, but were hunted extensively for 
their meat and hides with no thought of conservation or management.  Within 100 years, white-
tailed deer were threatened with extirpation in North Carolina, including the Albemarle 
Peninsula, much like the rest of the United States.  It is estimated that 10,000 white-tailed deer 
inhabited the State in 1900, which was considered very low. North Carolina's major efforts to 
restore the state's white-tailed deer resource took place in the 1940s through the 1970s (NCWRC 
2017).  White-tailed deer populations today have risen to approximately one million in North 
Carolina (NCWRC 2017) (Figure 8).   
 
More people hunt white-tailed deer than any other game species in North Carolina and hunting 
for this game species is permitted on Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range 
during State hunting seasons.  When properly managed, hunting does not hurt white-tailed deer 
populations and is a helpful management tool for keeping them from becoming overpopulated 
(NCWRC 2017).  Before European settlers arrived, white-tailed deer populations were controlled 
by year-round hunting by Native Americans and large predators like cougars and red wolves 
(NCWRC 2017).  Without some control, white-tailed deer populations grow larger than their 
habitat can support, causing mass starvation and disease in their herds, as well as severe crop 
depredation and overgrazing of habitat (NCWRC 2017). 
 
Based on that information, NCWRC data shows the antlered buck harvest has declined 33.5 
percent over the past 10 years (2007 through 2016) in the five Albemarle Peninsula counties 
(Figure 8; Shaw 2017, pers. comm.).  However, this decline is not unique to those five counties.  
Over the same time period NCWRC has observed a 22.8 percent decline in antlered buck harvest 
in the Eastern Deer Season (about the eastern half the state), and a 41.8 percent decline in 
NCWRC District 1, where 4 of the 5 counties on the Albemarle Peninsula are located (Shaw 
2017, pers. comm.)(Figure 9).  
 
In eastern North Carolina, the primary food source of red wolves appears to be white-tailed deer, 
marsh rabbit, raccoons and small rodents (Phillips et al. 2003, McVey et al. 2013).  McVey et al. 
(2013) found that white-tailed deer were the only prey species consumed by red wolves 
throughout the year.  Dellinger et al. (2011) analyzed scat of six red wolf packs within the NC 
NEP over a two year period to explore variation in prey species during pup-rearing.  
Approximately 66 percent of prey biomass consumed for the six packs consisted of adult white-
tailed deer and fawns (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Coyotes do prey on white-tailed deer, but mostly 
seasonally on young fawns and to a lesser extent in winter (Litvaits 1980, Hinton et al 2017a).  
Coyote predation on adult white-tailed deer has been documented (Chitwood et al. 2014), but it 
is uncommon (Schrecengost et al. 2008, Vanglider 2008, Kilgo et al. 2010).  Hunter harvest 
remains the primary source of adult mortality for white-tailed deer in hunted populations 
(DeYoung 2011).   
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Figure 8.  NCWRC density maps are intended to provide a rough baseline for the average white-tailed deer density 
in each county.  The county white-tailed deer density numbers are derived from a combination of statewide 
estimated harvest, county-based reported antlered buck harvest, and a statewide Downing population reconstruction 
estimate.  They should not be viewed as a direct population estimate or to assess population trends over time. 
 
Although red wolves routinely prey on white-tailed deer as part of their diet, there has been no 
direct evidence that red wolf predation is a significant cause of decline in white-tailed deer 
numbers on a population level.  To the contrary, long-term maintenance of home ranges requires 
red wolves to defend a finite area and consume resources (e.g. white-tailed deer) at a rate low 
enough to allow prey populations to persist (Gese and Terletzky 2015).  Red wolves will prey on 
fawns during certain times of the year, but for the remainder of the year they primarily prey on 
adult white-tailed deer (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Anecdotal evidence based on the field 
examination of red wolf kills within the NC NEP suggests adult white-tailed deer selected as 
prey are typically diseased, old, physically compromised or otherwise vulnerable individuals.  As 
a result, red wolves may contribute to the overall health of white-tailed deer populations.  
Balanced ecosystems with its full suite of prey species and its top predator (e.g. red wolves) in 
place under which the ecosystem evolved are more likely to maintain healthy prey populations.      
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Figure 9.  White-tailed deer population trends for the five country NC NEP area based on NCWRC’s reported 
antlered buck harvest (NCWRC Data). 


 
Environmental Consequences 
Methodology 
Potential effects on white-tailed deer from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the 
best available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management 
scenarios in the alternatives would potentially affect white-tailed deer population numbers. 
 
Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
As discussed in the Affected Environment section, there are many factors affecting the population 
size of white-tailed deer within the NC NEP with red wolf predation likely being an additive 
impact rather than a major influence, particularly under the current low population numbers of 
red wolves.  There would be no direct effect to habitat for white-tailed deer under any of these 
alternatives.   
 
Alternative 1 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Based on a projected population decline in red wolves under this alternative, there would be an 
expected slight increase in the population of white-tailed deer on the Albemarle Peninsula over 
time.  However, due to the existing low population of red wolves and the many additional factors 
influencing white-tailed deer numbers, the effect from this alternative on white-tailed deer would 
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be minimal, especially over time if the red wolf population continues to decline until none 
remain on the landscape, as projected.   
 
Alternative 2  
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
This alternative represents a range of potential outcomes depending on the level of public 
cooperation (high, medium, low) achieved based on the establishment of landowner incentives 
and increased public outreach activities.  For the purposes of analyzing this alternative with for 
effects to white-tailed deer, the analysis will assume high public cooperation as it represents the 
largest potential change from the existing condition (e.g. Alternative 1) with respect to the 
projected red wolf population.  The implementation of Alternative 2 with high public 
cooperation would be expected to result in an increase in the red wolf population over time while 
occupying more of the NC NEP.   
 
This alternative could result in the largest decrease in the white-tailed deer population as 
predation from a growing red wolf population increased.  However, some of the increase in red 
wolf predation would be offset by a decrease in coyote predation on white-tailed deer, 
particularly during the fawning season and winter, as red wolves return to occupying a larger 
portion of the NC NEP and actively defend territories resulting in the displacement of coyotes.   
 
Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
The effects of Alternative 3 on white-tailed deer are somewhat difficult to determine as red wolf 
numbers under this alternative would be expected to decrease.  However the current red wolf 
population consists of only a few packs and with this alternative we anticipate the federal lands 
supporting around two packs.  As such, there will likely be little change in deer populations.   
 
Alternative 4 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Once the red wolf population decreased to the point that they were no longer on the landscape, 
this alternative would clearly result in no direct impacts on the white-tailed deer population from 
red wolves.  Alternative 4 would be expected to result in the highest population of white-tailed 
deer due to the elimination of red wolves as a predator. 
 
Conclusion  
Based on the above analysis, there would be varying degrees of effects to white-tailed deer under 
the proposed alternatives, but all within a relatively moderate range of impacts as the red wolf 
numbers fluctuate.  None of the proposed alternatives would be expected to result in a substantial 
change in the white-tailed deer population.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives 
would be expected to have a less than significant impact on white-tailed deer. 
 
Game Species 
A variety of game species use the diverse habitats within the five county NC NEP area.  
Common game species include:  bear, bobcat, coyote, eastern cottontail, squirrel, beaver, 
raccoon, fox, skunk, opossum, deer, turkey, woodcock, snipe, mallard, dove, and quail. Red 
wolves are also known to consume raccoons, rabbits and other small mammals though there are 
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no data to indicate that red wolf predation has affected populations of these or other game 
species in the NC NEP area.   
 
Land Use  
Land use refers to the management and use of land by people.  The attributes of land use 
included general use patterns, land ownership, land management plans and special use areas.  
Land uses are typically directly related to the lands’ resources (e.g. topography, vegetation, 
access and other resources) and land ownership.   
 
Affected Environment 
Habitat that provides the necessary components to support red wolves (e.g. adequate prey base, 
enough habitat security to successfully den) can be found on across all types land ownership (e.g. 
Federal, State, private) within the five county NC NEP.     
 
However, due to the AP being within the NC NEP for red wolves, State hunting regulations 
require more restrictive coyote hunting regulations in the five counties than anywhere else in 
North Carolina.  Individuals hunting coyote in this area must obtain a NCWRC permit regardless 
of the land ownership of where they intend to hunt and they must report all take of coyotes to 
NCWRC.  In addition, it is the only area of the state where it is unlawful to hunt coyotes at night 
due to the potential for misidentifying a red wolf as a coyote.      
 
Federal Lands 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife Refuges 
There are four National Wildlife Refuges within the NC NEP area, Alligator River NWR, which 
lies predominantly in Dare County, Pocosin Lakes NWR, within Washington, Hyde and Tyrrell 
Counties, and Swanquarter NWR and Mattamuskeet NWR in Hyde County.  Alligator River 
NWR and Pocosin Lakes NWR are part of the larger North Carolina Coastal Plain National 
Wildlife Refuge Complex.  Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR are part of the larger 
Mattamuskeet, Swanquarter, Cedar Island National Wildlife Refuge Complex. 
 
Department of Defense, Dare County Bombing Range 
Dare County Bombing Range established in 1965, encompasses approximately 46,619 acres 
within Dare and Hyde counties.  About 4,388 acres of the facility are maintained as two separate 
impact areas (Air Force and Navy).  Most of the Range is on the mainland part of the Dare 
County peninsula and is surrounded by Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge.  Dare County 
Bombing Range is not adjacent to any major body of water although the western boundary lies 
within a mile of Alligator River and the eastern boundary lies within a mile of Stumpy Point 
Bay, which connects to Pamlico Sound.  The impact areas are used for basic weapons delivery 
training.  The remaining acreage is used as a safety buffer and consists of roads and forested 
wetland. 
 
Remotely located in eastern North Carolina, Dare County Bombing Range is the primary training 
range for F-15E aircraft crews from Seymour Johnson Air Force Base and the primary backyard 
range for F/A-18 squadrons operating out of Naval Air Station Oceana.  The range is an 
electronic combat, day-night, and air-to-ground training site critical to both installations and 
Army and Navy special operations teams (including SEALs).  Together, the Air Force and Navy 
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are working to protect land near and under special use airspace, military training routes, and 
bombing run flight tracks near this important range.  
 
Natural resource management on Dare County Bombing Range is guided by the 2015 Final 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for Dare County Range.  Easements 
acquired with The Nature Conservancy will prevent incompatible uses such as wind energy 
development in areas near the range identified by range and air installation compatible use zone 
studies.  The protected land includes forested wetlands, which are important for numerous 
species such as the red-cockaded woodpecker, red wolf and area-sensitive songbirds.  Keeping 
the range isolated and in its natural state ensures that special operations teams can continue their 
weapons training and Joint Tactical Air Control exercises.  Buffering the range also allows the 
military to expand on current training capabilities, with Navy SEALs planning future riverine 
training and the Air Force developing a military operations in urban terrain target area, similar 
training that prepared fighter crews for close air support missions in Afghanistan.  Sustaining 
these capabilities is only possible through partnership with The Nature Conservancy to protect 
Dare County’s significant undeveloped wetlands and forest landscape (DOD Air Force, 
undated). 
 
State Lands 
State Parks 
There are two state parks in the five county NC NEP in areas potentially utilized by red wolves.     
Pettigrew State Park is a North Carolina State Park in Tyrrell and Washington Counties, North 
Carolina.   
 
Goose Creek State Park is a North Carolina state park near Washington, Beaufort County, North 
Carolina. It covers 1,672 acres just off of Pamlico Sound, in North Carolina's Coastal Plain.  
 
State Gamelands 
The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission manages over 2 million acres of game lands 
for the conservation of wildlife species and to provide public access for hunting, fishing, 
trapping, and other outdoor recreational opportunities.  There are 11 State managed gamelands 
within the five county NC NEP in areas where red wolves would potentially be present.  These 
are Alligator River, Buchridge, Dare, Gull Rock, J. Morgan Futch, Lantern Acres, New Lake, 
Pungo River, Texas Plantation, Van Swamp and Voice of America.   
 
Private Land 
Private land is generally owned by individuals, corporations, or groups of individuals and in 
population centers often consists of a complex pattern of ownership.  There would not be 
expected effects to the use of non-Federal lands for their existing principal uses (e.g. timber 
production, agriculture, private residences) because there would be no new or additional 
economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon non-Federal entities or private landowners due 
to the presence of the red wolf.   
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Agriculture 
Agriculture is an important industry in the NC NEP counties.  Agricultural land coverage ranges 
between 26 to 41 percent of the counties total land area.  According to the latest Agricultural 
Census, the total market value of products sold ranged between $59.5 million to $121.6 million 
(excluding Dare County).  Crop commodities represented the overall majority of total sales.  
Agriculture fields comprised approximately 30 percent of the land cover and commercial pine 
plantations 15 percent (Hinton et al. 2017a).  Corn, cotton, soybeans and winter wheat are the 
primary agricultural crops (McKerrow et al. 2006). 
 
Environmental Consequences 
Methodology 
Effects are evaluated based on the best available information on how the proposed red wolf 
proposed management changes under the different alternatives would affect the management and 
use of Federal lands and non-Federal lands within the AP.  It is worth noting that any decision 
regarding the coyote hunting restrictions in the five county area is not under the purview or 
authority of the Service and resides with the State of North Carolina.  The assumptions made in 
the analysis are based on what would expected to be the State’s likely response with regard to 
those hunting restrictions under the different alternatives.    
 
Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Federal Lands 
There would be no change to the management of any Federal lands (National Wildlife Refuges 
or Dare County Bombing Range) under the implementation of any of these alternatives for the 
protection, conservation or recovery of red wolves.  In addition, none of these alternatives would 
impact the traditional uses of Alligator River NWR, Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR or 
Swanquarter NWR.  With the exception of the area surrounding the captive red wolf facility on 
Alligator River NWR, no areas are proposed for closure or land use restrictions within the NC 
NEP. 
 
Non-Federal Land 
None of these alternatives would involve land use restrictions on any non-federal lands (State, 
local or private) or any restrictions on the types of activities conducted on those lands, with the 
exception of the State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting within the five counties.  
However, the level of protections received by red wolves on non-Federal lands would vary based 
on the alternative.     
 
Alternative 1 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section 
for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of 
Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on 
coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect. 
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Alternative 2  
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section 
for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of 
Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on 
coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect. 
 
Alternative 3 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Federal Lands 
After implementation of this alternative, there would likely be a reduction, potentially to zero, in 
the number of red wolves present on Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR 
due to the loss of protection for red wolves and an expected initial decline in the red wolf 
population as management of red wolves was scaled back to Alligator River NWR and the Dare 
County Bombing Range.   
 
Non-Federal Lands 
Under this alternative there would be a loss of protection for red wolves and lethal take would be 
authorized if they present on the landscape outside of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County 
Bombing Range.  Consequently, it would be expected that the State would revised their coyote 
hunting regulations to mirror the regulations for the rest of the state, which would allow for 
coyote hunting at night and without a permit, thereby removing the one current land use 
restriction related to red wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.   
 
Alternative 4 
Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Federal Lands 
Under this alternative, the termination of the NC NEP and the ultimate elimination of red wolves 
in the wild would alter the management of the four refuges affected and the Dare County 
Bombing Range.   
 
 
Non-Federal Lands 
Under this alternative, there would no longer be red wolves on the landscape and therefore there 
would no longer be a concern of hunters misidentifying red wolves as coyotes. As a result, the 
State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting would be removed allowing for coyote hunting 
without a permit and at night, thereby removing the one current land use restriction related to red 
wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.   
 
Conclusion 
There would not be any expected effects on land use of non-Federal lands for their principal uses 
(e.g. timber production, agriculture, private residences) because there would be no new or 
additional economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon State, non-Federal entities or private 
landowners due to the presence of red wolves.  Land use restrictions as a result of red wolf 
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presence and management within the five county NC NEP are limited to one closure area and a 
State-regulated restriction on coyote hunting at night.  Under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 the 
coyote hunting restriction would be likely to remain, while under Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 
they would be expected to be removed.  The closure area for captive red wolves would remain 
under all alternatives, except Alternative 4.   
 
Alternative 4 represents the least restrictive alternative with respect to land use, while Alternative 
1 and Alternative 2 represent the most restrictive, although there are very limited restrictions 
related to red wolf management under any of the alternatives.  Consequently, the effect of any of 
the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on land use. 
 
Economic Activity 
Three main economic activities have been previously identified as being potentially impacted by 
the management alternative or were issues raised by the public as a concern during scoping.   
These activities are: 


• Livestock depredations; 
• Recreational hunting success rates; and 
• Tourist visitation to the region to view red wolves in the wild. 


 
Livestock 
The potential for livestock depredations has been raised as a concern by some private landowners 
within the NC NEP.  The 2012 Census of Agriculture reported there were 1,800 head of cattle 
and 49,000 hogs and pigs throughout the five-county area (the census withheld some information 
for privacy concerns).  While no studies were identified that considered the actual effect that red 
wolf reintroduction has had on depredation or animal behavior, the Service is aware of seven 
depredation incidents over the 30 year lifetime of the reintroduction effort.  Of those seven 
depredations, five were livestock.  These depredations took place between 1997 and 2015 and 
were comprised of goats, chickens, and a hog.  Private landowners affected by red wolf livestock 
depredations were able receive restitution for their losses, though some declined. 
 
Given the relatively low number of known depredations over the lifetime of the red wolf 
reintroduction program, the absence of directly relevant studies, and the differences in grazing 
practices and oversight between western and eastern operations, we do not expect there would be 
significant impacts from livestock depredation for Alternative 3, the preferred alternative.  Under 
this alternative, red wolves would be actively managed on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare 
County Bombing Range.   
 
Under Alternative 2, the Service would be allowed to more actively manage red wolves 
throughout the existing NC NEP and could release up to five additional red wolves per year.  If 
these red wolves survived, along with the remainder of the existing population, the overall red 
wolf population could increase, thus leading to a greater chance of depredation.  Based on the 
low level of depredations documented, even at the height of the introduced red wolf population 
numbers (e.g. 2005-2007), the number of depredations would not be expected to be substantial.   
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Under Alternative 1, red wolf populations are expected to continue to decline and are projected 
to go extinct within 40 years.  Under Alternative 4, the red wolf population would decline by 
design until there was no longer a wild population within the NC NEP.   
 
Recreational Hunting 
During the 2017 white-tailed deer hunting season, the state reported a total harvest of 5,583 
white-tailed deer taken from the five county area (NCWRC 2018a). According to the North 
Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission, the reported harvest in 2017 was less than the recent 
three year average of 6,050.  Over the previous three years, the harvest ranged from a low of 
5,517 to a high of 6,731 white-tailed deer.  Table 3 shows the total number of white-tailed deer 
harvested for select years for the five county area.  In general, harvest levels rose between the 
years 2000 and 2010/2011 before declining.  The most recent harvests are generally less than that 
first reported in 2000.  It is of interest to note that the number of white-tailed deer harvested 
within the NC NEP rose during the same time period that the population of red wolves increased 
and that even with a precipitous decline in the red wolf population over the last several years, 
white-tailed deer harvest has declined.     
  


Reporting Year Beaufort Dare Hyde Tyrrell Washington 


2000 2,692 77 1,947 954 1,430 


2005-2006 2,374 124 1,987 839 1,247 


2010-2011 3,344 239 2,451 1,175 1,745 


2014-2015 2,681 149 1,653 755 1,472 


2017-2018 2,562 133 1,074 574 1,240 


Percent Change 
2000 – 2017/2018 -4.8% 72.7% -44.8% -39.8% -13.3% 


Table 3.  Reported White-Tailed Deer Harvest, Select Years (NCWRC 2018a).  


 
Because Alternatives 1 and 4 would result in a reduction in the red wolf population, it stands to 
reason that their impact on the white-tailed deer population would also decline.  However, in the 
absence of red wolves, the coyote population would be expected to increase and affect white-
tailed deer, particularly fawns.  As a result, any increase in white-tailed deer hunting 
opportunities would likely be minimal and localized.  It is possible that under Alternative 2, 
which envisions under ideal circumstances an increase in the red wolf population over time that 
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their effect on the white-tailed deer population could increase.  Although given the small number 
of red wolves anticipated along with the large number of white-tailed deer in the area, the impact 
is expected to be minimal.  Under Alternative 3, the preferred alternative, red wolves would only 
be managed on a small area of federal land, thus their effect on the white-tailed deer population 
in the five county area would decline as well. 
 
Tourism 
It is thought by many conservation-oriented organizations that a successful reintroduction of red 
wolves would result in a positive economic benefit to the communities due to an increase in 
visitation to the area.  When gray wolves were reintroduced into the Yellowstone ecosystem, the 
park experienced an increase in gray wolf-oriented ecotourism.  These tourists spent their money 
in local communities during their stay at lodging and dining facilities, and spent additional 
money on trip-related expenses.   
 
In contrast, the habitat and flat terrain that the red wolves have been reintroduced into is much 
more woody and dense compared to the Lamar Valley.  Refuge and public roads typically lack 
grand vistas with great sightlines, which would increase the opportunity to see a red wolf.  
During winter, sightlines are somewhat improved due to open areas in the farmed fields of the 
refuge and public lands affording more potential red wolf viewing opportunities, such as the ones 
photographed in late 2017 (Figure 10). 
 


 
Figure 10. Red wolves on Alligator River NWR.  Photos taken by refuge visitor Robert Ondrish in late 2017. 
  
A 2005 study conducted for the Defenders of Wildlife looked at the potential economic 
opportunity that could be created through ecotourism via red wolf reintroduction (Lash and 
Black 2005).  This study found that county residents were interested in economic growth for 
their area; protecting the natural beauty and rural setting of their counties; providing job 
opportunities for youth; preserving the historical, quaint, small-town look and feel; and having a 
distinct town area, some residential development areas and a predominantly rural farm setting 
(Lash and Black 2005).  This study also found that tourists to the Outer Banks were interested in 
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day or short-trips to natural or wilderness areas to view wildlife and nature.  They found that 
these tourists would be willing to stay for dinners, shop, and experience other local tourists’ 
activities should they make the trip.  Local, regional and national organizations have expressed 
interest in promoting ecotourism of northeastern North Carolina with the presence of red wolves, 
the only wolf species endemic to the United States and currently the only wild population, the 
cornerstone of that tourism. 
 
The North Carolina Coastal Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex includes Alligator River 
NWR and Pocosin NWR within the NC NEP area potentially occupied by red wolves.  The 
Complex has a large visitor center located in Manteo, NC with multiple exhibits and programs 
related to red wolves.  Red wolf howling tours are a popular activity on Alligator River NWR 
offered by the Service.  Pocosin NWR also has a visitor center with red wolf displays and 
educational materials in Columbia, NC. The Red Wolf Health Care and Education Center located 
nearby provides visitors the opportunity to see a captive pair of red wolves as well as provides 
red wolf-related outreach and educational programs.  Visitation to the Refuge Complex was 
approximately 1.7 million in 2016.   
Under Alternatives 1 and 4, where the red wolf population is expected to decline and eventually 
disappear, it is doubtful that any meaningful ecotourism industry would continue to develop or 
be sustained.  Under Alternative 3, the red wolf would be managed only on federal lands.  These 
lands may provide unique viewing opportunities as the last place to see red wolves in the wild, 
but because they would be able to support a limited number of red wolves, viewing instances 
would be expected to be limited.  Under Alternative 2, the red wolf population could potentially 
expand as it allows for a small number of new red wolves to be introduced each year and for the 
Service to work with willing landowners to provide habitat.  Viewing opportunities could 
potentially increase and larger landowners could potentially capitalize on these opportunities.  To 
date, though, there is insufficient data to predict the extent to which an ecotourism industry 
would develop and to what degree for Alternatives 2 and 3. 
 
Conclusion 
The greatest potential for a negative impact on the local economy would be under Alternative 4 
with a termination of the red wolf program, or under Alternative 1 if the population goes extinct 
as projected, due to the associated loss of any ecotourism potential to the area based on their 
presence.  Additional hunting opportunities under Alternatives 1 and 4 would be very limited and 
localized as the coyote population increased to fill the void.  Based on the information known to 
date and the expectations associated with each of the alternatives as described above for the 
resources analyzed, the impact from any of the alternatives would be less than significant on 
economic activity.  
 
Human Health and Safety 
Affected Environment 
Intolerance of wolves led to their extermination in northern and central Europe.  Red wolves 
were likely one of the first carnivores the early settlers encountered when they arrived on the 
Atlantic coast, which meant red wolves were also quick to be persecuted.  Habitat loss coupled 
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with persecution, including government supported eradication campaigns, reduced the red wolf 
population to about 100 individuals by the mid-20th century.  In the 1970s, the Service removed 
the last remaining red wolves from eastern Texas and western Louisiana to try and save the 
species in captivity.  Declared extinct in the wild in 1980, the Service began to focus 
conservation efforts on creating a captive population from which to restore red wolves to their 
historic range in the future.  A reintroduction site was identified and efforts to restore red wolves 
to the wild began with the release of four mated pairs at Alligator River NWR in northeastern 
North Carolina in 1987. 
 
A recent survey conducted for the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission evaluated the 
perspectives of Albemarle Peninsula residents on coyote and red wolf management (Serenari 
2018).  The survey found AP residents to be relatively split in their support for red wolf recovery 
and willingness to support the presence of wild red wolves on the AP.  Regarding their concern 
for potential consequences of red wolf encounters, there was some concern by AP residents over 
the potential of a pet or child being attacked or the spread of rabies.  There was generally less 
concern over regular presence of red wolves, risk of a face-to-face encounter and damage to 
property.  The vast majority of survey respondents indicated that red wolves do not cause them 
any problems (Serenari 2018). 
 
Environmental Consequences 
Human Safety 
During the 30 year recovery effort, red wolves living in the wild in the NC NEP have proven to 
be shy, reclusive animals that prefer to avoid human contact.  There have been no reported 
instances of aggression or threatening behavior towards people.  There have been no reported 
human injuries from a red wolf attempting to defend itself and no incidents of predatory behavior 
toward humans from red wolves.  Direct conflicts with humans have been limited to a handful of 
confirmed cases of depredation on pets and livestock, or property damage during the history of 
the program.  While any wild animal can be dangerous if cornered, threatened or overly 
habituated to humans, there is no evidence that red wolves pose an unusual risk to humans. 
Virtually all of the cultural and historical fears of red wolves retained by residents have proven to 
be unfounded. 
 
Human Health 
Red wolves are subject to diseases that affect all canines, including domestic dogs, coyotes and 
foxes.  All released, translocated and handled red wolves are administered vaccine against the 
full spectrum of canine diseases including rabies, distemper, canine parvovirus, and infectious 
canine hepatitis viruses, and, when possible, are dewormed for intestinal and external parasites. 
Captive red wolves receive annual booster shots.  Wild-born animals are vaccinated 
opportunistically whenever captured for other reasons such as radio-collaring.  Given these 
precautions, the red wolves in the NC NEP population are less likely to carry disease than other 
wild canids and are not likely to transmit parasites or disease-causing pathogens that are not 
already carried by other canids. Because of the comparatively (to other populations of wildlife, 
including other canids such as coyote and fox) small size of the experimental population of red 







43 
 


wolves, the active management and routine monitoring and the vaccination protocol, the red 
wolf’s contribution to the overall parasite or pathogen load in the NC NEP is minimal.  There is 
no reason to anticipate an increase in the risk of disease transmission to humans in the NC NEP 
as a result of the experimental population of red wolves, even with an increase in the population.  
 
Conclusion 
Based on the 30 year history of the program with respect to direct threats to humans and disease 
transmission associated with the reintroduced red wolf population, along with their general 
avoidance of humans, there would not be expected to be the development of human health and 
safety issues beyond the current extremely low level even with potential red wolf population 
increases associated with Alternatives 2.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives 
would be expected to have a less than significant impact on human health and safety. 
Environmental Justice 
Executive Order 12898 (EO 12898), February 11, 1994 codified into federal law a decades old 
social movement.  The EO mandates that ‘disproportionately high and adverse’ effects on 
population groups of concern be identified and addressed.  Discretion is largely left up to 
individual bureaus and agencies on how to comply with this EO’s need for public involvement 
and analysis.  Similar to NEPA, past work and litigation have served to establish acceptable 
standards and practice. 
 
There are four types of populations groups of concern for Environmental Justice: minorities, low 
income, indigenous, and those who principally subsist on fish and wildlife.   
 
Within the analysis area there are no indigenous groups or identified groups that subsist 
principally on fish and wildlife.  Minority population groups are automatically considered a 
population group of concern if they comprise over 50 percent of the affected area.  Populations 
of minorities and low income people are identified on a county level.  Black or African 
Americans compose 48.9 percent of Washington County, but 28.6 percent of the overall analysis 
area.  The proposed alternatives would not be expected to have measurable effects on minority 
populations and therefore would not be expected to have any disproportionate high or adverse 
effects on those populations.   
 
Due to the rural nature of the vast majority of the five counties within the analysis area, the area 
population tends to be in lower income categories, but no identifiable group of individuals can be 
considered to have lower income in relation to local averages.  The impacts of Alternatives 1, 2 
and 3 on human activities in the analysis area are expected to be minimal, and so do not 
represent any disproportionate high or adverse effects to low-income groups.  Consequently, the 
effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to be not significant for environmental 
justice.   
 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS FOR RESOURCE ANALYZED 
Based on the evaluation of the proposed alternatives, none are expected to have significant 
effects on factors of the human environment such as land use, agriculture, forestry, game 
populations, human health and safety, transportation or other economic interest.  One potential 
economic impact of Alternative 4 may be a reduction in visitation to Alligator River NWR for 
members of the public that travel there with the hope of seeing a red wolf in the wild.  
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The primary effects of the proposed alternatives relate to the potential effects to the red wolf 
population itself as a result of the different management scenarios and federal expenditures for 
red wolf conservation.  Alternative 4 would be the greatest impact on the red wolf population 
with the termination of the program, followed by Alternative 1 with a projected extinction in the 
wild in the NC NEP within 40 years under the current management scenario.  Whether 
Alternative 2 ultimately leads to a larger increase in the red wolf population and which 
alternative would garner the highest levels of public cooperation along with the lowest human-
caused mortality rates, is difficult to predict.  Detailed cost estimates, including salaries, are not 
yet available but the alternatives can be placed in rank order as follows (lowest to highest costs): 
Termination (Alternative 4), Five County and Federal lands (tie – Alternative 2 and Alternative 
3), and No Action (Alternative 1).  Under the three change alternatives resource savings would 
potentially be shifted to the recovery of other species and additional support provided to the 
captive red wolf population.  It is also worth noting that even current management (e.g. 
Alternative 1 - the No Action Alternative) reflects shifts in recovery resources to other species 
since 2013.  
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[bookmark: _Toc516144050]CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION



The Department of the Interior, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS, we, the Service) proposes to address the regulations under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which provides for the designation of experimental populations of listed species.  Our current 10(j) regulations for the experimental non-essential population of red wolves (Canis rufus) in northeastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)) were promulgated in 1995.  In this draft Environmental Assessment (EA), prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, we analyze the environmental consequences of a range of alternatives, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternative.  The final action taken by the Service may be one of the alternatives analyzed herein, or may be derived from elements of the alternatives.  The action would be implemented through rule-making under section 10(j) of the ESA.



The Service prepared EAs in conjunction with the initial promulgation of the red wolf section 10(j) regulations and subsequent revisions thereto.  In each case, the Service concluded the NEPA process with a finding of no significant impact.  We have determined that an EA is the appropriate means of evaluating the effects of the currently proposed action on the human environment because EAs have previously been prepared for such actions.  

	

The Service published an advanced notice of proposed rule-making and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document on May 23, 2017 (82 FR 23518).  This established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document through soliciting public comments.  The scoping public comment period opened with the publishing of the notice of intent and ended on July 24, 2017.  During the 60-day comment period, The Service received a total of 12,279 comments.  This number includes verbal and written comments submitted in person at two public meetings and online through regulations.gov. 

  

[bookmark: _1fob9te]About 90 people attended the two public meetings held on June 6, 2017, at Mattamuskeet High School in Swan Quarter, NC and June 8, 2017, at the Coastal North Carolina National Wildlife Refuges Visitor Center in Manteo, NC.  At these events, Service personnel provided an overview of the process for writing a new rule and the public visited with Service personnel and discussed different aspects of red wolf recovery.  The public input received in response to the notice and scoping meetings has been reviewed, is incorporated throughout this EA, where appropriate, and was specifically used to help craft the range of alternatives being analyzed. 
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The Service has been engaged in efforts to conserve and recover the red wolf for over four decades.  The primary statute governing the Red Wolf Recovery Program is the ESA.  The species was declared extinct in the wild in 1980.  The Recovery Program encompasses captive breeding, reintroduction, and all related activities designed to further the conservation of the red wolf.  The Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (USFWS 2018a) and the most current Species Status Review (USFWS 2018b) provide a description of the red wolf, a history of red wolf recovery efforts, and the current status of the species.  This information is incorporated by reference into this document and will not be restated.



The ESA and regulations at 50 CFR Part 17.81 describe the requirements for establishing experimental populations.  The first key requirement in designating an experimental population is that the Service must determine that doing so would further the conservation of the species while considering any possible adverse effects on extant populations of the species as a result of removal of individuals, eggs, or propagules for introduction elsewhere.  Because the red wolf was declared extinct in the wild the only extant population is the captive population maintained by a collection of committed partners that manage this population consistent with an established Species Survival Plan (SSP) designed to ensure the captive population remains genetically diverse and robust.  Without a secure captive population the Service cannot remove individuals from the captive population to establish experimental populations. 



In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves onto Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790).  Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of major livestock operations, and availability of suitable prey species.  With the final rule in place, implementation of the reintroduction began.  The red wolf experimental population on Alligator River NWR was determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the ESA because the species was not considered to be at risk of extinction due to the existence and full protection of a captive population that at the time consisted of approximately 80 animals.  In 1991, a final rule was published in the Federal Register (56 FR 56325) to add Pocosin Lakes NWR and reintroduce red wolves into the Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), establishing a second NEP.  



The red wolf 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940) to revise and clarify the incidental take provisions and apply those provisions to both reintroduced populations; revise the livestock owner take provisions and apply them to both reintroduced populations; add harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the vaccination and recapture provisions; and apply the same taking (including harassment) provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population areas.  These are the regulations that currently govern management of the red wolves in the five counties of eastern North Carolina (50 CFR 17.84(c)).  A notice of termination of the red wolf reintroduction project in the GSMNP was published in the Federal Register on October 8, 1998 (63 FR 54151) due to extremely low pup survival and the inability of the red wolves to establish home ranges within the Park.



[bookmark: _Toc516144052]PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

In 1986 an EA titled Alligator River Refuge:  A Red Wolf Reintroduction Proposal, Dare County, North Carolina and Finding of No Significant Impact were prepared by the Service.  The Finding allowed the proposed Experimental Population Designation and reintroduction of red wolves to the Alligator River NWR to be implemented. 
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Island Sites

The first reintroduction experiment took place in 1976, when a wild caught pair of red wolves was released onto Bulls Island at Cape Romain NWR in South Carolina.  The pair was released into an acclimation pen for 40 days and then released on the island for nine days before being recaptured (USFWS 1990).  The purpose of the release was to test management and public information approaches.  Another pair was released on the island, first into a pen for six months, fed local prey species, and then released onto Cape Romain NWR.  They remained for eight months and were recaptured based on the original purpose of the experiments – to gain data to inform the reintroduction effort (USFWS 1990).    



In January 1989, the Service released a pair of red wolves on Horn Island, Mississippi in order to gain information on management techniques, the biology of red wolves, and to study predator-prey relationships.  The island appeared to be an excellent place to rear and study red wolves as they adapted to the habitat and roamed large portions of the island.  However, a series of incidents and deaths created challenges and shortfalls in the study.  Study efforts on Horn Island ended in 1998.  



In 1990, the Service implemented an island propagation site on St. Vincent NWR (an island off the Gulf Coast of Florida) to aid in the recovery of the red wolf.  The role of this site toward recovery of the red wolf is to propagate pups in a somewhat controlled, but natural environment that would provide them “wild experience” as juveniles for the purpose of being released into experimental populations, such as the North Carolina NEP (NC NEP).  Today, the St. Vincent Island site is active and currently supports one red wolf pair.  However, Cape Romain NWR continues to be a part of the red wolf SSP and currently houses four captive red wolves at the Sewee Center for education and outreach purposes.



[bookmark: _Toc516144054]Great Smoky Mountains National Park

On November 12, 1991, the Service, in cooperation with the National Park Service, experimentally released a single family group (two adults, two pups) of red wolves in the GSMNP, Tennessee.  This release was designed to assess the feasibility of establishing a self-sustaining red wolf population on National Park Service lands and surrounding U.S. Forest Service property.  The initial experimental release ended in September 1992, and proved the feasibility of reintroducing red wolves in the Park.  A total of 37 red wolves were released into the Park from 1992 through 1996.  Of the 37 released red wolves, 26 later died or were recaptured after straying onto private lands outside the Park.  Of the 30 wild-born pups from seven litters, only two pups removed from the wild at 6 months of age are known to have survived.  As a result of low prey availability, extremely low pup survival, disease, and the inability of red wolves to maintain stable territories within the Park, the Service and the National Park Service announced a joint decision to end the reintroduction effort in the Park on October 8, 1998 (63 FR 54151).  
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In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves onto the Refuge was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790).  Dare, Tyrrell, Hyde and Washington counties were also included within the experimental population area.  The rule specified that 8 to 12 red wolves would initially be released on the Refuge.  It further specified that released red wolves would be maintained on the Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range, and that red wolves that left these federal lands would be captured and returned.  Alligator River NWR was chosen due to the absence of coyotes at the time, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species.  



On September 14, 1987, the Service released four male-female pairs onto the Refuge.  From September 14, 1987 through September 30, 1992, 42 red wolves were released on 15 occasions.  At least 22 red wolves were born in the wild during the first five years of this reintroduction effort.  A review of the first five years to reestablish red wolves in the NC NEP area was included in the revision of the special rule published on April 13, 1995 (60 FR 18940). 



As stated in the five-year program evaluation (60 FR 18940), by almost every measure, the first five years of the reintroduction proved successful and generated benefits that extended beyond the immediate preservation of red wolves to positively affect larger conservation efforts, and other imperiled species.  Several conclusions were reached during this time period, the first being the successful re-establishment of a population of red wolves was possible in a controlled manner and that land use restrictions are not necessary.  However, it was also obvious that the original reintroduction area, restricted to the approximately 250,000 acres within the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, was too small to support more than 30 red wolves.  Red wolves frequently left the NWR and established territories on adjacent private lands. 



In 1991, the geographic boundary of the NEP was expanded to include the Pocosin Lakes NWR in North Carolina with an area covering approximately 112,000 acres (56 FR 56325).  The 10(j) rule was last revised in 1995 (60 FR 18940).  The Service amended the special rule for the nonessential experimental populations of red wolves in North Carolina and Tennessee to: revise and clarify the incidental take provision; revise the livestock owner take provision; add harassment and take provisions for red wolves on private property; revise and clarify the vaccination and recapture provision; and apply the same taking (including harassment) provisions to red wolves outside the experimental population area, except for reporting requirements.  The current NC NEP, encompasses 1.7 million acres in five counties (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington) on the Albemarle Peninsula and includes federal, state, and private lands (Figure 1). 



Today, the NC NEP is the only known population of red wolves in the wild.  All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country that are part of the Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (SSP or captive population), including the one remaining island propagation site at St. Vincent NWR.
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Figure 1.  Geographic boundaries for the current nonessential experimental population of the red wolf.
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This section of the EA focuses on human intolerance and coyote interactions.  Aggressive predator control efforts and habitat modification are believed to be primary factors that drove red wolves from nearly all of their historic range to the brink of extinction by the late 1960s.  The second factor is the ability of different canid (members of the genus Canis including wolves, coyotes, jackals, and domestic dogs) species to interbreed.  Once human persecution had driven red wolf populations to very low levels, hybridization between red wolves and coyotes threatened to compromise the remaining red wolf genome.  It was this threat that led to the decision to remove the last remaining known red wolves from the wild and establish a captive population.  Following the first red wolf releases in 1986 the red wolf population on the Albemarle Peninsula grew steadily.  However, by the mid-1990s the range of the coyote had expanded across the eastern United States and into eastern North Carolina.  As coyotes became established in the experimental population area hybridization between red wolves and coyotes began to occur (Kelly et al. 1999).  By 1999, this was once again recognized as an existential threat to the red wolf in the wild.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144057]Managing Hybridization

Conservation of the red wolf gene pool and associated genetic fitness are primary concerns of the Red Wolf Recovery Program and SSP (USFWS 1990).  The red wolf captive breeding program began with 14 founders.  With very small populations, survival can be affected by genetic drift (random loss of genetic diversity) and inbreeding depression (i.e., increased genetic homozygosity and subsequent expression of deleterious genes).  These concerns are compounded by the threat to red wolves posed by hybridization between red wolves and coyotes. 



The Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1990) set a target for gene diversity to be retained at 80 – 85 percent over 150 years.  This target was based on an evaluation that indicated a population consisting of 320 captive animals and 220 wild animals could maintain this level of the genetic diversity from the founding population of 14 animals (USFWS 1990).  The more recent Red Wolf Population Viability Assessment (PVA) (Faust et al., 2016; Simonis et al. 2017) used data collected throughout the history of the red wolf recovery effort to model the genetic health and viability of the species under a wide variety of potential management scenarios.  Under all the potential management scenarios modeled in the Red Wolf PVA the median gene diversity was predicted to be greater than 80 percent at Year 2140 (Simonis et al. 2017).  Based on these data, the Service can conclude that with no changes to current management the captive population is at increased risk of declining genetic variability.  Therefore, the Service recommends addressing this risk not only through the active population management within the SSP but also by increasing breeding and the number of captive animals to ensure genetic diversity is maintained and long-term viability achieved.  As such, the Service is considering a goal of expanding the captive population to at least 400 animals and 52 breeding pairs.  However, this goal will continue to be refined as new information becomes available and recovery targets are identified. 



The Red Wolf Adaptive Management Work Plan (RWAMWP) (Kelly 2000, Rabon et al. 2013) was developed to: (1) reduce interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes to a level that does not threaten the long term genetic integrity of the red wolf in the wild; and (2) build and maintain the wild red wolf population from east to west in the NC NEP area.  The Service incorporated much of the RWAMWP recommendations as standard operating procedures for our management strategies from 2000 to 2014.  Therefore, formalizing continued use of the RWAMWP is part of the proposed 10(j) alternatives. 



The RWAMWP work plan employed techniques designed to use coyotes and hybrids as “placeholders” by sterilizing hormonally-intact animals via vasectomy and tubal ligation, and then releasing the sterile animals back into their territory (Bromley and Gese 2001).  “Placeholder” coyotes would not interbreed with wild red wolves, and they exclude other coyotes or hybrids from the territory they hold.  Early models (Hedrick 2001) and subsequent field experience and research (Gese et al. 2015, Gese and Terletzky 2015) also showed that sterile hybrids can function as effective “placeholders” until they are replaced by wild red wolves.  



Under RWAMWP, the Service delineated geographic zones within the existing NC NEP boundary with a gradient on the level of red wolf management among the zones.  The NC NEP was split into three separate management zones of: Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone; Zone 2 - Transition Zone; and, Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone.  In general, management efforts are most focused on Zone 1, followed by Zone 2 and then Zone 3 as time and resources allowed.  The goal of the framework is designed to control hybridization between red wolves and coyotes, while efforts to restore red wolves continue.  



In general, the management strategies for the three geographic zones adopted many of the monitoring activities that had occurred throughout the history of the reintroduction and incorporated additional measures as follows:



Zone 1 - Preclusion Zone: The objective is to actively promote and maintain red wolf/red wolf pairs and prevent hybridization by:

· Euthanizing coyotes, except when needed as sterilized placeholders outside of red wolf territories or for temporary sterilized coyotes to prevent hybridization.  

· Monitoring hybridization events;

· Euthanizing all hybrids;



 Zone 2 - Transition Zone:  The objective is to work toward red wolf/red wolf pairs and reduce the chance of hybridization by:

· Using sterilization of coyotes paired with red wolves to prevent hybridization, primarily where red wolf pairs cannot be formed due to the lack of available red wolves or due to limited management resources;

· Opportunistically removing coyote and hybrid litters.



Zone 3 - Dispersal Zone:  The objective is to monitor and record red wolf pair formations and red wolf territories, particularly newly created territories by:

· Monitoring and recording displacement and/or mortality of any radio-collared coyotes;

· Sterilizing coyotes in this zone when they are found to be paired with a red wolf to prevent hybridization;

· Opportunistically removing hybrid litters.



Simulation modeling by Fredrickson and Hedrick (2006) confirmed that the sterilization method used is effective, but also emphasized long-term reproductive barriers are important, especially assortative mating and red wolf challenges to coyotes or hybrids.  



Implementation of the RWAMWP is deemed necessary to effectively establish and maintain a red wolf population.  The red wolf is considered a conservation-reliant species (Carroll et al. 2014; USFWS 2016).  Whether or to what extent the measures identified in the RWAMWP must be sustained in perpetuity, or if a red wolf population can eventually achieve a state of health where some or all of the RWAMWP measures are no longer needed, is unclear.  

[bookmark: _Toc516144058]

Managing Red Wolf-Human Interactions

As stated above, the other primary threat to the survival and recovery of the red wolf in the wild is human intolerance of wolves.  The Service’s 1986 10(j) regulations attempted to foster tolerance of red wolves and red wolf recovery efforts by maintaining red wolves on federal lands.  Red wolves began to leave the Alligator River NWR and occupy private lands within a few months of reintroduction efforts.  As a result of this, the Service entered into agreements with private landowners and added the Pocosin Lakes NWR as part of the reintroduction area in 1991.  The Service’s 1995 revisions to the regulations attempted to promote coexistence with red wolves and cooperation with red wolf management practices through a system whereby the Service would remove red wolves from lands where they were not welcome or provide take authorization.  



In the mid-2000s, interest in coyote control began to rise throughout North Carolina.  According to data from the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) (2012), the harvest of coyotes by trappers in North Carolina Coastal Plain counties increased dramatically from 2 coyotes during the 2003-2004 trapping season to 1,100 in the 2010-2011 season.  Since then, the NCWRC biannual Furbearer Management Newsletters indicate that number has increased to 2,773 coyotes taken by trappers during the 2015-2016 trapping season.  Similarly, hunters took an estimated 4,045 coyotes in the Coastal Plain counties during the 2007-2008 hunting season (the first year such statistics were collected in North Carolina) compared to an estimated 10,261 coyotes taken during the 2010-2011 season.  According to information in the NCWRC Draft Coyote Management Plan (2018), these numbers have since fluctuated, increasing to more than 20,000 during the 2015-2016 hunting season, then dropping to around 11,000 during the 2016-2017 hunting season. 



As more landowners pursued lethal control of coyotes the Service began to observe an increase in human-related red wolf mortality, which resulted in a leveling off or slight reduction in the overall red wolf NC NEP population (Hinton et al. 2017b), and a noticeable reduction in the number of breeding pairs and reproductive output.  See Table 1 for the estimated number of red wolf breeding pairs and litters produced in the NC NEP per year over the last 11 years. 2006-2007 and 2016-2017.



Table 1.  Estimated number of breeding pairs and litters produced per breeding season (USFWS, unpublished data).



		Breeding Season

		Breeding Pairs 

		Litters Produced



		2006-2007

		20

		11



		2007-2008

		18

		11



		2008-2009

		15

		11



		2009-2010

		15

		9



		2010-2011

		16

		10



		2011-2012

		17

		9



		2012-2013

		13

		7



		2013-2014

		8

		5



		2014-2015

		6

		2



		2015-2016

		4

		1



		2016-2017

		4

		2







In order of effect from greatest to least, sources of red wolf mortality include gunshot, vehicle collision, health-related causes, intraspecific strife, private trapping, management actions, suspected illegal activity and poison (Figure 2; Hinton et al. 2017b).  The proportion of mortality attributed to anthropogenic causes and specifically gunshot mortality has increased significantly over time (Hinton et al. 2017b).  Based on an analysis of all known red wolf mortalities between 2000 and 2013, Hinton et al. (2017b) determined that 42 percent of all identified causes of death were as a result of gunshots and the annual proportion of red wolf deaths caused by gunshot increased from approximately 25 percent to 60 percent during that time frame.  Gunshot mortalities of red wolves, particularly of part of a breeding pair, are directly related to increases in red wolf breeding pair disbandment, disruption of established wolf packs and facilitation of coyote encroachment and potential hybridization (Sparkman et al. 2011, Bohling and Waits 2015, Hinton et al. 2015) leading to population decline within the NC NEP (Hinton et al. 2017b). 



[image: ]   

Figure 2. Mortality sources of red wolves in the NC NEP from 1987-2013 (Adapted from Hinton et al. 2017b).



Recent research has revealed a complex dynamic between coyote introgression and anthropogenic mortality in the NC NEP on the Albemarle Peninsula.  Based on the analysis of all known red wolf breeding and hybridization events from 2001 to 2013, there were over four times the number of red wolf litters compared with hybrid litters, and over half of the hybridization events occurred after one or more breeders was lost from a stable breeding pair. 



In 2012, in response to growing concern about the expanding coyote population and growing interest in expanded coyote harvest opportunities, the NCWRC revised its coyote hunting regulations to include night hunting.  This prompted litigation from a number of non-governmental organizations who contended that expanding coyote hunting within the NC NEP area would result in increased take of red wolves in violation of the ESA.  In May 2014, the Court issued a preliminary injunction prohibiting coyote hunting in the NC NEP area.  In November 2014, a settlement agreement was reached among the parties which allowed coyote hunting during daylight hours only, with requirements to obtain a permit and report any harvest to the NCWRC.



The litigation against the NCWRC and resulting injunction and settlement prompted a substantial backlash against red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area and is considered a turning point to the conservation of the species (WMI 2014).  In addition, as described by the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) Investigative 2016 Report on the Red Wolf Recovery Program, the program released more wolves than it originally proposed in a Federal Register notice, and acted contrary to its rules by releasing wolves onto private lands.  They also found that the Service accurately reported historical mortality data of the wolves, although they noted inconsistent interpretations of how Program staff classified and recorded certain types of mortalities.  Last, they found that the FWS accurately recorded the cause of death as suspected gunshot for a wolf that died in September 2014, and that no employee was deemed culpable for the wolf’s death (DOI 2016).  As a result, many landowners that had previously cooperated with the Service began to deny access to their properties, impeding our ability to implement RWAMWP management actions.  Many landowners also began to request removal of red wolves from their property and/or sought authorization from the Service to take red wolves.  Additionally, the growing level of discontent over red wolf management efforts brought increased scrutiny on Service management of the NC NEP.



In 2014, the Service contracted with the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to conduct a review of the reintroduction effort with an emphasis on the science, management practices and human dimensions underlying the effort.  The review (WMI 2014) produced many findings, the most relevant of which was that “decisions made at the local level, although made with the best intentions and with the program’s success in mind, did not always comply with the rules established for the reintroduction program.” (WMI 2014).  



After the USFWS reviewed the WMI and OIG reports, we decided to bring management of the NC NEP back in compliance with the 1995 rule.  Specific examples of misalignment between the language of our 10(j) rules and management actions include the release of animals from captivity into the wild beyond the 12 originally evaluated.  Also, prior to 2014, the Service did not fully implement the provisions of the 1995 rule that allowed take of red wolves from private property after Service attempts to remove the red wolves were abandoned.  



The Service convened a new Red Wolf Recovery Team to further evaluate options for advancing red wolf conservation.  The Recovery Team produced a report of its findings in 2016 (USFWS 2016).  After evaluating the findings of the Recovery Team and WMI’s review, as well as other information, the Service announced that it would refocus red wolf recovery efforts on expanding the captive population, preparing a species status assessment (SSA) and 5-year review, reconsidering management of the wild population in Northeastern North Carolina, and investigating establishing other wild populations.  The SSA and 5-year review were published on April 24, 2018.



Many perceived the Service’s announcement and the discussion to begin issuing take authorizations pursuant to 50 CFR 17.84(a)(4)(v) as a move away from efforts to recover the red wolf.  Accordingly, several non-governmental organizations filed a lawsuit against the Service claiming we were in violation of the Endangered Species Act and other federal statutes.  That litigation is still pending.  In the process of adjudicating the case, the federal court issued a preliminary injunction that has barred the Service from implementing certain provisions of our red wolf section 10(j) regulations.  Specifically, pending final adjudication of the case the Service is barred from issuing take authorization of red wolves by private landowners under section 50 CFR 17.84(c)(4)(v) of our regulations, or from removing red wolves from private lands upon the request of a landowner under 50 CFR 17.84(c)(10).  



Population counts for collared red wolves in the wild indicate a current known population of 24 animals, with an estimated total population ranging from 30-35 animals and three to four breeding pairs.  There is always a difference between the known and estimated populations since young wolves are too small to carry collars, and lack of access to private lands that may contain new litters. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144059]Other Potential Conflicts

Historically, the red wolf like all wolves was believed to be a killer of livestock and a threat to local game populations, despite lack of data to support such a belief.  To date, the reintroduced population of red wolves in Northeastern North Carolina has been responsible for seven confirmed livestock and pet depredations since 1987.  In each case, private landowners were offered compensation for their losses, though some declined.  It is reasonable to assume that not every red wolf depredation on livestock has been documented.  However, given the intense monitoring that has occurred since reintroduction and the likely outcry by affected private landowners if depredations were occurring regularly, the number of actual depredations is unlikely to be substantially higher.  It is also worth noting that there have been no documented depredations on larger livestock species, such as cattle.  



Species found to be responsible for depredation incidents investigated as potential red wolf depredations include domestic dogs, coyotes, fox, bear and raccoon.  Domestic dogs were found to be responsible for nearly 60 percent of all depredations responded to in which a culprit could be identified.



[bookmark: _Toc516144060]PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION



[bookmark: _1ksv4uv][bookmark: _44sinio]With this 10(j) revision we intend to implement a number of administrative changes to the red wolf section of the 10(j) regulations.  These include, clarifying the status of the island propagation sites.  Three island propagation sites were identified in the existing regulations, and red wolves on these islands were identified as endangered, but we believe the text could more clearly explain why they were not included under the 10(j) designation.  Moreover, only one of the island propagation sites is currently used (i.e., Saint Vincent NWR).  The Horn Island site (at Gulf Islands National Seashore) receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island propagation site for endangered red wolves, and Bull Island is too close to the mainland to provide for effective containment of red wolves.  No red wolves remain on these islands; so we intend to eliminate references to Horn Island and Bull Island in the rule.  We will also clarify that the GSMNP NEP no longer exists.



Purpose: 

Write a rule for the NC NEP to further the conservation of the red wolf by optimizing use of available recovery resources.



Need: 

Assess and ensure effectiveness of the NC NEP as it relates to the broader red wolf recovery program including population growth in captivity and the wild.



We are proposing the replacement of the regulations established for the NC NEP of the red wolf, as codified in the 1995 Final Rule (50 CFR 17.84(c)), with a new rule.  Upon final publication of the replacement rule, the existing rule would become null and void.  The replacement of the 1995 Final Rule is necessary, because the current regulations lack the needed flexibility to adapt to the arrival and proliferation of coyotes in the NC NEP which adversely affected the NC NEP in the following ways:

· Decreased the probability of persistence of the wild population;

· Created conflict with State efforts to manage coyote populations and precluded active participation by landowners, and State and local officials in canid management;

· Increased costs, which had limited our ability to pursue broader recovery efforts. 



In order to achieve our purpose and need, the selected preferred alternative would:

· Be clear to the public and garner public support.   

· Reconcile red wolf and coyote management practices.  

· Implement the RWAWP. 

[bookmark: _Toc516144061]CHAPTER 2:  ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 



[bookmark: _z337ya]This section describes the alternatives considered in this evaluation for management of the NC NEP that could satisfy the purpose and need described in Section 1.  Alternative 1 is the No Action alternative.  Alternative 2 is to publish a new rule that would explicitly authorize the suite of management actions identified in the RWAMWP, and modify the approved means of taking red wolves within the NC NEP area.  Alternative 3 is to publish a new 10(j) notice to establish the NC NEP management area to Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, and eliminate take prohibitions on non-federal lands.  Alternative 4 is to publish a new rule to discontinue the NC NEP project entirely.  In conjunction with any action alternative that would necessitate publication of a new 10(j) rule, we would make a number of administrative and other changes, which are described later.  

[bookmark: _3j2qqm3]

[bookmark: _Toc516144062]ELEMENTS COMMON TO ALTERNATIVE 2 AND ALTERNATIVE 3



[bookmark: _4i7ojhp]Both alternatives would continue a NC NEP.  Administratively, we would propose to remove references to the GSMNP NEP from the regulations, and rename the Alligator River NEP as the NC NEP (North Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population).  Also, the current regulations refer to three island propagation sites; St. Vincent NWR, Bulls Island and Horn Island.  The current regulations correctly indicate that these sites are not NEP sites.  However, only the St. Vincent NWR site is currently used or likely to be used in the future.  Bulls Island is not sufficiently separated by water from the mainland to effectively contain red wolves, and Horn Island site receives too many public visitors for it to be an effective island propagation site.  As such, the new rule would include St.  Vincent NWR as a captive population and would continue to serve as an island propagation site for the release of red wolves into the current or any future designated NEPs.  We would propose to remove any references to Bulls Island and Horn Island from the regulations. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek to achieve the above-stated objective of increasing movement of red wolves between the captive and wild populations by authorizing the release of up to five animals per year into the NC NEP.  Additionally, Alternatives 2 and 3 would each seek to increase reproductive output of the NC NEP by authorizing those aspects of the RWAMWP that minimize interbreeding between red wolves and coyotes, such as deployment of placeholders and removal of hybrids.  Further, each alternative would seek to achieve the objective of reducing human-related red wolf mortality by fostering increased landowner cooperation.



Alternatives 2 and 3 would not contain prohibitions related to non-lethal harassment of red wolves within the NC NEP area provided the red wolves are not being purposely attracted, tracked, searched out or chased.  This is intended to allow people who inadvertently encounter red wolves within the NC NEP to attempt to scare the animal away should they feel the need.  Such harassment of red wolves must be opportunistic and not physically injurious, and reported immediately to the Service.



The Service, designated state agency, or personnel authorized by the Service, could take red wolves in the NC NEP in a manner consistent with a Service-approved management plan. In addition, take of red wolves on federal lands could occur in accordance with issued biological opinions, conference opinions or valid scientific recovery permit (section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA) issued by the Service.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144063]Population Management 

Currently red wolves are widely dispersed throughout the NC NEP area (Figure 3).  This sparse distribution increases the risk of hybridization as young animals dispersing from natal territories are far more likely to encounter coyotes than red wolves.  Additionally, several red wolves currently occupy private lands to which the Service does not have access.  In some instances, it may be necessary to move captured animals into the captive population.  All captive red wolves are currently housed in SSP facilities or at captive facilities on Alligator River and Pocosin Lakes NWRs.  We would work with existing SSP facilities, and other partner organizations, adding capacity sufficient to accommodate animals removed from the NC NEP while meeting the SSP objectives, should it become necessary.  

[image: ]

Figure 3.  Comparison or red wolf pack numbers and geographic range between 2007 and 2017.  

[bookmark: _Toc516144064]Public Engagement and Outreach

Red wolf conservation efforts in the NC NEP area have suffered from the lack of a sustained public engagement process.  Developing and implementing effective processes to inform and engage the public, local and state governments, and other partners in red wolf conservation decisions are essential to the future success of such efforts regardless of where they may be implemented.  Public engagement and outreach needs to be conducted early and often to multiple user groups with feedback to determine its success.  The Service needs to provide accurate and up-to-date information to the public regarding the Red Wolf Recovery Program and to answer ever evolving questions.  



It is important to view the ecological issues and the social issues regarding canid management as an interconnected system as opposed to separate issues.  The available information suggests that partial solutions such as outreach, education, or financial incentives, would be largely ineffective by themselves to achieve sustainable red wolf recovery because they do not address deeper issues underscoring historical recovery efforts (Serenari et al. 2018).  



[bookmark: _Toc516144065]Science

Much has been learned about red wolves throughout the history of the NC NEP effort.  Retaining and working to grow the NC NEP affords opportunities for further learning, and careful consideration to the design and implementation of studies aimed at providing further insight into red wolf and coyote management and inter-species interactions, predator-prey relationships, and human dimensions.  Of particular importance would be the design and implementation of studies aimed at examining the degree to which the red wolf is a conservation-reliant species and its implications for recovery and management, as well as further research into human attitudes toward canids and canid management and the efficacy of measures intended to foster coexistence.  



Language in the 2018 Federal budget bill directed the Service to initiate various management actions related to the red wolf.  The relevant language is:     



The Service's Science program is directed to initiate a study not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, through a qualified independent entity such as the Smithsonian Institution, to determine whether or not animals currently classified as red wolves and Mexican gray wolves are taxonomically valid species and subspecies designations, respectively.  The study shall include publication of a scientific literature review, including genetic research, not later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act and, if the literature is inconclusive, shall include any additional necessary research and publication not later than three years after the date of enactment of this Act.  In the meantime, the Service's Recovery program is reminded of its legal mandate to cooperate to the maximum extent practicable with the States, especially when there has been conflict between species and private property owners.  As such, the Service is directed to continue working closely with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission on management of red wolves in fiscal year 2018.



[bookmark: _Toc516144066]Process for Periodic Review of Project Success or Failure

The Service’s goal with this reintroduction effort is to further the conservation of the species.  Our regulations at 50 CFR 17.81(c)(4) require provision of a process for periodic review and evaluation of the success or failure of an experimental population and the effect of the release on the conservation and recovery of the species.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144067]ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION (MAINTAIN CURRENT MANAGEMENT)

Under this Alternative the NC NEP would be managed under the Service’s existing rules (50 CFR 17.84(c)) and procedures, with the same or similar level of resources, subject to annual appropriations.  The current program procedures include fitting adult red wolves with VHF and/or GPS devices for tracking and monitoring purposes.  Red wolves are managed on federal lands and private lands pursuant to written agreements with cooperating landowners[footnoteRef:1].  Management includes locating dens with litters, determining parentage of pups (red wolf, coyote or hybrid); removing hybrid animals from the population; drawing blood from young red wolves for genetic analysis, and pit-tagging each pup for future identification.  Trapping occurs mostly in the winter to allow for young of the year animals to be fitted with collars, replacement of old or malfunctioning collars on adult animals, and verification of animals of unknown status.  Animals are also provided with veterinary services (e.g., immunization, vaccination, treatment for injury or disease) as needed. [1:  The USFWS has not always relied on written agreements with landowners in the past.  This has been the explicit policy of the Agency since 2014, and is therefore considered part of the No Action Alternative.
] 




Red wolves would be removed from private lands (when possible) where they are not wanted pursuant to landowner requests.  Red wolves removed from private lands are released into the wild as soon as possible unless health or behavioral issues preclude release.  If efforts to remove red wolves are considered abandoned, landowners can be provided written authorization to use lethal means to remove red wolves from their property[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  The Service is currently enjoined from implementing those portions of our rules that allow us to remove red wolves from private lands upon landowner request or that allow for the authorization of take by landowners after Service efforts to remove red wolves from private lands have been abandoned.  Alternative 1 assumes that the injunction is lifted and the rules are implemented as written at 50 CFR 17.84(c). 
] 




This alternative does not include implementation of the RWAMWP as described in Chapter 1, as the current regulations pre-date the RWAMWP and as such RWAMWP management actions are not explicitly addressed in the current regulations.  Therefore, this alternative would not authorize additional releases of red wolves from the captive population.  This alternative includes the additional involvement of the NCWRC per the 2013 interagency agreement.



Summary of Alternative 1

· NC NEP remains the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington).

· No use of the RWAMWP management measures.

· Manage red wolves on private lands with voluntary written landowner agreements.

· Red wolves removed from private land pursuant to landowner requests.

· Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.  

· No land use restrictions on private land.



[bookmark: _Toc516144068]ALTERNATIVE 2 – AUTHORIZE RED WOLF ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN AND ALTER PROVISIONS OF TAKE OF RED WOLVES THROUGHOUT FIVE COUNTY NC NEP AREA (BEAUFORT, DARE, HYDE, TYRRELL AND WASHINGTON) 



The NC NEP area would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington counties.  Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule for the NC NEP regulations to explicitly incorporate the RWAMWP, and modify the provisions for management of red wolves on private lands, including the take provisions in order to reduce human-caused mortality (e.g, gunshot, poisoning, and trapping) of red wolves.  



Under this alternative management activities identified in the RWAMWP would be explicitly authorized.  Specifically, the release of up to five red wolves per year from the captive population, including the St. Vincent NWR island propagation site, into the NC NEP would be authorized.  This alternative would also authorize those aspects of the RWAMWP that could result in take of red wolves related to management of hybridization such as establishing breeding pairs, removing non-red wolf mates from mixed pairs and deployment of placeholder animals.  



Management of red wolves on private lands would only occur subject to voluntary written landowner agreements that would specify the management practices and terms of access by Service and NCWRC personnel that are acceptable to the landowner.  This would include the potential release of red wolves or relocating red wolves from other locations within the NC NEP area.  Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.



Under this alternative we would clarify the means and circumstances under which red wolves could be taken within the NC NEP area, and implement rule changes to reduce the potential for illegal human-caused mortality (e.g., gunshot, poisoning and trapping). 



Under this alternative, the Service would no longer remove red wolves from private lands upon request and would not authorize landowners within the NC NEP to lethally take red wolves except as provided below.  Published regulations would continue to allow any person to take red wolves by lethal or non-lethal means provided the take is in defense of one’s own life or the lives of others, although this provision has not been documented as ever having been necessary. 



Any private landowner, or an individual with the landowner’s permission, could also take a red wolf on their property within the NC NEP when the red wolf is involved in a depredation, provided that freshly wounded or killed livestock or pets are present and that evidence exists that the animal was killed by a red wolf, and provided that such take is reported immediately to the Service.  The Service, NCWRC, or other Service-authorized agencies, would confirm cases of red wolf depredation on domestic and livestock animals.  It is, however, worth noting that confirmed depredation on livestock by red wolves within the NC NEP has been limited to seven incidents since the program’s inception approximately 30 years ago.



In addition, the take provision would allow for the take of a red wolf by any person if the take is unintentional and occurs while engaging in an otherwise lawful activity.  However, hunters and other shooters have the critical responsibility to know and properly identify their target before shooting, thus shooting a collared red wolf as a result of mistaking it for another species would not be considered unintentional take.  Take by poisoning would also be considered intentional take.  In all cases, the take of a red wolf would be required to be reported to the Service immediately.  If a person within the NC NEP shoots, wounds, kills, traps, captures or collects an animal that is potentially a red wolf, that individual would be required to immediately report it to the Service or designated State agency.  



The Service Office of Law Enforcement would investigate each take of a red wolf, and may refer the take of a red wolf contrary to the rule to the appropriate authorities for prosecution.  In cases not prosecuted, the Service would reserve the right to administer civil penalties in accordance with Section 11 of the ESA for unauthorized lethal take of a red wolf within the NC NEP.   



Summary of Alternative 2

· NC NEP remains in the five county area (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) 

· Implementation of the RWAMWP management measures.

· Focus on partnering with willing private landowners on red wolf management off federal lands, using voluntary landowner agreements..

· Authorized take limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take.  

· Potential fine for unauthorized lethal take.

· No land use restrictions on private land.



[bookmark: _Toc516144069]ALTERNATIVE 3 (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) – FEDERAL LANDS FOCUSED NC NEP MANAGED TO FUNCTION AS A PROPAGATION SITE FOR FUTURE NEPS 

Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule to change the scope and management of the NC NEP.  The NC NEP area would include only Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, the same management area as in the original 1986 rule.  A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained on Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The red wolves in this NC NEP would be managed consistent with the recommendations in Alternative 2 with the exception of the take provisions, which would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life.  The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions.  Management of this population will also be guided by the RWAMWP.



It is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the NWR and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis.  To address this, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands, because such take would be explicitly permissible under the regulations.  Similar to the current rule, the rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals outside of the NC NEP geography and that the collars be returned to the Service.  



Limiting the designated NC NEP management area to federal lands should also eliminate conflicts between State-authorized management of coyotes outside this area.  Serenari et al. (2018) noted that the development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.



Summary of Alternative 3

· The geographic scope of NC NEP management area would be Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and Dare County Bombing Range.

· Eliminates conflicts between coyote and red wolf

· Implementation of the RWAMWP strategy.

· No prohibitions on take of red wolf off of Federal lands.

· No land use restrictions on private land.



[bookmark: _Toc516144070]ALTERNATIVE 4 - TERMINATE THE NC NEP

Under this Alternative, the Service would discontinue reintroduction efforts in the NC NEP and red wolves would be reduced to a captive population.  Under this alternative all efforts to sustain the red wolf populations in the NC NEP area would be suspended.  The Service would try to capture animals of high value for incorporation into the captive population.  If collared animals cannot be recaptured, the Service would continue monitoring of the existing radio collared animals.  It is difficult to determine how long it would take for red wolves to no longer inhabit the area.  The Service would continue to monitor the area for evidence of red wolf presence, maintaining the NC NEP until no wolves are present in order to maintain landowner protections against take provisions.  At that point, we would publish a notice in the Federal Register removing the NC NEP designation from the area when it determined with reasonable certainty that red wolves no longer occurred in the NC NEP area.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144071]CHAPTER 3:  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES



This chapter outlines the affected environment then goes on to detail the environmental consequences (i.e., effects or impacts) that may occur from implementation of the different alternatives. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144072]ANALYSIS AREA OVERVIEW 

The red wolf is found within the North Carolina counties of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington (Figure 4).  These five counties lie in the northeastern part of the state with Albemarle Sound to the north, the Outer Banks to the east, and Pamlico Sound to the south.  These counties are largely rural with the exception of the Outer Bank portions of Dare and Hyde Counties, which are heavily developed with seasonal housing.  No red wolves occur on the Outer Banks.



[bookmark: _Toc516144073]ANALYSIS METHODS

This chapter provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of the alternatives considered in more detail.  Per NEPA guidance, the level and depth of the analysis will focus on what is needed to determine whether there are significant environmental effects from the proposed alternatives.  NEPA also directs us to focus on a full and fair discussion of significant issues, and eliminate from detailed analysis issues that are not significant.  Additionally, the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1502.2) directs that effects be discussed in proportion to their significance.  Consequently, some issues require a more detailed analysis and discussion, while other issues may not because the associated effects are at a level that is inconsequential.  



[image: ]

Figure 4.  North Carolina counties in the current red wolf non-essential experimental population area.

Previous NEPA documents have addressed and analyzed the reintroduction of an experimental population of red wolves into the NC NEP and led to the 1995 Final Rule, which the Service currently operates under.  This environmental assessment will focus on proposed changes and incorporate relevant new information and research findings pertinent to the proposed alternatives.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144074]SPECIFIC RESOURCE AREAS TO BE EVALUATED

The following resources will not be evaluated in detail in this EA, not because they are unimportant to the people of the Albemarle Peninsula, but because it is unlikely that impacts to these resources would occur as a result of implementation of any of the proposed alternatives:



· Aesthetics/Visual Resources – No construction or other changes to the human built or natural environment are proposed. 

· Air Quality – No stationary or permanent sources of air pollutant emissions would be introduced within the NC.

· Cultural/Historic Resources – No ground disturbing activities are proposed and the nature of the proposed alternatives under consideration make it highly unlikely that adverse impacts to cultural/historic resources would occur.  

· Climate Change – No stationary or permanent sources of greenhouse gas emissions would be introduced within the NC NEP and there would be no direct or indirect effects on climate change as a result of the proposed alternatives. 

· Community Services – The proposed alternatives would not directly or indirectly affect services such as police, fire and ambulance within the NC NEP.

· Geology/Soils – No construction or ground disturbing activities are proposed.

· Noise – No stationary or permanent sources of noise would occur. 

· Resident Population – No changes in the neighborhood makeup, or alteration of demographic within the NC NEP would occur as a result of the proposed alternatives.

· Solid/Hazardous Waste – No solid/hazardous waste would be introduced. Transportation/Parking – No changes to regional transportation systems would occur.  

· Utilities – No changes to the use of utilities would occur.

· Water Resources – No changes to water resources would occur.  



RESOURCES ANALYZED IN MORE DETAIL

Biological Resources

[bookmark: _Toc516144075]Red Wolf

[bookmark: _Toc516144076]Habitat Relationships

Red wolves are habitat generalists that do not appear to rely on specific habitat types to survive and likely utilized a wide variety of habitat types throughout their historic range (Kelly et al. 2004).  Preferred habitats were those providing adequate prey densities and enough habitat security to establish den sites to successfully raise pups.



[bookmark: _Toc516144077]Affected Environment

There are currently 221 red wolves in captivity across all SSP facilities, including two facilities with captive red wolves within the NC NEP that are not currently part of the captive breeding program.  The known population of wild red wolves is currently 24 radio-collared individuals with an estimated overall population of between 30 to 35 red wolves within the NC NEP.   

 

[bookmark: _Toc516144078]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _Toc516144079]Methodology

Potential effects on the red wolf population and recovery from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how the different management scenarios would be expected to affect red wolves. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144080]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 1, the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  Management actions would continue to follow the 1995 10(j) rule as written.  Under this current management, and as indicated Scenario A in the PVA (Faust et al. 2016; Figure 5), the wild red wolf population would likely continue to decrease and would likely become extirpated within between 8 and 40 years.  Due to red wolf mortality since the publication of the PVA, resulting in a more rapid decrease in the wild red wolf population greater than projected in Scenario A, the assumption is extirpation in the wild would occur in a shorter time frame than originally predicted.  The level of take on red wolves would be expected to stay roughly the same as a proportion of the population as it has for the last decade or so.  The level of management effort would also be expected to stay roughly the same with respect to population monitoring and assisting landowners with red wolves on private property.  However, there would be an expected increase in the level of hybridization as the red wolf population decreased and there were less red wolf mates available to form breeding pairs, along with no increase in coyote management (e.g. sterilized placeholders) and no management efforts to counteract these effects.  Human tolerance of red wolves would also be expected to remain the same since there would be no change with respect to the coyote management and red wolf management conflicts on private lands, and no landowner incentives in place to try and enter into additional agreements with private landowners.
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Figure 5. Baseline model results for SSP and NENC (Northeastern North Carolina) populations for a sample 100 model iterations.  Dashed lines represent the mean population trajectory across 1000 model iterations (Faust et al. 2016).



[bookmark: _Toc516144081]Effects Common to Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

These two alternatives would alter the scope and management of the NC NEP with the objective of furthering the conservation of the species in the wild by fostering human-red wolf coexistence.  Under each of these alternatives, the key components of the RWAMWP (e.g., releases from the SSP, use of placeholder animals, active monitoring) would be authorized, along with new measures to address State and landowner concerns.  One key element would be to ensure the presence of red wolves does not interfere with coyote hunting or trapping efforts.  

Steps would be taken in cooperation with the State to minimize loss of red wolves due to mistaken identity.  Examples could include marking as many red wolves as possible with high visibility collars such that hunters would be able to more readily distinguish coyotes from red wolves.  



The initial steps in transitioning from the existing condition to either of these two alternatives would be similar.  Currently, there are approximately four packs of red wolves, three of which are on private lands.  These packs and other lone animals are spread over a wide area, (much of which we do not have access to), creating high potential for hybridization with limited ability for management.  Under either alternative, red wolves on private land may be removed with owner permission, or remain but no longer have any take prohibitions.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144082]Alternative 2 

[bookmark: _Toc516144083]Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

[bookmark: _3tbugp1]Under this alternative the designated NC NEP would continue to encompass all of Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington Counties.  The Service would resume implementation of the RWAMWP over the entire NC NEP area.  This alternative also includes modifications to the take provisions in the regulations such that the Service would no longer remove red wolves from private lands without cause and would not issue take authorizations except in defense of life or property.  For the purposes of this evaluation the Service projected the potential effects of this alternative on red wolves based on two sets of assumptions.  Under the first set of assumptions (High Landowner Cooperation) the Service assumes we are able to implement this alternative as written over the entire NC NEP area.  In that case, we assume the Service would have a high degree of access to private lands and be able to locate dens, find and remove hybrids, deploy sterilized placeholders.  These actions would increase red wolf breeding success.  Additionally, we would be able to conduct releases from the captive population where needed, which would further help build the red wolf population.  It is further assumed that the more limited provisions for take of red wolves under this alternative and the potential for greater enforcement would reduce red wolf mortality rates.  If this were to happen, the population would be expected to grow consistent with PVA Scenario W (Figure 5), which modeled increased breeding, releases from captivity and reduced human-related mortality.  



The effects of Alternative 2 can also be assessed under a second set of assumptions (Low Landowner Cooperation).  This assumes that elimination of the take provisions would harden the sentiments of many landowners against the Program; thereby limiting Service access to private lands.  Were this to happen our ability to implement the RWAMWP (find dens, deploy placeholders, release animals) would be compromised.  At some point lack of landowner cooperation compromises our ability to implement the RWAMWP sufficient to bend the population trajectory downward, as we would be limited in our ability to improve breeding rates, release animals where needed or limit human-related mortality over much of the 5-county area.  With very limited landowner support, we predict that we would only be able to implement the RWAMWP on federal lands and scattered parcels of private lands with agreements.  In sum the population trajectory under this Alternative (with the Low Landowner Cooperation assumptions including very low landowner support) would most likely be slightly better than estimated under PVA Scenario Z (Figure 6).  Though far from optimal, it does represent an improvement over Alternative 1.  



[bookmark: _28h4qwu][image: ]

Figure 5.  Model results for the NC population under various scenarios (Faust et al. 2016).
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Figure 6. Scenario Z model results for NC population for a sample of 100 model iterations (Faust et al. 2016).

Conversely, with modest support from landowners we could experience modest growth.  Essentially, the expected result of implementing this alternative with modest to fair landowner support would be a population that behaves close to the estimates provided in PVA Scenario V (Figure 6); though slightly to somewhat lower.  With the available information it is difficult to predict which set of assumptions are most reasonable relative to Alternative 2. 



The potential benefits of Alternative 2 to red wolves increase with increasing landowner support.  The prospects for fostering such support would be increased if implementation of this alternative included a robust set of landowner incentives and resulted in an increase in the ability of private landowners to control coyotes, thus reducing conflicts with red wolf management. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144084]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 3, the effects on red wolves would be a reduction in geographic scope and focus on maintaining wild reared offspring for future reintroductions.  The size of the Federal lands available on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range can support a relatively small number of red wolves likely equal to approximately two packs or family groups and around no more than 15-20 individuals.  



The red wolf population would only be actively managed on Federal lands and red wolves off Federal lands would no longer be legally protected.  The loss of protections for red wolves off of federal lands would also potentially lead to an increase in human-caused mortality, both from misidentification by landowners who are no longer concerned about needing to properly distinguish between coyotes and red wolves, and from individuals that would like to keep the red wolf population at low or non-existent levels. 



Hybridization would be expected to decrease within the area of focused management on Federal lands because management efforts could more efficiently focus on the removal and/or sterilization of coyotes.  Human tolerance could potentially increase with a reduction in the NC NEP boundary, eliminated take prohibitions on private land and the development of private landowner incentives.  We expect the red wolf population under this alternative to perform as well or slightly worse than under Alternative 2 in the immediate future.  



An important distinction between Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would be that under Alternative 2 the NEP would cover the five county area while under Alternative 3 it would be reduced to only Federal lands. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144085]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under Alternative 4, due to the suspension or termination of the red wolf reintroduction effort in North Carolina, there would eventually be a no wild red wolves.  Many of our SSP partner facilities are invested in the red wolf because of the wild recovery effort.  Their role in restoring a species that has been declared extinct in the wild inspires them to devote funding and resources to red wolf conservation that could easily be directed to other species.  Absent the reintroduction narrative, support within the SSP may wane making it much more difficult to maintain the species in captivity.  Currently, the member facilities of the SSP contribute over $400,000 to red wolf conservation annually.  There is also currently no availability of space within the SSP to house additional red wolves if attempts are made to capture high value red wolves from the NC NEP for incorporation into the captive population. 



The various alternatives are compared in Table 2 below.

Table 2.  Comparison of alternatives with existing condition for important factors.

		Potential Effects as Compared to Existing Condition 

		Alternative 1 - Current Management

 

		Alternative 2 - 5 County NC NEP with Adaptive Management

 

		Alternative 3 - Federal Lands Focused with Adaptive Management

 

		Alternative 4 - Terminate the NC NEP

 



		NC NEP Red Wolf Population in the Near Term

		-

		+

		-

		-



		Survival (Take and Other Mortality)

		=

		+

		+

		-



		Level of FWS Management Effort

		=

		+

		-

		-



		Likelihood of Hybridization

		+

		-

		-

		-



		Human Tolerance

		=

		+

		+

		-





Key 	= indicates there would not be an expected change from the existing condition

- indicates an expected decrease from the existing condition

+ indicates an expected increase over the existing condition



[bookmark: _Toc516144086]Conclusion

Alternative 4 would have the greatest impact on the red wolf population with a management decision to terminate the program and the loss of the wild red wolf NC NEP.  Alternative 1 would ultimately be similar and would be expected to lead to the extirpation of red wolves from the NC NE within 40 years due to management limitations (e.g. no implementation of RWAMWP or additional red wolf releases into the population).  It is more difficult to predict the long term outcome of Alternative 2 which is strongly affected by the level of public cooperation (high, medium and low) by way of private landowner agreements, and the level of support likely to be received under each is somewhat nebulous.  Alternative 2 could lead to a decrease in human-caused mortality as increased protection measures were put in place, leading to higher population growth.  Conversely, additional protection measures could erode potential cooperation of landowners unless substantial incentives could be implemented.  Alternative 3 would be expected to lead to a decrease in the red wolf population since there would be no take prohibitions off Federal lands.  



Under assumptions of low public support in the near term, Alternative 2 would likely sustain a larger red wolf population than Alternatives 3 and Alternative 4 because it would maintain a wild red wolf population on the landscape at levels greater than the existing condition (Alternative 1)  Over the long term, whether Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 ultimately would produce the greatest benefits to red wolves depends on establishing and maintaining high public support. 



[bookmark: _Toc516144087]Coyotes 

[bookmark: _Toc516144088]Habitat Relationships

Coyotes (Canis latrans) are one of the most adaptable mammals in North America and can survive in just about any environment providing an adequate food source is present.  Due to their ability to be highly adaptable in both their behavior and diet, they can utilize habitats ranging from forests and meadows, to agricultural fields, suburban areas and urban areas.  Agriculture fields and forested areas with respect to coyote habitat use in northeastern North Carolina are similar to other coyote studies in the northeast U.S. and indicate a general preference for open, treeless environments by coyotes (Richer et al. 2002, Gosselink et al. 2003, Van Deelen and Gosselink 2006).



Studies in North Carolina have documented a wide range of foods used by coyotes, including rabbit, white-tailed deer, rodents, human sources (e.g. crops, garbage), vegetation and invertebrates (Schrecengost et al., 2008, Dellinger et al. 2011, McVey et al. 2013, Cherry et al. 2016).  Research indicates that rabbits are the dominant prey in the diets of coyotes while white-tailed deer are preyed upon more seasonally, primarily fawns or vulnerable individuals in winter (Litvaitis and Shaw 1980, Hinton et al. 2017a).   



[bookmark: _111kx3o]Affected Environment

Prior to the 1800s, coyotes occupied the prairies, deserts and grasslands of central North America and Mexico.  Reduced competition through the removal of other large predators (e.g. gray wolves, red wolves, cougars), large-scale habitat changes including the creation of fields, trails and roads, along with new food sources such as crops allowed for the expansion of the coyote’s range throughout the United States (NCWRC 2018).  In the Southeast, natural range expansion of coyotes in the region appears to have been supplemented by illegal importations for hunting (Hill et al. 1987). 



The first documented coyotes in North Carolina were in 1988 in the far western portions of the state, but through natural expansion and illegal releases coyotes were found throughout the state by 2005 (NCWRC 2018).  The coyote is now abundant throughout the 100 counties in North Carolina, and is managed as nongame with no closed season or bag limit (NCWRC 2018). By the early 1990s coyotes had expanded their range into the Albemarle Peninsula (AP), which is situated in the northeast coastal plain region of NC (Hinton et al. 2012, Phillips et al. 2003).  Although coyotes are present on Alligator River NWR, the carnivore is not native to the refuge (USFWS 2008).  In recent years as coyotes have increased their population, they have begun to make use of the Outer Banks.



In 2014, a court issued a preliminary injunction (RWC v. NCWRC 2014) prohibiting coyote hunting within the five county NC NEP based on a lawsuit filed against NCWRC by a number of non-governmental organizations with concerns over coyote hunting, particularly at night, because it posed a potential increase in red wolf mortality.  Based on a settlement agreement reached later that same year, the State regulations regarding coyote hunting differs in the five county NC NEP area than in the rest of the State.  Within the NC NEP, a NCWRC permit is required to take coyotes by hunting on private lands, but there are no bag limits.  Coyote hunting is not allowed at night, but trapping may occur at night.  Coyote home ranges are typically less than approximately 20 square miles, as compared to red wolves with home ranges up to 70 square miles (Hinton 2014).  Large areas with low road densities appear to be preferred by red wolves and coyotes occupying these areas have a higher likelihood of being displaced by red wolves than in areas of high human activity/development (Gese and Terletzky 2015).    



Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _Toc516144089]Methodology

Potential effects on coyote from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management scenarios of the alternatives would potentially affect coyote population numbers and the indirect effects of that.  Effects related to hybridization are discussed in the red wolf section.



[bookmark: _Toc516144090]Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Interactions between coyotes and red wolves, and the effects of those interactions, particularly for the purposes of this analysis with respect to the coyote population, are complex and difficult to predict because the result of red wolf-coyote interactions have completely divergent potential outcomes ranging from being lethal for the coyote to the creation of pair-bonding under certain less than ideal conditions (Hinton 2014).  



The types of potential effects on coyotes would be the same under all alternatives.  However, there would be expected to be lower coyote numbers within active red wolf territories.  As discussed previously, coyote numbers in those localized areas would decrease both from competition for resources with red wolves standpoint and from direct displacement.  Based on model predictions for Alternative 1 showing a decreasing red wolf population over time, eventually there would likely be an expected increase in coyotes on the refuge and across the AP.  Alternative 2 would be expected to result in the lowest population of coyote as the population of red wolves increases and remains present throughout the NC NEP area, while Alternative 4 would likely result in the highest population of coyotes over the long term between these alternatives.



[bookmark: _Toc516144091]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Initially there would be no direct or indirect effects expected from the continuation of the existing red wolf management.  However, based on a projected population decline of red wolves under this alternative and the associated elimination of red wolf territories, there would be an expected increase in the population of coyotes on the Albemarle Peninsula over time.  However, due to the existing low population of red wolves and other factors affecting coyotes, the effect from this alternative on the coyote population would likely not be substantial.  





[bookmark: _Toc516144092]Alternative 2

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Under this alternative there is a range of potential outcomes with respect to the red wolf population depending on the level of public support (high, medium, low) and subsequently any impact that would have on the coyote population and indirectly on the population of prey species.  Although this alternative would not be expected to substantial impact the coyote population, in general the higher the red wolf population the lower the coyote population, particularly within active red wolf territories.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144093]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects of Alternative 3 on coyotes would be in increase in the number of coyotes in the area.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144094]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects from Alternative 4 mirror the effects discussed in Alternative 1, although the decline in the red wolf population would be expected to occur more rapidly under this alternative, by design.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144095]Conclusion

Coyotes would not be reduced substantially by the presence of red wolves under any of the alternatives because of the ability of coyotes to thrive in a variety of habitats and situations.  Even targeted lethal control of coyotes by humans is not successful at eliminating coyotes from the landscape (NCWRC 2012).  Although the presence of red wolves would be expected to have some level of impacts on the coyote population and indirectly coyote prey species, particularly within active red wolf territories, there would continue to be a thriving coyote population throughout the AP.   



Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on coyote.



[bookmark: _Toc516144096]White-tailed Deer

[bookmark: _Toc516144097]Habitat relationships

White-tailed deer are very adaptable and prolific and thrive in a variety of habitat types.  They like creek and river bottoms, oak ridges, pine forests, farmlands, or any other type of habitat that offers food, water and cover.  They are tolerant of disturbances, such as agriculture and forestry practices, and often prefer areas modified by these activities if an adequate arrangement of cover and forage is available.  White-tailed deer feed mainly on green leaves, succulent plants, tender woody vegetation, grasses, berries, acorns and agricultural crops.



[bookmark: _Toc516144098]Affected Environment

The white-tailed deer population in North Carolina has made a dramatic turnaround.  White-tailed deer were plentiful when European settlers first arrived, but were hunted extensively for their meat and hides with no thought of conservation or management.  Within 100 years, white-tailed deer were threatened with extirpation in North Carolina, including the Albemarle Peninsula, much like the rest of the United States.  It is estimated that 10,000 white-tailed deer inhabited the State in 1900, which was considered very low. North Carolina's major efforts to restore the state's white-tailed deer resource took place in the 1940s through the 1970s (NCWRC 2017).  White-tailed deer populations today have risen to approximately one million in North Carolina (NCWRC 2017) (Figure 8).  



More people hunt white-tailed deer than any other game species in North Carolina and hunting for this game species is permitted on Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range during State hunting seasons.  When properly managed, hunting does not hurt white-tailed deer populations and is a helpful management tool for keeping them from becoming overpopulated (NCWRC 2017).  Before European settlers arrived, white-tailed deer populations were controlled by year-round hunting by Native Americans and large predators like cougars and red wolves (NCWRC 2017).  Without some control, white-tailed deer populations grow larger than their habitat can support, causing mass starvation and disease in their herds, as well as severe crop depredation and overgrazing of habitat (NCWRC 2017).



Based on that information, NCWRC data shows the antlered buck harvest has declined 33.5 percent over the past 10 years (2007 through 2016) in the five Albemarle Peninsula counties (Figure 8; Shaw 2017, pers. comm.).  However, this decline is not unique to those five counties.  Over the same time period NCWRC has observed a 22.8 percent decline in antlered buck harvest in the Eastern Deer Season (about the eastern half the state), and a 41.8 percent decline in NCWRC District 1, where 4 of the 5 counties on the Albemarle Peninsula are located (Shaw 2017, pers. comm.)(Figure 9). 



In eastern North Carolina, the primary food source of red wolves appears to be white-tailed deer, marsh rabbit, raccoons and small rodents (Phillips et al. 2003, McVey et al. 2013).  McVey et al. (2013) found that white-tailed deer were the only prey species consumed by red wolves throughout the year.  Dellinger et al. (2011) analyzed scat of six red wolf packs within the NC NEP over a two year period to explore variation in prey species during pup-rearing.  Approximately 66 percent of prey biomass consumed for the six packs consisted of adult white-tailed deer and fawns (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Coyotes do prey on white-tailed deer, but mostly seasonally on young fawns and to a lesser extent in winter (Litvaits 1980, Hinton et al 2017a).  Coyote predation on adult white-tailed deer has been documented (Chitwood et al. 2014), but it is uncommon (Schrecengost et al. 2008, Vanglider 2008, Kilgo et al. 2010).  Hunter harvest remains the primary source of adult mortality for white-tailed deer in hunted populations (DeYoung 2011).  
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Figure 8.  NCWRC density maps are intended to provide a rough baseline for the average white-tailed deer density in each county.  The county white-tailed deer density numbers are derived from a combination of statewide estimated harvest, county-based reported antlered buck harvest, and a statewide Downing population reconstruction estimate.  They should not be viewed as a direct population estimate or to assess population trends over time.



Although red wolves routinely prey on white-tailed deer as part of their diet, there has been no direct evidence that red wolf predation is a significant cause of decline in white-tailed deer numbers on a population level.  To the contrary, long-term maintenance of home ranges requires red wolves to defend a finite area and consume resources (e.g. white-tailed deer) at a rate low enough to allow prey populations to persist (Gese and Terletzky 2015).  Red wolves will prey on fawns during certain times of the year, but for the remainder of the year they primarily prey on adult white-tailed deer (Dellinger et al. 2011).  Anecdotal evidence based on the field examination of red wolf kills within the NC NEP suggests adult white-tailed deer selected as prey are typically diseased, old, physically compromised or otherwise vulnerable individuals.  As a result, red wolves may contribute to the overall health of white-tailed deer populations.  Balanced ecosystems with its full suite of prey species and its top predator (e.g. red wolves) in place under which the ecosystem evolved are more likely to maintain healthy prey populations.     
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Figure 9.  White-tailed deer population trends for the five country NC NEP area based on NCWRC’s reported antlered buck harvest (NCWRC Data).



[bookmark: _Toc516144099]Environmental Consequences

[bookmark: _Toc516144100]Methodology

Potential effects on white-tailed deer from the proposed alternatives are evaluated based on the best available science of how red wolf population changes under the different management scenarios in the alternatives would potentially affect white-tailed deer population numbers.



[bookmark: _Toc516144101]Effects Common to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

[bookmark: _Toc515544893]As discussed in the Affected Environment section, there are many factors affecting the population size of white-tailed deer within the NC NEP with red wolf predation likely being an additive impact rather than a major influence, particularly under the current low population numbers of red wolves.  There would be no direct effect to habitat for white-tailed deer under any of these alternatives.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144102]Alternative 1

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Based on a projected population decline in red wolves under this alternative, there would be an expected slight increase in the population of white-tailed deer on the Albemarle Peninsula over time.  However, due to the existing low population of red wolves and the many additional factors influencing white-tailed deer numbers, the effect from this alternative on white-tailed deer would be minimal, especially over time if the red wolf population continues to decline until none remain on the landscape, as projected.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144103]Alternative 2 

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

This alternative represents a range of potential outcomes depending on the level of public cooperation (high, medium, low) achieved based on the establishment of landowner incentives and increased public outreach activities.  For the purposes of analyzing this alternative with for effects to white-tailed deer, the analysis will assume high public cooperation as it represents the largest potential change from the existing condition (e.g. Alternative 1) with respect to the projected red wolf population.  The implementation of Alternative 2 with high public cooperation would be expected to result in an increase in the red wolf population over time while occupying more of the NC NEP.  



This alternative could result in the largest decrease in the white-tailed deer population as predation from a growing red wolf population increased.  However, some of the increase in red wolf predation would be offset by a decrease in coyote predation on white-tailed deer, particularly during the fawning season and winter, as red wolves return to occupying a larger portion of the NC NEP and actively defend territories resulting in the displacement of coyotes.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144104]Alternative 3

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The effects of Alternative 3 on white-tailed deer are somewhat difficult to determine as red wolf numbers under this alternative would be expected to decrease.  However the current red wolf population consists of only a few packs and with this alternative we anticipate the federal lands supporting around two packs.  As such, there will likely be little change in deer populations.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144105]Alternative 4

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Once the red wolf population decreased to the point that they were no longer on the landscape, this alternative would clearly result in no direct impacts on the white-tailed deer population from red wolves.  Alternative 4 would be expected to result in the highest population of white-tailed deer due to the elimination of red wolves as a predator.



[bookmark: _Toc516144106]Conclusion 

Based on the above analysis, there would be varying degrees of effects to white-tailed deer under the proposed alternatives, but all within a relatively moderate range of impacts as the red wolf numbers fluctuate.  None of the proposed alternatives would be expected to result in a substantial change in the white-tailed deer population.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on white-tailed deer.



[bookmark: _Toc516144107]Game Species

A variety of game species use the diverse habitats within the five county NC NEP area.  Common game species include:  bear, bobcat, coyote, eastern cottontail, squirrel, beaver, raccoon, fox, skunk, opossum, deer, turkey, woodcock, snipe, mallard, dove, and quail. Red wolves are also known to consume raccoons, rabbits and other small mammals though there are no data to indicate that red wolf predation has affected populations of these or other game species in the NC NEP area.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144108]Land Use 

Land use refers to the management and use of land by people.  The attributes of land use included general use patterns, land ownership, land management plans and special use areas.  Land uses are typically directly related to the lands’ resources (e.g. topography, vegetation, access and other resources) and land ownership.  



[bookmark: _Toc516144109]Affected Environment

Habitat that provides the necessary components to support red wolves (e.g. adequate prey base, enough habitat security to successfully den) can be found on across all types land ownership (e.g. Federal, State, private) within the five county NC NEP.    



However, due to the AP being within the NC NEP for red wolves, State hunting regulations require more restrictive coyote hunting regulations in the five counties than anywhere else in North Carolina.  Individuals hunting coyote in this area must obtain a NCWRC permit regardless of the land ownership of where they intend to hunt and they must report all take of coyotes to NCWRC.  In addition, it is the only area of the state where it is unlawful to hunt coyotes at night due to the potential for misidentifying a red wolf as a coyote.     



[bookmark: _Toc516144110]Federal Lands

[bookmark: _Toc516144111]U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wildlife Refuges

There are four National Wildlife Refuges within the NC NEP area, Alligator River NWR, which lies predominantly in Dare County, Pocosin Lakes NWR, within Washington, Hyde and Tyrrell Counties, and Swanquarter NWR and Mattamuskeet NWR in Hyde County.  Alligator River NWR and Pocosin Lakes NWR are part of the larger North Carolina Coastal Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex.  Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR are part of the larger Mattamuskeet, Swanquarter, Cedar Island National Wildlife Refuge Complex.



Department of Defense, Dare County Bombing Range

Dare County Bombing Range established in 1965, encompasses approximately 46,619 acres within Dare and Hyde counties.  About 4,388 acres of the facility are maintained as two separate impact areas (Air Force and Navy).  Most of the Range is on the mainland part of the Dare County peninsula and is surrounded by Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge.  Dare County Bombing Range is not adjacent to any major body of water although the western boundary lies within a mile of Alligator River and the eastern boundary lies within a mile of Stumpy Point Bay, which connects to Pamlico Sound.  The impact areas are used for basic weapons delivery training.  The remaining acreage is used as a safety buffer and consists of roads and forested wetland.



Remotely located in eastern North Carolina, Dare County Bombing Range is the primary training range for F-15E aircraft crews from Seymour Johnson Air Force Base and the primary backyard range for F/A-18 squadrons operating out of Naval Air Station Oceana.  The range is an electronic combat, day-night, and air-to-ground training site critical to both installations and Army and Navy special operations teams (including SEALs).  Together, the Air Force and Navy are working to protect land near and under special use airspace, military training routes, and bombing run flight tracks near this important range. 



Natural resource management on Dare County Bombing Range is guided by the 2015 Final Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for Dare County Range.  Easements acquired with The Nature Conservancy will prevent incompatible uses such as wind energy development in areas near the range identified by range and air installation compatible use zone studies.  The protected land includes forested wetlands, which are important for numerous species such as the red-cockaded woodpecker, red wolf and area-sensitive songbirds.  Keeping the range isolated and in its natural state ensures that special operations teams can continue their weapons training and Joint Tactical Air Control exercises.  Buffering the range also allows the military to expand on current training capabilities, with Navy SEALs planning future riverine training and the Air Force developing a military operations in urban terrain target area, similar training that prepared fighter crews for close air support missions in Afghanistan.  Sustaining these capabilities is only possible through partnership with The Nature Conservancy to protect Dare County’s significant undeveloped wetlands and forest landscape (DOD Air Force, undated).
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State Parks

There are two state parks in the five county NC NEP in areas potentially utilized by red wolves.    

Pettigrew State Park is a North Carolina State Park in Tyrrell and Washington Counties, North Carolina.  



Goose Creek State Park is a North Carolina state park near Washington, Beaufort County, North Carolina. It covers 1,672 acres just off of Pamlico Sound, in North Carolina's Coastal Plain. 
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The North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission manages over 2 million acres of game lands for the conservation of wildlife species and to provide public access for hunting, fishing, trapping, and other outdoor recreational opportunities.  There are 11 State managed gamelands within the five county NC NEP in areas where red wolves would potentially be present.  These are Alligator River, Buchridge, Dare, Gull Rock, J. Morgan Futch, Lantern Acres, New Lake, Pungo River, Texas Plantation, Van Swamp and Voice of America.  
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Private Land

Private land is generally owned by individuals, corporations, or groups of individuals and in population centers often consists of a complex pattern of ownership.  There would not be expected effects to the use of non-Federal lands for their existing principal uses (e.g. timber production, agriculture, private residences) because there would be no new or additional economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon non-Federal entities or private landowners due to the presence of the red wolf.  
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Agriculture is an important industry in the NC NEP counties.  Agricultural land coverage ranges between 26 to 41 percent of the counties total land area.  According to the latest Agricultural Census, the total market value of products sold ranged between $59.5 million to $121.6 million (excluding Dare County).  Crop commodities represented the overall majority of total sales.  Agriculture fields comprised approximately 30 percent of the land cover and commercial pine plantations 15 percent (Hinton et al. 2017a).  Corn, cotton, soybeans and winter wheat are the primary agricultural crops (McKerrow et al. 2006).
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Effects are evaluated based on the best available information on how the proposed red wolf proposed management changes under the different alternatives would affect the management and use of Federal lands and non-Federal lands within the AP.  It is worth noting that any decision regarding the coyote hunting restrictions in the five county area is not under the purview or authority of the Service and resides with the State of North Carolina.  The assumptions made in the analysis are based on what would expected to be the State’s likely response with regard to those hunting restrictions under the different alternatives.   
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Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal Lands

There would be no change to the management of any Federal lands (National Wildlife Refuges or Dare County Bombing Range) under the implementation of any of these alternatives for the protection, conservation or recovery of red wolves.  In addition, none of these alternatives would impact the traditional uses of Alligator River NWR, Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR or Swanquarter NWR.  With the exception of the area surrounding the captive red wolf facility on Alligator River NWR, no areas are proposed for closure or land use restrictions within the NC NEP.



Non-Federal Land

None of these alternatives would involve land use restrictions on any non-federal lands (State, local or private) or any restrictions on the types of activities conducted on those lands, with the exception of the State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting within the five counties.  However, the level of protections received by red wolves on non-Federal lands would vary based on the alternative.    
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Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect.
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Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

No additional effects would be expected beyond those discussed in the Effects Common section for Federal lands or non-Federal lands.  Red wolves would continue to be protected off of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range, so State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting in the five county area are likely to remain in effect.
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Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal Lands

After implementation of this alternative, there would likely be a reduction, potentially to zero, in the number of red wolves present on Pocosin NWR, Mattamuskeet NWR and Swanquarter NWR due to the loss of protection for red wolves and an expected initial decline in the red wolf population as management of red wolves was scaled back to Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  



Non-Federal Lands

Under this alternative there would be a loss of protection for red wolves and lethal take would be authorized if they present on the landscape outside of Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  Consequently, it would be expected that the State would revised their coyote hunting regulations to mirror the regulations for the rest of the state, which would allow for coyote hunting at night and without a permit, thereby removing the one current land use restriction related to red wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.  
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Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Federal Lands

Under this alternative, the termination of the NC NEP and the ultimate elimination of red wolves in the wild would alter the management of the four refuges affected and the Dare County Bombing Range.  





Non-Federal Lands

Under this alternative, there would no longer be red wolves on the landscape and therefore there would no longer be a concern of hunters misidentifying red wolves as coyotes. As a result, the State-regulated restrictions on coyote hunting would be removed allowing for coyote hunting without a permit and at night, thereby removing the one current land use restriction related to red wolves on non-Federal lands in the AP.  



Conclusion

There would not be any expected effects on land use of non-Federal lands for their principal uses (e.g. timber production, agriculture, private residences) because there would be no new or additional economic or regulatory restrictions imposed upon State, non-Federal entities or private landowners due to the presence of red wolves.  Land use restrictions as a result of red wolf presence and management within the five county NC NEP are limited to one closure area and a State-regulated restriction on coyote hunting at night.  Under Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 the coyote hunting restriction would be likely to remain, while under Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 they would be expected to be removed.  The closure area for captive red wolves would remain under all alternatives, except Alternative 4.  



Alternative 4 represents the least restrictive alternative with respect to land use, while Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 represent the most restrictive, although there are very limited restrictions related to red wolf management under any of the alternatives.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on land use.
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Three main economic activities have been previously identified as being potentially impacted by the management alternative or were issues raised by the public as a concern during scoping.  

These activities are:

· Livestock depredations;

· Recreational hunting success rates; and

· Tourist visitation to the region to view red wolves in the wild.
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The potential for livestock depredations has been raised as a concern by some private landowners within the NC NEP.  The 2012 Census of Agriculture reported there were 1,800 head of cattle and 49,000 hogs and pigs throughout the five-county area (the census withheld some information for privacy concerns).  While no studies were identified that considered the actual effect that red wolf reintroduction has had on depredation or animal behavior, the Service is aware of seven depredation incidents over the 30 year lifetime of the reintroduction effort.  Of those seven depredations, five were livestock.  These depredations took place between 1997 and 2015 and were comprised of goats, chickens, and a hog.  Private landowners affected by red wolf livestock depredations were able receive restitution for their losses, though some declined.



Given the relatively low number of known depredations over the lifetime of the red wolf reintroduction program, the absence of directly relevant studies, and the differences in grazing practices and oversight between western and eastern operations, we do not expect there would be significant impacts from livestock depredation for Alternative 3, the preferred alternative.  Under this alternative, red wolves would be actively managed on the Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  



Under Alternative 2, the Service would be allowed to more actively manage red wolves throughout the existing NC NEP and could release up to five additional red wolves per year.  If these red wolves survived, along with the remainder of the existing population, the overall red wolf population could increase, thus leading to a greater chance of depredation.  Based on the low level of depredations documented, even at the height of the introduced red wolf population numbers (e.g. 2005-2007), the number of depredations would not be expected to be substantial.  

Under Alternative 1, red wolf populations are expected to continue to decline and are projected to go extinct within 40 years.  Under Alternative 4, the red wolf population would decline by design until there was no longer a wild population within the NC NEP.  
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During the 2017 white-tailed deer hunting season, the state reported a total harvest of 5,583 white-tailed deer taken from the five county area (NCWRC 2018a). According to the North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission, the reported harvest in 2017 was less than the recent three year average of 6,050.  Over the previous three years, the harvest ranged from a low of 5,517 to a high of 6,731 white-tailed deer.  Table 3 shows the total number of white-tailed deer harvested for select years for the five county area.  In general, harvest levels rose between the years 2000 and 2010/2011 before declining.  The most recent harvests are generally less than that first reported in 2000.  It is of interest to note that the number of white-tailed deer harvested within the NC NEP rose during the same time period that the population of red wolves increased and that even with a precipitous decline in the red wolf population over the last several years, white-tailed deer harvest has declined.    

 

		Reporting Year

		Beaufort

		Dare

		Hyde

		Tyrrell

		Washington



		2000

		2,692

		77

		1,947

		954

		1,430



		2005-2006

		2,374

		124

		1,987

		839

		1,247



		2010-2011

		3,344

		239

		2,451

		1,175

		1,745



		2014-2015

		2,681

		149

		1,653

		755

		1,472



		2017-2018

		2,562

		133

		1,074

		574

		1,240



		Percent Change

2000 – 2017/2018

		-4.8%

		72.7%

		-44.8%

		-39.8%

		-13.3%



		Table 3.  Reported White-Tailed Deer Harvest, Select Years (NCWRC 2018a). 







Because Alternatives 1 and 4 would result in a reduction in the red wolf population, it stands to reason that their impact on the white-tailed deer population would also decline.  However, in the absence of red wolves, the coyote population would be expected to increase and affect white-tailed deer, particularly fawns.  As a result, any increase in white-tailed deer hunting opportunities would likely be minimal and localized.  It is possible that under Alternative 2, which envisions under ideal circumstances an increase in the red wolf population over time that their effect on the white-tailed deer population could increase.  Although given the small number of red wolves anticipated along with the large number of white-tailed deer in the area, the impact is expected to be minimal.  Under Alternative 3, the preferred alternative, red wolves would only be managed on a small area of federal land, thus their effect on the white-tailed deer population in the five county area would decline as well.



Tourism

It is thought by many conservation-oriented organizations that a successful reintroduction of red wolves would result in a positive economic benefit to the communities due to an increase in visitation to the area.  When gray wolves were reintroduced into the Yellowstone ecosystem, the park experienced an increase in gray wolf-oriented ecotourism.  These tourists spent their money in local communities during their stay at lodging and dining facilities, and spent additional money on trip-related expenses.  



In contrast, the habitat and flat terrain that the red wolves have been reintroduced into is much more woody and dense compared to the Lamar Valley.  Refuge and public roads typically lack grand vistas with great sightlines, which would increase the opportunity to see a red wolf.  During winter, sightlines are somewhat improved due to open areas in the farmed fields of the refuge and public lands affording more potential red wolf viewing opportunities, such as the ones photographed in late 2017 (Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Red wolves on Alligator River NWR.  Photos taken by refuge visitor Robert Ondrish in late 2017.

 

A 2005 study conducted for the Defenders of Wildlife looked at the potential economic opportunity that could be created through ecotourism via red wolf reintroduction (Lash and Black 2005).  This study found that county residents were interested in economic growth for their area; protecting the natural beauty and rural setting of their counties; providing job opportunities for youth; preserving the historical, quaint, small-town look and feel; and having a distinct town area, some residential development areas and a predominantly rural farm setting (Lash and Black 2005).  This study also found that tourists to the Outer Banks were interested in day or short-trips to natural or wilderness areas to view wildlife and nature.  They found that these tourists would be willing to stay for dinners, shop, and experience other local tourists’ activities should they make the trip.  Local, regional and national organizations have expressed interest in promoting ecotourism of northeastern North Carolina with the presence of red wolves, the only wolf species endemic to the United States and currently the only wild population, the cornerstone of that tourism.



The North Carolina Coastal Plain National Wildlife Refuge Complex includes Alligator River NWR and Pocosin NWR within the NC NEP area potentially occupied by red wolves.  The Complex has a large visitor center located in Manteo, NC with multiple exhibits and programs related to red wolves.  Red wolf howling tours are a popular activity on Alligator River NWR offered by the Service.  Pocosin NWR also has a visitor center with red wolf displays and educational materials in Columbia, NC. The Red Wolf Health Care and Education Center located nearby provides visitors the opportunity to see a captive pair of red wolves as well as provides red wolf-related outreach and educational programs.  Visitation to the Refuge Complex was approximately 1.7 million in 2016.  

Under Alternatives 1 and 4, where the red wolf population is expected to decline and eventually disappear, it is doubtful that any meaningful ecotourism industry would continue to develop or be sustained.  Under Alternative 3, the red wolf would be managed only on federal lands.  These lands may provide unique viewing opportunities as the last place to see red wolves in the wild, but because they would be able to support a limited number of red wolves, viewing instances would be expected to be limited.  Under Alternative 2, the red wolf population could potentially expand as it allows for a small number of new red wolves to be introduced each year and for the Service to work with willing landowners to provide habitat.  Viewing opportunities could potentially increase and larger landowners could potentially capitalize on these opportunities.  To date, though, there is insufficient data to predict the extent to which an ecotourism industry would develop and to what degree for Alternatives 2 and 3.
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The greatest potential for a negative impact on the local economy would be under Alternative 4 with a termination of the red wolf program, or under Alternative 1 if the population goes extinct as projected, due to the associated loss of any ecotourism potential to the area based on their presence.  Additional hunting opportunities under Alternatives 1 and 4 would be very limited and localized as the coyote population increased to fill the void.  Based on the information known to date and the expectations associated with each of the alternatives as described above for the resources analyzed, the impact from any of the alternatives would be less than significant on economic activity. 
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[bookmark: _Toc516144128]Affected Environment

Intolerance of wolves led to their extermination in northern and central Europe.  Red wolves were likely one of the first carnivores the early settlers encountered when they arrived on the Atlantic coast, which meant red wolves were also quick to be persecuted.  Habitat loss coupled with persecution, including government supported eradication campaigns, reduced the red wolf population to about 100 individuals by the mid-20th century.  In the 1970s, the Service removed the last remaining red wolves from eastern Texas and western Louisiana to try and save the species in captivity.  Declared extinct in the wild in 1980, the Service began to focus conservation efforts on creating a captive population from which to restore red wolves to their historic range in the future.  A reintroduction site was identified and efforts to restore red wolves to the wild began with the release of four mated pairs at Alligator River NWR in northeastern North Carolina in 1987.



A recent survey conducted for the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission evaluated the perspectives of Albemarle Peninsula residents on coyote and red wolf management (Serenari 2018).  The survey found AP residents to be relatively split in their support for red wolf recovery and willingness to support the presence of wild red wolves on the AP.  Regarding their concern for potential consequences of red wolf encounters, there was some concern by AP residents over the potential of a pet or child being attacked or the spread of rabies.  There was generally less concern over regular presence of red wolves, risk of a face-to-face encounter and damage to property.  The vast majority of survey respondents indicated that red wolves do not cause them any problems (Serenari 2018).
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Human Safety

During the 30 year recovery effort, red wolves living in the wild in the NC NEP have proven to be shy, reclusive animals that prefer to avoid human contact.  There have been no reported instances of aggression or threatening behavior towards people.  There have been no reported human injuries from a red wolf attempting to defend itself and no incidents of predatory behavior toward humans from red wolves.  Direct conflicts with humans have been limited to a handful of confirmed cases of depredation on pets and livestock, or property damage during the history of the program.  While any wild animal can be dangerous if cornered, threatened or overly habituated to humans, there is no evidence that red wolves pose an unusual risk to humans. Virtually all of the cultural and historical fears of red wolves retained by residents have proven to be unfounded.
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Red wolves are subject to diseases that affect all canines, including domestic dogs, coyotes and foxes.  All released, translocated and handled red wolves are administered vaccine against the full spectrum of canine diseases including rabies, distemper, canine parvovirus, and infectious canine hepatitis viruses, and, when possible, are dewormed for intestinal and external parasites. Captive red wolves receive annual booster shots.  Wild-born animals are vaccinated opportunistically whenever captured for other reasons such as radio-collaring.  Given these precautions, the red wolves in the NC NEP population are less likely to carry disease than other wild canids and are not likely to transmit parasites or disease-causing pathogens that are not already carried by other canids. Because of the comparatively (to other populations of wildlife, including other canids such as coyote and fox) small size of the experimental population of red wolves, the active management and routine monitoring and the vaccination protocol, the red wolf’s contribution to the overall parasite or pathogen load in the NC NEP is minimal.  There is no reason to anticipate an increase in the risk of disease transmission to humans in the NC NEP as a result of the experimental population of red wolves, even with an increase in the population. 
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Based on the 30 year history of the program with respect to direct threats to humans and disease transmission associated with the reintroduced red wolf population, along with their general avoidance of humans, there would not be expected to be the development of human health and safety issues beyond the current extremely low level even with potential red wolf population increases associated with Alternatives 2.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to have a less than significant impact on human health and safety.
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Executive Order 12898 (EO 12898), February 11, 1994 codified into federal law a decades old social movement.  The EO mandates that ‘disproportionately high and adverse’ effects on population groups of concern be identified and addressed.  Discretion is largely left up to individual bureaus and agencies on how to comply with this EO’s need for public involvement and analysis.  Similar to NEPA, past work and litigation have served to establish acceptable standards and practice.



There are four types of populations groups of concern for Environmental Justice: minorities, low income, indigenous, and those who principally subsist on fish and wildlife.  



Within the analysis area there are no indigenous groups or identified groups that subsist principally on fish and wildlife.  Minority population groups are automatically considered a population group of concern if they comprise over 50 percent of the affected area.  Populations of minorities and low income people are identified on a county level.  Black or African Americans compose 48.9 percent of Washington County, but 28.6 percent of the overall analysis area.  The proposed alternatives would not be expected to have measurable effects on minority populations and therefore would not be expected to have any disproportionate high or adverse effects on those populations.  



Due to the rural nature of the vast majority of the five counties within the analysis area, the area population tends to be in lower income categories, but no identifiable group of individuals can be considered to have lower income in relation to local averages.  The impacts of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 on human activities in the analysis area are expected to be minimal, and so do not represent any disproportionate high or adverse effects to low-income groups.  Consequently, the effect of any of the alternatives would be expected to be not significant for environmental justice.  
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Based on the evaluation of the proposed alternatives, none are expected to have significant effects on factors of the human environment such as land use, agriculture, forestry, game populations, human health and safety, transportation or other economic interest.  One potential economic impact of Alternative 4 may be a reduction in visitation to Alligator River NWR for members of the public that travel there with the hope of seeing a red wolf in the wild. 



The primary effects of the proposed alternatives relate to the potential effects to the red wolf population itself as a result of the different management scenarios and federal expenditures for red wolf conservation.  Alternative 4 would be the greatest impact on the red wolf population with the termination of the program, followed by Alternative 1 with a projected extinction in the wild in the NC NEP within 40 years under the current management scenario.  Whether Alternative 2 ultimately leads to a larger increase in the red wolf population and which alternative would garner the highest levels of public cooperation along with the lowest human-caused mortality rates, is difficult to predict.  Detailed cost estimates, including salaries, are not yet available but the alternatives can be placed in rank order as follows (lowest to highest costs): Termination (Alternative 4), Five County and Federal lands (tie – Alternative 2 and Alternative 3), and No Action (Alternative 1).  Under the three change alternatives resource savings would potentially be shifted to the recovery of other species and additional support provided to the captive red wolf population.  It is also worth noting that even current management (e.g. Alternative 1 - the No Action Alternative) reflects shifts in recovery resources to other species since 2013. 
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Amy Brisendine, Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
International Affairs, Division of Management Authority
Branch of Permits, MS: IA
5275 Leesburg Pike, 2nd floor
Falls Church, Virginia  22041
703-358-2104 main / 703-358-2005 direct
https://www.fws.gov/international/permits

On Tue, Jun 26, 2018 at 8:45 AM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Amy,

On the transmittal letter.  Do you have a signed copy you can send me?  Or, is this how it
actually goes out?  Sorry to be a nudge.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 2:53 PM, Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov> wrote:

Hi Aaron,

Attached is the version that is in DTS of the EA - it was uploaded by Lois (Gary Frazer's
assistant) on 6/8/18; I don't know if there were any edits made to it.

Also, attached is the transmittal letter that I sent to the OFR.

I'll keep you updated on clearance by the OFR.

 
On Mon, Jun 25, 2018 at 2:42 PM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:

Hey Guys,

1.  I've got the PDF of the FR notice. (thanks!)
2.  Need clarification on the EA final version.
3.  New-  can I get a copy of the transmittal letter in what went to the OFR. SOL is
asking for it.

https://www.fws.gov/international/permits
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
https://maps.google.com/?q=1875+Century+Boulevard+Atlanta,+Georgia+30345&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=1875+Century+Boulevard+Atlanta,+Georgia+30345&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov


Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and
may be disclosed to third parties.  
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Elbert, Daniel
Cc: Dekar, Matthew; Emily Weller; Jeff Newman; Karen Myers
Subject: Re: Effects statements for FY 2019
Date: Thursday, August 2, 2018 1:15:03 PM

Hi Dan,

I know we are 2 hours late but the edits in the google document have been reviewed and
approved by both Leo and David Viker (acting RD). Kristen Peters, Congressional Affairs,
also reviewed and approved.

Thanks again for the opportunity to review and let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Thu, Aug 2, 2018 at 8:00 AM, Elbert, Daniel <daniel_elbert@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron and Matt,

Can you help us respond with an effects statement addressing the Senate Action below that
is outlined in the FY19 House Appropriations Bill?  One to three sentences is all that is
needed.  Please use suggestion mode when adding edits, and thanks so much for the quick
turnaround (we need by 1 PM if possible).

In the FWS-Wolves folder of the following google drive:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ruAXUjFugEUMSHB0tFqpBZW7HGc5g-
j9PCUk2wYbDwc/edit

Senate Action: The Senate urges the Service to work with the North Carolina Wildlife
Resources Commission regarding red wolf recovery.

Thanks,
Dan

___________________
Daniel Elbert, Biologist
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planing, and Communication
Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2150

---------- Forwarded message ----------
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From: Newman, Jeff <jeff_newman@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 1, 2018 at 2:24 PM
Subject: Fwd: Effects statements for FY 2019
To: Daniel Elbert <daniel_elbert@fws.gov>, Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>

there are a couple effects statements that need your teams review.  FWS6-Recovery, FWS-
Grizzly, fws murrelet.  We will need to get your review by 1 pm tomorrow so I can review.

Thanks,
Jeff

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Chun-Xue Ren <chun-xue_ren@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 1, 2018 at 9:34 AM
Subject: Effects statements for FY 2019
To: Bridget Fahey <bridget_fahey@fws.gov>, Sarah Quamme
<Sarah_Quamme@fws.gov>, Don Morgan <DON_MORGAN@fws.gov>, "Aubrey, Craig"
<craig_aubrey@fws.gov>, Jeff Newman <jeff_newman@fws.gov>, Holly Herod
<holly_herod@fws.gov>, "Ellis, Lisa" <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>

Chiefs, 

We received  ten effects statements for FY 2019 from Division of Budget. I have assigned
them to each of you in the google folder. You should only see google docs that requires your
attention. 

Please have your response completed by COB Thursday, 8/2/2018. Thank you for your
understanding and please let me know if you have any questions. 

Chun-Xue Ren
Branch Chief for Budget and Support

Headquarters, Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: ES

Falls Church, VA  22041
(703) 358-2441 office

Visit BBS Intranet for More Information: Budget, HR, Employee Resources and More!
Visit ES Regional Budget Analyst Site for More Information

Internal A-Team Site
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Ellis, Lisa
Cc: Myers, Karen; Elbert, Daniel
Subject: Re: Extending a comment period
Date: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 6:06:05 AM

Thanks much Lisa.  I'll poke Leo first thing and get moving.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:51 AM, Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi,

Since the comment period closes Monday, we will need to reopen rather than extend - I
talked to PPM and they could expedite a notice, but we are already past the point where it
could publish by Monday...  

Karen, can you find an example of a notice for reopening the comment period.  

Aaron, if you want to reopen, let's get it on the Departmental briefing for next week, which
means we need it cleared by PPM Thursday so a copy needs to get to PPM and us ASAP.

Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Chief, Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services, MS: ES
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2307

On Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:36 AM, Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Sounds good, Aaron. Thanks for the heads-up.

_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
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Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353

}-<:))))%>

On Tue, Jul 24, 2018 at 7:13 AM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Dan,

Thanks much!  This is exactly what I need.

Karen,  While we haven't made a final decision yet, my understanding is that it's going
to need to be approved quite quickly.  I believe Greg S. is in the loop and one of the
folks weighing next steps.  As soon as I get the final okay we'll get something to you
ASAP.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may
be disclosed to third parties.  

On Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 3:54 PM, Elbert, Daniel <daniel_elbert@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

It sounds like you would like to extend the comment period in order to provide
sufficient time for the public to comment, I understand the reason correctly.  If that is
the case, attached is a 7-page FRN that should help you craft a notice specific to the
red wolf 10(j).

Lisa can confirm, but I believe the notice would follow the standard surname process
(Director signature), and Karen Myers (CC'd) should be able to assist with that.  

Best,
Dan

___________________
Daniel Elbert, Biologist
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planing, and Communication
Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2150

On Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 2:45 PM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:

https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
https://maps.google.com/?q=1875+Century+Boulevard+Atlanta,+Georgia+30345&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=1875+Century+Boulevard+Atlanta,+Georgia+30345&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:daniel_elbert@fws.gov
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Hi Dan,

We have been asked to extend the comment period on the proposed 10(j) rule for the
red wolf.  While no formal decision has been reached on this request, I wanted to
ensure that we have the right information.  

Can you send me a good example of a recent extension?  Also, who needs to sign it,
the RD or D?  I assume it would need to be processed like all FR rules with SOL,
RO, and HQ reviews and approval?

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and
may be disclosed to third parties.  
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Karen Myers
Cc: Lisa Ellis; Valerie Fellows
Subject: Re: format for summary
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 8:00:56 AM

Hi All,

Here is our proposed entry into PackTrack, not Ptrac. (if anyone asks, the namer of
bureaucratic names should be given a new job)

FWS will publish a final rule in early FY 2019 replacing the existing rule for the
nonessential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in North Carolina under
section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. FWS anticipates opposition from North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) and the North Carolina Farm
bureau, as they have officially requested the termination of this NEP.  While some
nearby landowner  favor maintaining the previous rule, others are in favor of the NEP. 
The Governor’s office has expressed support for maintaining the existing NEP. 
Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an
NEP in North Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections
under the Act. Interested stakeholders include Defenders of Wildlife, the Red Wolf
Coalition, Red Wolf Species Survival Plan cooperators, and other non-governmental
organizations that support red wolf conservation. Outreach will include a news release,
social media, emails and phone calls to congressional offices and stakeholders. We are
a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.),
which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions. With publication of this final
rule, the U.S. Government will 1) have a strong argument in this litigation, and 2) have
decreased exposure to attorney's fees.  

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 10:43 AM Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

Would you please cc Lisa and Valerie on the summary for red wolf for the weekly
narrative today.  I have a family emergency and probably won't be tracking email
the rest of this week.  Thanks!

Karen

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:karen_myers@fws.gov
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_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353

}-<:))))%>

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 10:05 AM Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks so much!  I'll turn it around COB today.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 9:25 AM Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

The summary for the proposed rule in PackTrack was this:
Narratives (09/20/2018)

FWS will publish a new proposed rule for the existing nonessential
experimental population (NEP) designation of red wolves in North Carolina
under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. FWS anticipates opposition
from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), as they have
officially requested the termination of this NEP, and the North Carolina Farm
Bureau and most private landowners with wolves using their property.
Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation
of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full
protections under the Act. Interested stakeholders other than NCWRC include
Defenders of Wildlife, the Red Wolf Coalition, Red Wolf Species Survival Plan
cooperators, and other non-governmental organizations that support red wolf
conservation. Outreach includes a news release, social media, emails and
phone calls to congressional offices and stakeholders mentioned above. We
are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO
(E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions. If the
proposed rule is not published by June 27, when our final summary judgment
brief is due, the U.S. Government will 1) not have a strong argument in this
litigation and will likely lose the case, and 2) have increased exposure to

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:karen_myers@fws.gov


attorney's fees. Potential Issues: Target for submitting to the Federal Register
is June 22, 2018

Suggest you use a similar format, but the info should be updated a bit reflecting where we are in
the process, and considering the action (e., publish a final rule) and its deadlines.  Statements
about outreach should probably be less about what we did for the proposed rule, and more what
we will do for outreach related to the final rule publication.  

When you work on the final rule in Pack Track, you can enter my name instead of Amy B's as the
HQ contact (e.g., when you look at the proposed rule for comparison), since she has moved over
the IA and I'm R4's HQ staff POC.  Still not sure who normally does that for the Region (you, Matt,
etc.,), but have been told the Region usually updates PackTrack for activities like these. 
Thanks,

Karen

_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353

}-<:))))%>



From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Karen Myers
Cc: Lisa Ellis; Valerie Fellows
Subject: Re: format for summary
Date: Thursday, September 20, 2018 9:12:29 AM

Will do!  Good luck with the family.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 10:43 AM Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

Would you please cc Lisa and Valerie on the summary for red wolf for the weekly
narrative today.  I have a family emergency and probably won't be tracking email
the rest of this week.  Thanks!

Karen

_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353

}-<:))))%>

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 10:05 AM Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks so much!  I'll turn it around COB today.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
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Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Thu, Sep 20, 2018 at 9:25 AM Myers, Karen <karen_myers@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Aaron,

The summary for the proposed rule in PackTrack was this:
Narratives (09/20/2018)

FWS will publish a new proposed rule for the existing nonessential
experimental population (NEP) designation of red wolves in North Carolina
under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. FWS anticipates opposition
from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), as they have
officially requested the termination of this NEP, and the North Carolina Farm
Bureau and most private landowners with wolves using their property.
Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation
of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full
protections under the Act. Interested stakeholders other than NCWRC include
Defenders of Wildlife, the Red Wolf Coalition, Red Wolf Species Survival Plan
cooperators, and other non-governmental organizations that support red wolf
conservation. Outreach includes a news release, social media, emails and
phone calls to congressional offices and stakeholders mentioned above. We
are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO
(E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to our previous red wolf actions. If the
proposed rule is not published by June 27, when our final summary judgment
brief is due, the U.S. Government will 1) not have a strong argument in this
litigation and will likely lose the case, and 2) have increased exposure to
attorney's fees. Potential Issues: Target for submitting to the Federal Register
is June 22, 2018

Suggest you use a similar format, but the info should be updated a bit reflecting where we are in
the process, and considering the action (e., publish a final rule) and its deadlines.  Statements
about outreach should probably be less about what we did for the proposed rule, and more what
we will do for outreach related to the final rule publication.  

When you work on the final rule in Pack Track, you can enter my name instead of Amy B's as the
HQ contact (e.g., when you look at the proposed rule for comparison), since she has moved over
the IA and I'm R4's HQ staff POC.  Still not sure who normally does that for the Region (you, Matt,
etc.,), but have been told the Region usually updates PackTrack for activities like these. 
Thanks,

Karen

_____________________________

Karen Q. Myers
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Ecological Services Program, MS: ES
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
(703) 358-2353
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From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Amy Brisendine; Morgan, Don
Cc: Matthew Dekar
Subject: Re: FY19 appropriations Hearing - responses requested for potential Q&As
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:28:11 AM

Amy and Don,

Here's an approved version.  Changes were:  1)  changed it from working with the state of NC
to stakeholders.  2) removed reference to locating additional release sites. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service continues to lead recovery 
efforts for the red wolf in partnership with other 
stakeholders.  Recovery efforts focus on several discrete 
steps or actions.  Research in 2016 indicated  that with 
only 29 breeding pairs the captive SSP population is 
unable to sustain itself in the foreseeable future and may 
decline with time.  We are working with SSP partners on 
increasing the number of red wolves that can be 
maintained in captivity ensuring their viability long into 
the future.  We have also developed a Species Status 
Assessment analyzing the status of the species.  This 
document will likely be released later in 2018 upon 
completion of a 5-year review of the species.  We are 
also revising the existing non-essential experimental 
population rule in eastern North Carolina in conjunction 
with the state ensuring that the program is managed in 
accordance with promulgated rules.  The Species Status 
Assessment will also be used to revise the existing 
Recovery Plan.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:matthew_dekar@fws.gov


1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

On Tue, Feb 20, 2018 at 9:43 AM, Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov> wrote:
Amy and Don,

Here's my draft response in case the 2 of you want to start working on it.  Note:  this hasn't
been signed off by Jack and Leo yet.  While I don't expect any substantive changes from
them, please don't send it on till I hear from them.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Valenta, Aaron <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, Feb 20, 2018 at 9:40 AM
Subject: Fwd: FY19 appropriations Hearing - responses requested for potential Q&As
To: Jack Arnold <Jack_Arnold@fws.gov>
Cc: Leopoldo Miranda <Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov>

Jack,

How's the following sound?  Once I hear back from you I can send it on to Amy.

The Fish and Wildlife Service continues to lead recovery efforts for the red wolf in
partnership with the State of North Carolina.  Recovery efforts focus on several discrete
steps or actions.  Research in 2016 indicated  that with only 29 breeding pairs the captive
SSP population is unable to sustain itself in the foreseeable future and may decline with
time.  We are working with SSP partners on increasing the number of red wolves that can be
maintained in captivity ensuring their viability long into the future.  We have also developed
a Species Status Assessment analyzing the status of the species.  This document will likely
be released later in 2018 upon completion of a 5-year review of the species.  We are also
revising the existing non-essential experimental population rule in eastern North Carolina in
conjunction with the state ensuring that the program is managed in accordance with
promulgated rules.  Next steps include identifying potential future reintroduction sites and
working with the respective states ensuring any future populations have the support needed
for their success.  The Species Status Assessment will also be used to revise the existing
Recovery Plan.

mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
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Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Feb 16, 2018 at 9:03 AM
Subject: Fwd: FY19 appropriations Hearing - responses requested for potential Q&As
To: Matthew Dekar <matthew_dekar@fws.gov>
Cc: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>

Good morning, Matt!

I just received an out of office response from Aaron  - can you assist us with this request? 
(see below email.)  Thank you and please let me know if you have questions.

-Amy
 
Amy Brisendine, Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services
Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041
703-358-2005

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Feb 16, 2018 at 9:00 AM
Subject: FY19 appropriations Hearing - responses requested for potential Q&As
To: Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>

Hi Aaron,

You may have already seen this from another source, but the Division of Budget is
preparing questions and answers for the FY19 hearing on appropriations.  Below are
two anticipated questions developed by the Division of Budget.  Can you take a look at them
and provide us with draft responses?  If you could send a draft response to me and Don
Morgan by Tuesday so that we can compile all of the Q&As for Gary and Gina, that would
be helpful.  Will you let either me or Don Morgan know if you have questions?

mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:matthew_dekar@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
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Thank you so much!

-Amy Brisendine

                      
Red Wolves (McCollum)
 

1.      What are the Service’s next steps for Red Wolf recovery?
 

Response
 
FWS is evaluating alternatives for revising or terminating the NEP for red wolves in North
Carolina.  Any future action will go through appropriate environmental review and public
comment. 
 
Dusky Gopher Frog
 

1.      In light the question now before the Supreme Court, in Weyerhauser v. US Fish
and Wildlife Service, does this Administration interpret the ESA to authorize FWS to
designate private lands as “critical habitat” when it is not inhabited by the species and
cannot supply suitable habitat without a radical change in land use?
 

Response



From: Cynthia Dohner
To: lois_wellman@fws.gov
Cc: Frazer Gary; Oetker Mike
Subject: Fwd: Power point
Date: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 8:45:48 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

03222017_RedWolf_Powerpoint.pptx

Thanks you SO much 

On Sun, Mar 19, 2017 at 2:07 PM, Cynthia Dohner <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>
wrote:

Just talked to Gary, we think this power point should work for the possible
briefing on red wolves this week.   Please review to see if there is anything else
you think we need to add to further justify the next steps And help get the notice
cleared.  

Can I get copies of the handouts we had for the last one to take with me?   I
think it was the fact sheet and FAQs.  Kristen helped last time (thank you!) with
copies.    

We can talk more on Monday morning.  

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:lois_wellman@fws.gov
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mailto:michael_oetker@fws.gov
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History of Red Wolf Recovery





Red wolf listed as endangered in 1967

Captive breeding program initiated  in 1973 at Point Defiance Zoo & Aquarium

Red wolf declared extinct in the wild in 1980 

Non-essential, experimental populations established in North Carolina to reintroduce the red wolf in the wild

Eastern North Carolina in 1986 

Great Smoky Mountains National Park in 1992 – terminated in 1998
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Red Wolf Program Successes
Innovative conservation management techniques


First successful wild carnivore reintroduction, 8 years before Yellowstone, leading to many of the management techniques used for Gray Wolf and Mexican Wolf Recovery including:

Use of island propagation sites pioneered

Maintenance of genetic diversity in what has grown to 42 captive breeding facilities, almost entirely volunteers, to form one captive population  

Development of Pup fostering techniques 

Demonstrated effective control of introgression of coyote DNA into the red wolf genome using Placeholder Strategy & Adaptive Management

Successful population management – exceeding recovery target for the NCNEP, peaking at an estimated 120-130 wolves in 2006
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Recovery Challenges

Human Dimensions: Local landowner support for the NEP has largely eroded due to the Federal court injunction on coyote night hunting. However, public support for red wolf recovery outside the five-county NEP area exists. 

Science: Uncertainty regarding the evolutionary origin and historical range of the red wolf species.

Management:  Coyote introgression and hybridization with red wolves 

Rule Implementation:  Aspects of Service NEP management was inconsistent with 10j rule. 

Legal:  Red Wolf Coalition, Defenders of Wildlife and the Animal Welfare Institute have filed suit against the Service in 2015 alleging it illegally authorized a private landowners to take red wolves and failed to conduct a five-year status review.  

Political:  NCWRC issued resolutions calling for the termination of the NEP and for declaring the red wolf extinct in the wild. Congressional interest has resulted in oversight hearing of federal wolf management, including red wolf recovery actions. 
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Recent Management Actions






Issued the first take authorization to a 

	 private landowner

Signed MOU with NCWRC on collaborative conservation of red wolves and other canids

Contracted Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to conduct a program evaluation of the NEP

Examined other 10(j) rules across the country for alternative approaches

Convened a new Recovery Team, including sub-teams of geneticists and human dimensions experts, tasked with recommending a path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program
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WMI Report Findings Specific to the NEP


Recovery objectives can not be met on Federal land alone 

Program received inadequate Regional and National oversight

Program lacked multi-disciplinary outreach approach

The current 10(j) rule is poorly constructed

Injunction on coyote hunting produced landowner and state anti-wolf sentiment

USFWS/NCWRC 2013 MOU was a positive step
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Red wolf taxonomy remains unclear.

The historical range of the red wolf is larger than the recovery plan outlined.

Hybridization with coyotes is the greatest threat to red wolf recovery. 

Hybridization is far more likely to occur if a key breeder is lost at critical time.

The placeholder technique is sound but labor intensive .

Public support for red wolf recovery exists outside of the 5-County NEP in Eastern NC.





Key WMI Findings affecting the 
Recovery Program as whole 











2015 Recovery Team

In October 2015, the Service 

convened a Recovery Team 

comprised of representatives 

from Federal and State agencies, 

universities, non-governmental 

organizations and  county and 

landowner representatives.  



The task:  review the implementation of recovery actions, the human dimension challenges and the science behind red wolf conservation, including taxonomy, historical range and population viability, and provide findings to inform a Service recommendation on the future of the Red Wolf Recovery Program.















Recovery Team Findings

Genetics: Geneticists agreed that the red wolf is a “listable entity” although they do not agree on the taxonomy.



Captive Breeding: The captive breeding population  needs to be increased to secure genetic diversity and allow for new NEPs.



Hybridization: Presents the greatest challenge to recovery.



Community Relations: Without private landowner support, recovery of the red wolf is impossible.















2016 Management Decision

On September 12, 2016, the Service announced the decision to continue to support the Red Wolf Recovery Program:  

Growing the captive population, with our private partners;

Identifying  other potential NEP locations with our state partners;

Maintaining a smaller NCNEP, managed with the captive population as one population; and 

Keeping wolves in the wild to retain the “wild experience” and the influence of natural pressures on the wild population in the genetic pool. 













Next Steps

Completing a Species Status Assessment and five-year status review for the red wolf, to include a taxonomic determination.   Target Date: October 2017 

Determining where potential new sites may exist for additional experimental wild populations. Target Date: October 2017 

Proposing a new rule to revise the scope, goals, and management of the existing  experimental population.                         Target Date: December 2017 

Securing the captive red wolf population      by working with partners to increase capacity. Target Date: December 2017 
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Questions?
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From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Frazer Gary
Subject: Fwd: Power Point
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 7:01:08 AM
Attachments: 02272017_RedWolf_Powerpoint.pptx

Hoping this is close to what you think is needed - it is based on past
presentations.  Gives the history, actions taken and ends with next
steps - thanks for any help

We thought we should add past political actions too - the NC
resolutions are referenced but the oversight hearing etc..
>

Thank SO much!

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
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Red wolf (Canis rufus) Recovery Program



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Red Wolf Recovery in North Carolina 



    Red wolf listed as Endangered

    Captive Breeding Program Initiated 

    Red wolf declared extinct in the wild

    FR establishing a Non-Experimental 

             Population (NEP) in Eastern NC 

1988    First Wild Born Pup	

1992    FR establishing Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP) NEP

    FR & Current 10(j) rule expanding Eastern NC NEP & clarifying take provisions

1998    FR notice terminating GSMNP reintroduction effort due lack of prey

    Adaptive Management Plan Implemented to address hybridization

2013    State of North Carolina and the Service sign Canid Management Agreement

    Court ordered ban on coyote hunting in Recovery Area counties

    NCWRC issues a resolution calling for the NC NEP to be terminated
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Red Wolf Program Successes
Innovative conservation management techniques


1st successful wild carnivore reintroduction, 8 years before Yellowstone, leading to many of the management techniques used for Gray Wolf and Mexican Wolf Recovery including:



Use of island propagation sites pioneered

Maintenance of genetic diversity in what has grown to 42 captive breeding facilities to form one captive population  

Development of Pup fostering techniques 

Demonstrated effective control of introgression of coyote DNA into the red wolf genome using Placeholder Strategy & Adaptive Management
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Recent Management Actions




















Realigned NEP Program Management 

	 under Ecological Services

Issued the first take authorization to a 

	 private landowner

Partnered with the NCWRC to form the 

	 Canid Conservation Collaborative

Contracted Wildlife Management Institute 

	 to conduct an external program evaluation of the NEP

Examined other 10j rules across the country for alternative approaches

Convened a new Recovery Team tasked with recommending a path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program including sub-teams of geneticists and human dimensions experts.
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WMI Report Findings Specific to the NEP


Refuge land alone cannot sustain NEP

Program received inadequate Regional and National oversight

Program lacked multi-disciplinary outreach approach

The current 10(j) rule is poorly constructed

Injunction on coyote hunting produced landowner and state backlash

USFWS/NCWRC 2013 MOU was a positive step
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Red wolf taxonomy remains unclear 

Additional reintroduction sites need to be identified

Population dynamics/mortality:

Hybridization with coyotes is the greatest threat to red wolf in the wild

The loss of key individuals at critical times of year (primarily to gunshot) facilitates hybridization

The placeholder technique is scientifically sound but may be too expensive to sustain

There is wide public support outside the NEP







Key WMI Findings affecting the 
Recovery Program as whole 











2015 Recovery Team

In 2015 the Service convened a Recovery Team Comprised of representatives from Federal and 

State agencies, universities, 

non-governmental organizations and 

county and landowner representatives.  



The task..



Review the implementation of recovery actions, the human dimension challenges and the science behind red wolf conservation, including taxonomy, historical range and population viability and provide findings to inform a Service recommendation on the future of the Red Wolf Recovery Program.















Recovery Team Findings

Genetics: The experts could not agree on the origin of the red wolf between two competing hypothesis, however, they did agree that it is a “listable entity”.



Historical Range: Likely larger than previously officially used by the Service, expanding further north and west .



Captive Breeding: The number of captive breeding pairs needs to be increased from 29 to 52 to secure the captive population.















Recovery Team Findings (cont.)

Hybridization: Presents the existential threat to the red wolf and greatest challenge to recovery.

 

Community Relations: Without private landowner support we will not be able to recover the red wolf.















Service 2016 Management Decision

On September 12, 2016 the Service announced the decision to continue to support the Red Wolf Recovery Program with significant shifts in resource allocation to secure the captive population and evaluate potential new NEP sites within the revised historic range.













Current Activities and Next Steps

Completing a Species Status Assessment and five-year status review for the red wolf, to include a current genetic determination. Target Date: October 2017 

Determining where potential new sites may exist for additional experimental wild populations. Target Date: October 2017 

Proposing a new rule to revise the scope and goals for the existing experimental population. Target Date: December 2017 

Securing the captive red wolf population by working with its partners to increase capacity. Target Date: December 2017 
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Active Litigation

Red Wolf Coalition, Defenders of Wildlife and the Animal Welfare Institute have filed suit against the Fish and Wildlife Service in 2015 alleging the Service illegally authorized a private landowners to take red wolves and failed to conduct a five-year status review.  

The Service has provided a full administrative record and continues through the discovery process to provide additional documents.

Dates are not yet set for the hearings.
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From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Gary Frazer
Subject: Here you go
Date: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 8:44:23 AM
Attachments: ScienceAdvances.wolfgenomics..pdf

>
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Whole genome sequence analysis shows two endemic species of North American wolf are 1 


admixtures of the coyote and gray wolf 2 


 3 


Keywords [10 max]: genomics, admixture, canids 4 


 5 


Bridgett M. vonHoldt,1 James Cahill,2 Zhenxin Fan,3 Ilan Gronau,4 Jacqueline Robinson,5 John P. 6 


Pollinger,5 Beth Shapiro,2 Jeff Wall,6 Robert K. Wayne5* 7 


 8 


1Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA; 9 


2Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, 10 


USA; 3Sichuan Key Laboratory of Conservation Biology on Endangered Wildlife, College of Life 11 


Sciences, Sichuan University, Chengdu, People’s Republic of China; 4Efi Arazi School of Computer 12 


Science, Herzliya Interdisciplinary Center, Herzliya, Israel; 5Department of Ecology and Evolutionary 13 


Biology, University of California, Los Angeles, CA 90095-1606, USA; 6Department of Epidemiology 14 


and Biostatistics, School of Medicine, University of California, San Francisco, California, 94143; 15 


*rwayne@ucla.edu 16 


 17 


Abstract 18 


Protection of populations comprising admixed genomes are a challenge under the Endangered Species 19 


Act (ESA), which is regarded as the most powerful species protection legislation ever passed in the US 20 


but lacks specific provisions for hybrids. The eastern wolf is a newly recognized wolf-like species that is 21 


highly admixed and inhabits the Great Lakes and eastern US, a region previously thought to be included 22 


in the geographic range of only the gray wolf. The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has argued 23 


Manuscript Click here to download Manuscript
vonHoldt_maintext_revision_FINAL_markup.docx



mailto:*rwayne@ucla.edu

http://www.editorialmanager.com/scienceadvances/download.aspx?id=66077&guid=94890db6-20f8-4101-b16f-8d89e2a64b65&scheme=1
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Science Advances                                               Manuscript Template                                                                                           Page 2 of 41 


 


that the presence of the eastern wolf, rather than the gray wolf, in this area is grounds for removing ESA 24 


protection (delisting) of the gray wolf across its geographic range. In contrast, the red wolf from the 25 


Southeast US was one of the first species protected under the ESA and was listed for protection under 26 


the ESA despite admixture with coyotes. For the first time, we use whole genome sequence data to 27 


demonstrate a lack of unique ancestry in eastern and red wolves that would be expected if they 28 


represented long divergent North American lineages. These results suggest that arguments for delisting 29 


the gray wolf are not valid. Our findings demonstrate how a strict designation of a species under the 30 


ESA that does not consider admixture can threaten protection of endangered entities. We argue for a 31 


more balanced approach that focuses on the ecological context of admixture and allows for evolutionary 32 


processes to potentially restore historical patterns of genetic variation. 33 


 34 


Introduction 35 


Two well accepted species of wolf-like canid inhabit North America: the Holarctic gray wolf 36 


(Canis lupus) and the endemic coyote (C. latrans). However, two other entities have been advanced as 37 


evolutionarily distinct species of North American origin: the red wolf (C. rufus) of the southeastern US 38 


and the eastern wolf (C. lycaon) now found in the eastern Great Lakes (Algonquin Provincial Park and 39 


adjacent areas in Ontario) but historically thought to inhabit a wider area including the eastern US (1,2) 40 


(Fig. 1). An alternative hypothesis, however, suggests that the red wolf is a hybrid between coyotes and 41 


gray wolves that historically inhabited the southeastern US before gray wolves were eliminated through 42 


private and public bounty (3-5) (Fig. 1). Similarly, the eastern wolf may have been generated through 43 


admixture between gray wolves and coyotes as they expanded eastward into the Great Lakes region at 44 


the end of the last century, concurrent with the near extirpation of wolves in the conterminous US (6-8). 45 


Both red and eastern wolves are intermediate in body size between coyotes and gray wolves, which is 46 


consistent with an admixture scenario, and recent evidence has shown that gray wolves and coyotes can 47 


produce viable offspring in captivity (9). 48 
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The US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) accepts the species status of both the red and 49 


eastern wolf, with dramatically divergent conservation implications. The red wolf is protected by the US 50 


Endangered Species Act (ESA). The endangered eastern wolf, however, which was only recently 51 


recognized as a distinct species (8-14) and is currently restricted to a small portion of its historic range, 52 


would not be listed under the current political landscape. Instead, the acceptance of the eastern wolf 53 


species has led the USFWS to propose delisting of the gray wolf. The reasoning for this action is that the 54 


historical range of the eastern wolf is hypothesized to include the Great Lakes region and 22 eastern 55 


states, to the exclusion of the gray wolf (11,15,16). Because the geographic range of the gray wolf as 56 


originally listed in the 1975 ESA petition included these areas, the USFWS subsequently proposed that 57 


the entire original listing was invalid. Essentially, the presence of the eastern wolf, rather than the gray 58 


wolf, in the eastern US would cause the original listing to be annulled. With the exception of the 59 


Mexican wolf, the gray wolf would be delisted (lose protection) from its entire North American range 60 


under the proposed USFWS rule change (17). These differing consequences of species listing, despite 61 


the possibility of similar admixed origin, provide a dramatic example of how taxonomy can both protect 62 


and threaten endangered species under the ESA. 63 


Although there is an extensive literature on the red wolf and eastern wolf (e.g. 2,11,18,19), only 64 


recently have genome-wide data been analyzed to support an admixed or ancient origin hypothesis. A 65 


previous study genotyped and analyzed more than 42,000 SNPs in a large panel of North American and 66 


Eurasian wolf-like canids which supported an admixed origin for both red and eastern wolf (5). A 67 


reanalysis of these data, however, found evidence for a genetic cluster in central Ontario representing 68 


the eastern wolf, and concluded that the SNP array data may suffer from ascertainment bias (20). A 69 


more recent study presented new, ascertainment-free genome-wide SNP data from the eastern wolf, and 70 


showed through simulation that admixture alone cannot explain the unique positions of the eastern wolf 71 


in a principal component analysis (21). Here, we use a genome sequencing approach to directly search 72 


for regions of unique ancestry in the genomes of red and eastern wolves that cannot be explained by 73 
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admixture between coyotes and gray wolves. We present 28 sequenced genomes from a diversity of 74 


large canids representing Eurasian and North American wolf populations, including North American 75 


regions where wolf/coyote admixture is currently absent and regions with suspected admixture. An 76 


exhaustive search of wolf genomes from the Great Lakes region including Algonquin Provincial Park, 77 


where pure eastern wolves are thought to exist, and from red wolves from the captive breeding colony 78 


reveals little unique ancestry and instead demonstrates a distinct geographic pattern of admixture 79 


between gray wolves and coyotes. We argue strongly for a less typologically oriented implementation of 80 


the ESA that allows interim protection of hybrids while encouraging the restoration of historic patterns 81 


of variation through habitat protection. 82 


 83 


Results 84 


Genome sequencing 85 


We sequenced 28 canid genomes to varying coverage ranging from 4x to 29x, and mapped reads 86 


to the domestic dog reference genome (Table 1). After filtering for quality and minimum coverage, we 87 


retained 5,424,934 SNPs (referred to as 5.4 million SNPs) genotyped across all sequenced genomes. 88 


From these data, we estimated that heterozygosity (π) was highest in the Indian wolf (π = 1.71 per Kb) 89 


and lowest in the endangered Mexican wolf (π = 0.48 per Kb), consistent with previous observations of 90 


low diversity in the inbred captive Mexican wolf colony (22). We note that the fraction of missing data 91 


is negatively correlated with π, although we could not quantify the extent of this effect given the 92 


heterogeneous nature of the samples (Table 1). 93 


We quantified genetic differentiation between populations using FST, confining our coyote 94 


representatives to the three individuals (California, Alabama and Quebec coyotes) most likely to be non-95 


admixed (see “Estimating admixture by D and f̂” section below). We found that FST between wolves of 96 


the Great Lakes region (which include putative Eastern wolves from Algonquin Provincial Park) and 97 


gray wolves or coyotes is nearly half that of red wolves and gray wolves or coyotes (North American 98 
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gray wolf-Great Lakes wolves, FST=0.057; coyote- Great Lakes region wolf, FST=0.045; North 99 


American gray wolf-red wolf, FST=0.177; coyote-red wolf, FST=0.108) (Table 2). The highest value of 100 


divergence was between the red wolf and the Eurasian gray wolf, which may reflect, in part, the limited 101 


founding size and enhanced drift in the small population of captive red wolves. Importantly, these 102 


estimates of inter-population genetic differentiation (as measured by FST) are comparable to that found 103 


among human populations (23), suggesting that previously hypothesized divergence time estimates of 104 


hundreds of thousands of years between wolf-like canid lineages are overestimates and/or that these 105 


lineages have experienced a substantial amount of recent admixture. Using a simple isolation model and 106 


a summary likelihood approach, we estimated a Eurasian gray wolf – coyote divergence time of T = 107 


0.38N generations (95% confidence interval 0.376 – 0.386 N), where N is the effective population size. 108 


If we assume a generation time of 3 years, and an effective population size of 45,000 (24,25), then this 109 


corresponds to a divergence time of 50.8 – 52.1 Kya, roughly the same as previous estimates of the 110 


divergence time of extant gray wolves (26-28). Thus, the amount of genetic differentiation between gray 111 


wolves and coyotes is low and not much greater than the amount of differentiation within each species 112 


(e.g. Eurasian versus North American gray wolf, FST=0.099, Table 2; Fig. S1). This result contradicts 113 


molecular clock calculations based on short mitochondrial control region sequences, which were 114 


calibrated using a 1 Mya divergence between gray wolves and coyotes (10). Despite body size and other 115 


phenotypic differences between the two species (e.g. 1) and a long history of a coyote and wolf-like 116 


forms in North America (1,29), the genomic data suggest that modern coyotes and gray wolves are very 117 


close relatives with a recent common ancestry. 118 


 119 


Cluster and ancestry analysis 120 


We first assessed the general pattern of sequence similarity across the observed 5.4 million SNPs 121 


using principal component analysis (PCA) and found distinct groups that corresponded to gray wolf, 122 


coyote and putatively admixed populations including the Algonquin wolf and red wolf (Fig. 2, Fig. S2). 123 
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The overall PC space identified two clusters of wolves that can be explained by continental divergence 124 


(Eurasian and North American wolves), and identified the California coyote as the most distinct coyote, 125 


and the Mexican wolf as a distinct North American wolf. The intermediate position on the first PC of 126 


Great Lakes region wolves and red wolves is consistent with a model of admixture between gray wolf 127 


and coyote, although it is also consistent with the hypothesis that red and eastern wolves represent 128 


distinct conspecific populations (e.g. 10). The PCA also shows coyotes in populations outside of the 129 


present admixture zone are genetically distinct (5). These general patterns were found in a PCA of 130 


downsampled sequences that represented equivalent sampling of all the genomes (Fig. S2). 131 


We found 16,184 fixed differences between three non-admixed coyotes (California, Alabama 132 


and Quebec) and Eurasian gray wolves, and used these to estimate wolf versus coyote ancestry 133 


proportions, scaled using simulations (Table 3). The Great Lakes region wolf genomes showed a 134 


majority of wolf-derived alleles (propwolf = 0.61 – 0.67), unlike the eastern wolves from Algonquin 135 


Provincial Park (propwolf = 0.39 – 0.47) and red wolves (propwolf = 0.09 – 0.20). The three non-reference 136 


coyote genomes all had no estimated wolf admixture (propwolf = 0.00). We note that the results presented 137 


here are robust to changes in the specific genomes used for the wolf and coyote ‘reference’ panels. For 138 


example, if we replace the three coyote genomes used with all six coyote genomes, the correlation in 139 


propwolf estimates in the two analyses is r2 = 0.988. 140 


 141 


Estimating admixture by D and f̂ 142 


We tested for admixture among wolves, dogs, and coyotes using the D-statistic (also known as 143 


the ABBA-BABA test), and quantified the proportion of ancestry using f̂ (30, 31). We performed all 144 


possible D-statistic comparisons among our samples, and used a San Nicolas Channel Islands fox 145 


(Urocyon littoralis dickeyi) (Table S1, 32) as the outgroup to identify derived alleles. Below, we report 146 


tests as D(P1, P2, candidate introgressor, outgroup). 147 
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Because of the substantial controversy regarding the proper classification of eastern wolves and 148 


red wolves, we began by testing which North American canids, regardless of species assignment in the 149 


field, shared the most derived alleles with each Eurasian wolf using D(North America1, North 150 


America2, Eurasian wolf, fox), where “North America1, North America2” refers to all combinations of 151 


North American canids. We found that samples that were morphologically identified as coyotes tended 152 


to share the fewest derived alleles with Eurasian Wolves (Fig S3), which is consistent with the 153 


expectation that gray wolves are a monophyletic species (33). Interestingly, the results of analyses with 154 


the Quebec wolf indicate that it, like the California coyote and the Alabama coyote, lacks detectable 155 


Eurasian wolf ancestry (Fig. 3, Fig S3). This finding could reflect either an error in the field 156 


classification of the Quebec wolf specimen or a transcription error in the field or in the lab. Given the 157 


large variation in phenotype across the admixture zone (e.g. 34) and the potential difficulty in making 158 


species-level assignments of hybrids under field conditions, we suggest that this genetic assignment of 159 


the “Quebec wolf” as a coyote is a more reliable guide to the ancestry of the sample than the field/lab 160 


assignment. 161 


To determine the proportion of coyote ancestry in North American canids, we next calculated D-162 


statistics using D(Eurasian wolf, North American wolf, California or Alabama coyote, fox), and 163 


quantified the result using the related f̂ statistic. In this test, we use the California and Alabama coyotes 164 


as potential introgressors as they had the fewest derived gray wolf alleles (they were the most coyote-165 


like samples in the data set) and originated from outside of one or both admixture zones. Although the 166 


Alabama coyote is from the Southeast US and may therefore be admixed with red wolf, tests to detect 167 


red wolf ancestry in this sample were consistently non-significant (Table S1). 168 


We find that all North American wolves and coyotes have significant amounts of coyote ancestry 169 


(Table S1). In addition, we detect a strong geographic cline in the proportion of coyote ancestry across 170 


North American canids. Alaskan and Yellowstone wolves have 8-8.5% coyote ancestry, Great Lakes 171 


wolves have 21.7-23.9% coyote ancestry, Algonquin wolves have at least 32.5-35.5% coyote ancestry, 172 
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and Quebec sequences have more than 50% coyote ancestry (Fig. 3). As expected, Eurasian wolves and 173 


dogs, which are allopatric to coyotes, do not have coyote ancestry (Table S1).  174 


Finally, we estimated the amount of gray wolf introgression into other canids in our data set. We 175 


detect significant amounts of gray wolf ancestry in Illinois coyotes (propwolf≥0.06), Florida coyotes 176 


(propwolf≥0.09), Ohio coyotes (propwolf≥0.10), and red wolves (propwolf≥0.20). The two Quebec 177 


individuals have different amounts of gray wolf ancestry: the Quebec wolf has no detectable gray wolf 178 


ancestry, consistent with mislabeling (see above), and the Quebec coyote has at least 15.8% gray wolf 179 


ancestry. Interestingly, the highest inferred proportion of gray wolf ancestry among non-admixed 180 


individuals was 61.1% in the Basenji, suggesting that these proportions may underestimate the amount 181 


of wolf contribution to the coyote gene pool (Table S2). These proportions are, however, similar in 182 


magnitude and ranking to those independently estimated using diagnostic SNPs from the canine 183 


genotyping array (Fig. 1, and see below). These results also highlight the mixed ancestry of red wolves 184 


and wolves from the Great Lakes region including Algonquin Provincial Park, with the latter having a 185 


substantial proportion of gray wolf ancestry. 186 


 187 


Demographic analysis 188 


To better assess the demographic implications of a separate species origin, rather than one due 189 


entirely to admixture, we performed demographic inference by applying G-PhoCS to simple branching 190 


models (35). Notably, our models assume red and eastern wolves have a phylogenetically distinct origin 191 


followed by admixture. Because of computational and coverage limitations, we focused on high 192 


coverage genomes from nine individuals, each from a different population or species: a red wolf 193 


(Redwolf1), a Great Lakes region wolf with admixed history (Minnesota), a California coyote, two 194 


North American wolves (Yellowstone2, Mexican wolf), two Eurasian wolves (Mongolia, Croatia), 195 


Basenji, and a golden jackal (Table 1). Our objective was to infer rates of gene flow into red and Great 196 


Lakes region wolves in the context of a complete demographic model that includes population 197 
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divergence and changes in ancestral population sizes. We assumed four different plausible topologies for 198 


the population phylogeny (Fig S4), but, in order to capture the large contribution of genomic ancestry 199 


from gray wolves into Great Lakes region wolves and coyotes into red wolves, focus on a model in 200 


which the eastern wolf branched from the population ancestral to North American wolves and the red 201 


wolf branched from the coyote lineage (Fig. 4). We analyzed 13,647 previously determined putative 202 


neutral loci of 1 Kb in length (26).  203 


Under the assumed branching structure, we inferred high rates of gene flow from gray wolves 204 


and coyotes into the red and the Great Lakes region wolf (Fig. S4, Table S3). We converted these rates 205 


to admixture proportions and observed high proportions of coyote gene flow into the red wolf (48%-206 


88%), and high proportions of gene flow from the Yellowstone wolf into the Great Lakes region wolf 207 


(37%-48%) (Fig. 4). High admixture proportions were also inferred from coyote to the Great Lakes 208 


region wolf (25%-34%), and between the red wolf and Great Lakes region wolf (21%-35%). We 209 


obtained similarly high estimated admixture proportions in the other three topologies examined (Fig. 210 


S4), confirming that high rates of inferred gene flow were not a result of incorrect assumptions of the 211 


population phylogeny. Finally, the inferred divergence time under the model in Figure 4 is relatively 212 


short for the Great Lakes region wolf (τ_GL_NA, 27-32 Kya) (Fig. S5). The estimated divergence time 213 


between red wolf and coyote is greater (τ_GL_NA, 55-117 Kya), which may reflect the use of the high 214 


coverage California coyote sequence that is the most divergent sequence of our coyote samples (Fig. 2). 215 


This sequence is unlikely to represent the source of admixture for the red wolf in the American 216 


Southeast. Values of divergence time are even shorter in models without gene flow as might be 217 


predicted (Fig. S6). Consequently, these results show that even under the assumption of a distinct 218 


species origin, extensive gene flow into a recently diverged Great Lakes region wolf is needed to 219 


account for its genomic composition. Similarly, assuming a distinct origin for the red wolf still requires 220 


substantial gene flow from gray wolves and coyotes, although the inferred divergence time is greater. 221 
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However, this divergence time might be inflated relative to that in which populations more directly 222 


ancestral to those comprising the red wolf admixture zone were used. 223 


 224 


Novel genome ancestry 225 


To specifically assess evidence for unique ancestry in red and Great Lakes region wolves, we 226 


tabulated the proportion of alleles in each genome sequence that was not found in our reference sample 227 


of four Eurasian gray wolves plus three largely non-admixed (based on D-statistics) coyotes (Fig. 3; 228 


California, Alabama and Quebec). The California coyote is located outside known admixture zones and 229 


the Alabama coyote, although within the red wolf hybrid zone, shows no excess ancestry with red 230 


wolves using D-statistics (Fig. 1; Table S1, see above). The Eurasian wolves represent a conservative 231 


comparison since they will have wolf diagnostic alleles from the common gray wolf ancestor, as well as 232 


uniquely derived alleles found only in Eurasian wolves that define a separate clade within gray wolves 233 


(33). Our initial analyses found that sequences with higher coverage have a larger proportion of unique 234 


alleles (Tables 4 and S4). Presumably, this is because the non-reference wolf and dog alleles tend to be 235 


rare, and are less likely to be called by ANGSD given low coverage. We then reran our calculations after 236 


downsampling the high coverage coyote, red and Great Lakes region wolf genomes to 6x average 237 


coverage (Table 4). We found that the proportion of new alleles was highest in the non-reference coyote 238 


samples (mean 5.13%), followed by red wolves (mean 4.41%), Algonquin wolves (mean 3.82%), Great 239 


Lakes wolves (mean 3.61%) and North American gray wolves (mean 3.30%, including only samples 240 


with <10x average coverage). If we assumed that the red and eastern wolves were distinct species which 241 


hybridized with gray wolves and coyotes with proportions estimated as in Table 3, then the expectation 242 


is that they would have more novel alleles than actually observed. The fact they do not provides 243 


additional support for our claim that these groups are recent gray wolf – coyote hybrid populations. 244 


Consequently, our results do not support an ancient (e.g. >250 Kya) independent ancestry for red wolves 245 


or Great Lakes region wolves (including those for Algonquin Provincial Park), as such a history would 246 
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have led to the observation of more ‘novel’ alleles than found in our complete genome sequences from 247 


six Great Lakes region wolves and two red wolves (Table 1). In fact, we find higher levels of novelty in 248 


non-reference coyotes, presumably conspecific with our reference group of coyotes, than in red wolves, 249 


and Algonquin wolves, thought to represent two distinct North American wolf-like species.  250 


 251 


Discussion 252 


Our results suggest a surprisingly recent and admixed history of North America canids from the 253 


Great Lakes and southeastern regions of the US (Fig. 1). Using five distinct approaches (FST, PCA, D-254 


statistics, G-PhoCS and unique alleles), we find that a substantial proportion of the canid genomes from 255 


these geographic areas have admixed ancestry. Further, even models that assume a distinct origin of 256 


Great Lakes region wolves and red wolves (Fig. 4) require both a large amount of admixture with 257 


canonical gray wolves and coyotes and a relatively recent origin of the former two species. These results 258 


contradict claims that red wolves and wolves of the Great Lakes region have ancestry from native North 259 


American wolves that share common ancestry with coyotes more than 250 kya (10). In fact, our analyses 260 


suggest that all of the North American canids diverged from a common ancestor less than 6-117 kya, 261 


and that both Great Lakes region wolves and red wolves are highly admixed with different proportions 262 


of gray wolf and coyote ancestry.  263 


We found that coyote-derived ancestry is highest in individuals identified as red wolves from the 264 


southeast US and lowest among wolves of the Great Lakes region (e.g. Minnesota, IRNP, Wisconsin, 265 


Algonquin Provincial Park) (Fig. 3). The south-to-north gradient of coyote ancestry (Fig. 3) is consistent 266 


with a known historical process in which wolf-like canids disappeared first from the American south and 267 


east, concurrent with early European colonization and the conversion of woodland habitat to agricultural 268 


landscape. Extirpation of wolves in the southeast followed shortly after the advent of private, state and 269 


Federal bounty beginning in the 1880s (1). As wolves became scarce, dispersing individuals would have 270 


a low probability of finding conspecific mates resulting in an increase in coyote-wolf admixture. Only at 271 
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the turn of the last century would a similar process occur in the Great Lakes region, as local gray wolf 272 


populations declined and coyotes expanded into the region (8). Coyotes and their hybrid descendants 273 


advanced eastward through Ontario, Quebec, the Maritime Provinces and New England (8,36). 274 


 Both the timetable of wolf extirpation and its thoroughness likely explain the observed gradient 275 


in coyote-gray wolf admixture. The early and complete extermination of wolves in the American South 276 


provided opportunities for admixture, which has created a varied, dominantly coyote ancestry mosaic 277 


across the genome (e.g. 5,37). In contrast, the more recent entrance of coyotes into the Great Lakes 278 


region, and the continued abundance of gray wolves in much of the region, has maintained a higher 279 


proportion of gray wolf ancestry (Figs. 1-3, Table 3). 280 


 281 


Origins of the North American canids 282 


Consistent with the above results, Great Lakes region wolves and red wolves are admixed 283 


populations composed of various proportions of gray wolf and coyote ancestry. The red wolf may have 284 


captured genomic elements that were unique to gray wolves and coyotes of the American South (38). In 285 


contrast, the Great Lakes region wolves largely sample lineages of gray wolves and coyotes that have 286 


descendants in the extant population, which may include a distinct gray wolf ecotype (7,8). We find 287 


little evidence of distinct genomic elements in either red wolves and Great Lakes region wolves that 288 


would support separate evolutionary legacies. In general, the uniformly low values of uniqueness among 289 


all admixed samples (Table 4) are not consistent with the presence of a distinct, wolf-like canid in the 290 


American South or Eastern Canada and the eastern US. The Mexican wolf is the most distinct North 291 


American gray wolf, and the California coyote is the most distinct coyote sequence in our dataset. 292 


 Conceivably, an increased genomic sampling of red wolves and Great Lakes region wolves 293 


might reveal genomic segments from a distinct, now extinct, North American canid. However, a single 294 


genome captures much of the evolution history of a species (e.g. 35,39). For example, the number of 295 


ancestors represented by a genome in a genealogy increases by an exponent of two with each generation, 296 
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so a single genome represents over a 1000 ancestors from 20 generations ago, or alternatively, contains 297 


~2 Mb of sequence from each of these ancestors. Consequently, our individual genome sequences have 298 


sampled a population of ancestors that would likely have included genomic contributions from a much 299 


larger historic population of a distinct wolf-like species. An empirical example is the presence of 300 


Neanderthal ancestry in nearly all Europeans, which is detected at levels of less than 2%, and has been 301 


shown to be virtually absent in sub-Saharan Africans (30,40). This contribution from Neanderthals is 302 


detected despite their extinction more than 30,000 years ago. Therefore, the historic presence of a 303 


distinct North American canid in the Great Lakes region seems unlikely given our analysis of six Great 304 


Lakes region wolves from a wide geographic area, including Algonquin Provincial Park where pure 305 


Eastern wolves are thought to exist (Fig. 1). 306 


 307 


Conservation implications 308 


 The red wolf was listed as an endangered species in 1973, initiating a captive breeding program 309 


by the USFWS. The program began with 12 founding individuals selected from a panel of several 310 


hundred captured individuals that were thought to represent the ancestry spectrum ranging from coyote 311 


to pure red wolf, and various admixtures of the two forms. These 12 founders were considered to be 312 


pure red wolves based on phenotypic characteristics and the lack of segregation of “coyote-like” traits in 313 


their offspring (e.g. 3). The descendants of these founders defined the ancestry of the several hundred 314 


red wolves produced by the captive breeding program, and have been the source for a single 315 


reintroduced population in eastern North Carolina. Our results suggest that the red wolves selected for 316 


the captive breeding program had a higher fraction of gray wolf ancestry than is apparent in the current 317 


coyote population in the southern US (Fig. 3). However, although this gray wolf genome may have been 318 


derived from a now extinct population of southern wolves, the recent coalescence of all modern gray 319 


wolves (Fig. 3) (26-28) suggests that even these distinct wolf ancestors were not so genetically divergent 320 


from modern conspecifics to be considered a distinct species. 321 
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 Although the historical scenario for the Great Lakes region wolves is similar to that for red 322 


wolves, there are several important differences. First, the admixture zone appears more recently as 323 


coyotes arrived in the Great lake area primarily within the past century, although both genetic and 324 


ancient DNA analysis suggest they may have been there earlier (e.g. 5,8,10,13,41). Moreover, admixture 325 


between gray wolves and coyotes occurred throughout the eastward expansion, as gray wolves were 326 


never completely extirpated in this region and remained abundant in some areas. This population of 327 


recently admixed individuals has been documented as an important regional predator of deer throughout 328 


much of eastern Canada, and their large admixed coyote-like relatives may have a similar role in New 329 


England and the eastern US (8).  330 


 Recently, the USFWS (17) has recognized an eastern wolf species that historically inhabited the 331 


Great Lakes region and 22 eastern states to the exclusion of the gray wolf. Thus, designating the eastern 332 


wolf would imply that this entity could be considered endangered under the ESA, as it is now restricted 333 


to a fraction of its historic range and is threatened by hybridization. Rather than recognize this 334 


threatened status formally, USFWS has accepted the revised taxonomy and proposed that the original 335 


listing of the gray wolf is incorrect as it included the geographic range of the eastern wolf. 336 


Consequently, USFWS concluded that the gray wolf listing under the ESA is invalid and should be 337 


revoked. However, our results suggest that the genomes from the Great Lakes region show little 338 


taxonomic distinction, and that only two distinct North American species (coyote and gray wolf) are 339 


supported as inhabiting the Great Lakes region. 340 


 Our findings provide a critical heuristic lesson in endangered species management. The overly 341 


strict application of taxonomy to support endangered species status is antiquated. Species and taxonomic 342 


concepts are varied, complex, and difficult to apply in practice (42-45). Of greater importance are the 343 


preservation of evolutionary and ecological processes, and the role of an endangered taxon in this 344 


dynamic. Admixture is one critical example of a process that may enhance adaptation and evolution in 345 


the rapidly changing environment of the modern world (45-48). In fact, smaller wolf-life canids such as 346 
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the Great Lakes region wolf and the red wolf may be more appropriate predators in the increasingly 347 


fragmented habitats of eastern North America than larger Western gray wolves that require extensive 348 


pristine habitats with massive ungulates. We maintain that the ESA could be interpreted in a modern 349 


evolutionary framework, devaluing the Victorian typological concept in exchange for a more dynamic 350 


view that allows natural selection to occur on admixed genomes and to evolve phenotypes that are 351 


adapted to human-altered habitats and changing climates. These suggestions follow the “ecological 352 


authenticity” concept, where admixed individuals that have an ecological function similar to that of the 353 


native endangered taxon, and that maintain a portion of the endangered genetic ancestry, warrant 354 


protection (49). Additionally, we suggest that there should be a possibility of recovery of the endangered 355 


species gene pool (50). For the Great Lakes region wolf, preservation of areas that favor abundant self-356 


sustaining populations of wolves to the exclusion of coyotes may allow the wolf population to become 357 


increasingly gray wolf in genetic composition and approach the historic population (41). For example, 358 


after reintroduction of the gray wolf to Yellowstone National Park, an area that has ideal wolf habitat, 359 


coyote populations decreased initially and no wolf/coyote hybridization has been observed (51). 360 


Preservation of such high value wolf habitat in the Great Lakes may likewise provide the best option for 361 


genetic restoration of the population through natural processes (41). Unfortunately, as a consequence of 362 


the extirpation of gray wolves in the American Southeast, the reintroduced population of red wolf in 363 


eastern North Carolina is doomed to genetic swamping by coyotes without the extensive management of 364 


hybrids (e.g. 52) as is currently practiced by the USFWS. Further, the absence of the ancestral 365 


population of gray wolves that once existed in the American South means the historical gene pool 366 


cannot be readily reconstructed by conservation actions. 367 


 Finally, our results inform the larger debate on the importance of genomic analysis in 368 


conservation. We demonstrate the utility of complete genome analysis over techniques that assay 369 


variation in a limited fraction of the genome. Namely, we were able to evaluate specific evolutionary 370 


and demographic hypotheses and test the notion of unique ancestry as opposed to hybrid origin. Such 371 
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genomic analyses have direct relevance to protection and management of admixed species, and pending 372 


decisions about the fate of the red wolf and eastern wolf (17,46,53,54). 373 


 374 


Materials and Methods 375 


Genomic library construction and sequencing 376 


We used previously published genomes (n=3) and sequenced additional genomes (n=25) to 377 


address the controversy concerning species origin and admixture in North American canids (Table 1). 378 


The 28 canine genomes were all sequenced on an Illumina HiSeq platform and include four Eurasian 379 


wolves (EuGW) (India, n=1; Mongolia, n=1; China, n=1; Iran, n=1) and five North American wolves 380 


(NAGW) (Mexico, n=1; Alaska, n=1; Yellowstone National Park, YNP, n=3). Six Great Lakes region 381 


wolves (GLW) (including two Algonquin Provincial Park wolves) and three red wolves (RW) were also 382 


represented (Table 1). Additionally, six coyotes (COY) and three domestic dogs (DOG) were included, 383 


with one golden jackal (C. aureus). Given that samples from the Great Lakes region (Fig. 1) may 384 


represent gray wolves, eastern wolves or their hybrids with each other and coyotes, we designated all 385 


these samples as coming from a hybrid zone (HZ). This grouping includes the two specimens from 386 


Algonquin Provincial Park though to contain the last population of relatively pure eastern wolves (20). 387 


Therefore, of the North American samples, 10 were derived from non-admixed populations residing 388 


outside the hybrid zone and seven from the putatively admixed Great Lakes region population, including 389 


one coyote (Table 1).  390 


Following our previous library preparation and sequencing protocol (26), we constructed 391 


genomic paired- and single-end sequencing libraries with an average insert size of 300-500 bp. 392 


Approximately 5 μg of purified genomic DNA was fragmented by sonification using the Covaris 393 


Adaptive Focused AcousticsTM (AFA) System. Both 3’ and 5’ overhangs of the recovered genomic 394 


DNA fragment were converted into blunt ends using T4 DNA polymerase and Klenow enzyme (New 395 


England Biolabs). After end repair, an adenine was added through ligation using Klenow 3’-to-5’ Exo- 396 
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(New England Biolabs). The standard TruSeq paired-end adaptors are also ligated using the Quick DNA 397 


ligation kit (New England Biolabs). Ligated products are separated on a 2% agarose gel and the desired 398 


DNA fragments recovered from the gel by the QIAquick Gel Extration kit (Qiagen). After the initial 399 


denaturation at 98°C for 30 seconds, the PCR reaction is carried out for 8 cycles of 98°C for 10 sec, 400 


65°C for 30 sec, and 72°C for 30 sec, with the final extension for 5 min at 72°C using Phusion DNA 401 


polymerase (Finnzymes). Libraries were sequenced on an Illumina HiSeq2000 following the 402 


manufacturer’s standard cluster generation with a V2 Paired End Cluster generation kit, and sequencing 403 


protocol with TruSeq SBS sequencing reagents. Base calling is performed with the on-instrument 404 


computer using RTA (version 1.7). Reads were trimmed and clipped using Trim_Galore v0.3.7, 405 


discarding reads that were <20 bp in length 406 


(http://www.bioinformatics.babraham.ac.uk/projects/trim_galore/) to exclude sites of low quality (<30) 407 


and remnant TruSeq adapter sequence. All reads were mapped to the recent dog genome assembly 408 


(CanFam3.1, GenBank Assembly ID GCA_000002285.2) generated from a boxer breed individual using 409 


stampy (55). BAM files were indexed, sorted, and VCF files were produced with SAMtools (56). We 410 


employed a minimum inclusion threshold of 10-fold sequence coverage per site. SNPs were called using 411 


ANGSD (57) and monomorphic sites were excluded. The remaining 5,424,934 SNPs (referred to as 5.4 412 


million SNPs) represent the 38 canine autosomes, the X chromosome, and the mitochondrial genome. 413 


Finally, all sequences in this study have high proportions of reads mapping to the dog genome (>95%). 414 


As found in previous analyses, the genus Canis that includes all North America large canids are very 415 


recently diverged and have high similarity at the genome level, which is generally similar to that found 416 


within many species such as humans (26,28,33). 417 


 418 


Statistical Analysis 419 


Diversity and divergence analysis 420 



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/genome/assembly/?term=GCA_000002285.2
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We used a series of established pipelines to analyze the sequence data with regard to 421 


relationships of the eastern and red wolf to gray wolf and coyote genome sequences (5,26). SNP 422 


genotypes were called by ANGSD to tabulate the number of heterozygous sites and the fraction of 423 


uncalled genotypes for each genome (Table 1). Assuming the autosomal reference genome is ~2 Gb in 424 


size, we calculated the heterozygosity as π, the proportion of segregating sites in a specified length of 425 


DNA. Next, we stratified the samples into groups and calculated FST between Eurasian gray wolves, 426 


North American wolves, coyotes, red wolves and wolves from the Great Lakes region using a custom 427 


script. Each calculation used only those SNPs where genotypes were called in all of the samples. 428 


We also compared the observed value of FST between Eurasian wolves and coyotes with the 429 


values expected under a simple isolation model that describes wolf and coyote history. We used a 430 


summary likelihood approach to estimate the scaled divergence time T (in units of N generations where 431 


N is the effective population size) using FST (58) as a summary of the data. The scaled mutation and 432 


recombination rates θ (= 4Nµ where µ is the mutation rate per base pair per generation) and ρ (= 4Nr 433 


where r is the recombination rate per base pair per generation) were included in the model as nuisance 434 


parameters. For each collection of model parameters (T, θ, ρ), we simulated 40,000 different 1 Mb 435 


regions using the standard coalescent simulator ms. We then repeatedly subsampled 2,000 of these 436 


regions and tabulated the probability that the value of FST for the subsampled regions was approximately 437 


equal to (i.e., between 0.159 – 0.161) the observed FST of 0.160. We ran simulations over a grid of 438 


parameter values (T = 0.36 – 0.40, θ = 0.5 – 2 / Kb, ρ = 0.2 – 1 / Kb) and resampled 10,000 subsets of 439 


the simulated data for each parameter combination. Finally, we constructed a profile likelihood curve for 440 


T, using standard asymptotic likelihood assumptions and linear interpolation of log-likelihood values to 441 


estimate a 95% confidence interval. We decided to interpret the results in a frequentist context rather 442 


than a Bayesian one, since we felt that we had no meaningful knowledge regarding the priors for any of 443 


the parameters. 444 


 445 
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Cluster and ancestry analysis 446 


We performed principal component analysis (PCA) to identify putatively admixed genomes. For 447 


the YNP wolves with known pedigree relationships, we excluded Yellowstone3 since it is the known 448 


offspring of the two other individuals, Yellowstone1 and Yellowstone2 (Table 1). We first used the PCA 449 


function in the Genome Diversity toolbox in Galaxy (59-61) to conduct a PCA of all North American 450 


unphased SNP genotypes. We excluded the golden jackal to avoid the potential strong polarizing 451 


influence of a distant outgroup. 452 


Under a simple two-way admixture model of gray wolves and coyotes, we calculated the 453 


proportion of “wolf-like” versus “coyote-like” alleles that were present our sequences. Specifically, we 454 


used 16,184 fixed differences between the three reference coyotes that showed not evidence of 455 


admixture with gray wolves based on D-statistics (Alabama, California, and Quebec) and four Eurasian 456 


gray wolves to estimate wolf versus coyote ancestry proportions (Table 3, see discussion in text). For all 457 


other North American canid samples, we examined the called genotype from each of these sites and 458 


tabulated the number of “wolf” and “coyote” alleles present. We estimated wolf allele proportions in 459 


each North American canid sample as the number of “wolf” alleles divided by the total number of called 460 


alleles. To correct for incomplete lineage sorting, we tabulated the expected proportion of “wolf” alleles 461 


for an additionally sampled coyote or wolf, under a simple isolation model. Then, we transformed the 462 


wolf allele proportions into wolf ancestry proportion estimates using linear interpolation. Individuals 463 


with smaller proportions of “wolf” alleles than found in the simulated additional coyote were assigned a 464 


wolf ancestry fraction of 0. 465 


This analysis implicitly assumes low levels of admixture within the reference coyote and wolf 466 


genomes. Our D-statistic analyses (Fig. 3) provide evidence that the three reference coyotes are non-467 


admixed, and that the Alabama coyote, although within the red wolf hybrid zone, does not show excess 468 


ancestry with red wolves. The Eurasian wolves are presumed non-admixed with North American canid 469 


groups due to geography. Nonetheless, we tested other potential sets of reference populations (e.g. 470 
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including all coyotes, only the California coyote and/or all gray wolves) and found in all cases a strong 471 


correlation (r2 > 0.9) between the resulting estimates of wolf ancestry proportions. 472 


 473 


Estimating admixture by D and f̂ 474 


We used D-statistics (also known as ABBA-BABA tests) and f̂ statistics to test and then quantify 475 


the impact of admixture between wolves and coyotes. To test for admixture between wolves and coyotes 476 


we conducted three sample plus outgroup D-statistic tests for admixture (D(P1, P2, I, O)) for all possible 477 


combinations of wolves, coyotes and dogs (Table S1). All comparisons used a San Nicolas Channel 478 


Island fox (Urocyon littoralis dickyi) as the outgroup for determining the ancestral state at variable sites. 479 


The golden jackal (C. aureus) was not used, because the sequence has significance evidence of 480 


admixture with gray wolves (26). To avoid comparisons between non-homologous sequences, we 481 


excluded sites with coverage in excess of the 95th percentile for each individual. We reduced the impact 482 


of coverage variation between samples by downsampling each individual to a single high quality (base 483 


quality ≥30 and read mapping quality ≥ 30) base call chosen randomly from all of the high quality base 484 


calls at each site. Such downsampling allows unbiased comparisons between samples of different 485 


coverages where either heterozygous site calling, or consensus base calling might be biased toward the 486 


reference genome, in this case a dog, and therefore potentially introduce bias into admixture estimates.  487 


To test for possible impacts of reference genome bias on our study, we examined D-statistic tests 488 


for non-admixed coyote (California, Alabama) introgression into the Eurasian dogs and wolves (e.g. 489 


D(Euasian Wolf, Dog, Coyote, Fox)), which are allopatric to coyotes and therefore expected to be free 490 


of coyote ancestry. As the outgroup, the San Nicolas Channel Islands fox is the most divergent from the 491 


reference genome, and so the most susceptible to reference genome bias (62). Impacts of this bias on D-492 


statistic calculation would manifest as individuals that are more closely related to the reference genome 493 


individual (the boxer; Reference NCBI#) sharing more alleles than expected with the outgroup. In terms 494 


of D-statistics this would result in D(Eurasian wolf, dog reference genome, coyote, fox) < 0 because 495 







Science Advances                                               Manuscript Template                                                                                           Page 21 of 41 


 


allele sharing between the outgroup and the reference genome creates a false excess of shared derived 496 


alleles between the Eurasian wolf and the coyote. We found that the specific reference genome 497 


individual, the boxer, exhibited a slight lack of coyote ancestry D=0.03 but that D-statistic comparisons 498 


involving other dogs in our dataset D(Eurasian wolf, dog, coyote, fox) were not significantly different 499 


from zero. A difference would be expected if reference bias were significantly impacting D-statistic 500 


calculation in those individuals. To avoid reference genome bias impacting our analyses, we excluded 501 


the boxer sequence that was used to generate the dog reference genome (24) from admixture estimates 502 


and although there was no evidence for bias impacting dogs, we used Eurasian wolves for f̂ calculations.  503 


To quantify the impact of gene flow on the hybrid populations, we used the f̂ statistic (30,31), 504 


which is related to the D-statistic but uses population diversity to estimate the proportion of the genome 505 


derived from admixture.  f̂ estimates the amount of introgressed ancestry in a candidate hybrid by 506 


dividing the excess of derived alleles shared between a candidate introgressor and a candidate hybrid by 507 


the excess of shared derived alleles that would be present if the candidate hybrid were 100% derived 508 


from the other species. To estimate f̂, we calculate the numerator of a typical D-statistic comparison (e.g. 509 


D(wolf, hybrid, coyote, fox)) divided by the numerator of a D-statistic comparison, where the hybrid is 510 


replaced by a second non-admixed member of the introgressing species (e.g. D(wolf, coyote, coyote, 511 


fox)) (30,31). For our f̂ estimates of wolf and coyote ancestry, we used non-admixed Eurasian wolves to 512 


represent non-admixed wolf samples and the coyotes that had the least allele sharing with wolves, 513 


California coyote and Alabama coyote, to represent non-admixed coyotes (Table S2). A known 514 


limitation of f̂ is that it is biased toward underestimation of the introgressed fraction of the genome and 515 


underestimation is more severe for cases of older introgression (31). The results reported here should be 516 


interpreted therefore as a lower bound estimate of the amount of introgression. 517 


We measured the statistical significance of both D and f̂ using a weighted block jackknife. We 518 


divided the genome into 5 Mb non-overlapping blocks, removed each block in turn, and recalculated the 519 
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D or f̂ statistic on the remaining blocks to determine a standard error estimate (30,63). This estimates 520 


how uniformly the signal of admixture is distributed across the genome, making it possible to assess 521 


whether a small number of anomalous regions drive the apparent signal of admixture. We considered 522 


estimates of D or f̂ that are more than three times the standard error (Z≥3) to be significant evidence of 523 


admixture. 524 


Demographic analysis 525 


We performed demographic inference by applying G-PhoCS to canid genomes from nine 526 


different populations focusing on high coverage genomes (Fig. 4; Table 1): coyote (California), red wolf 527 


(Redwolf1), Great Lakes region wolf (Minnesota), Mexican wolf, Yellowstone wolf (Yellowstone2), 528 


Mongolian gray wolf, Croatian gray wolf (26), Basenji, and golden jackal (26). Standard filters were 529 


applied to the genome sequences to reduce the influence of sequencing errors and strong natural 530 


selection, and 13,647 previously determined putative neutral loci of 1 Kb in length were extracted (26). 531 


The main analysis, based on a population phylogeny with topology as shown in Figure 4, was 532 


supplemented with three additional analyses based on alternative topologies (Fig. S4A). All four models 533 


assumed dogs diverged from the population ancestral to all Eurasian wolves, coyotes diverged from the 534 


population ancestral to all gray wolves, and golden jackals as an earlier divergence from all other canids 535 


(26,28). In two of these models, the red wolf was assumed to be a sister species to coyote, with the Great 536 


Lakes region wolf branching from the population ancestral to the two North American wolves (model 1; 537 


main analysis), or from the population ancestral to all gray wolves (model 1a). In the other two models, 538 


the red and Great Lakes region wolves were assumed to be sister linages, either as a sister clade to 539 


coyote (model 2), or as a sister clade to all gray wolves (model 2a). 540 


In all four analyses, we allowed gene flow between the red and Great Lakes region wolf, and 541 


between the red wolf and Great Lakes region wolf and all other canid populations. We also modeled 542 


ancestral gene flow from the golden jackal outgroup to the population ancestral to all other canids 543 
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(COY_ANC) to assess ancient admixture as previous described (26). In total, our models had 17 544 


migration bands augmenting the population phylogeny. We implemented G-PhoCS using the standard 545 


setting described in Freedman et al. (26) for 100,000 burn-in iterations and an additional 200,000 546 


sampling iterations. We recorded sampled parameter values every 50 iterations, resulting in a total of 547 


4,001 sampled values for each parameter, which we summarized using the mean value and 95% 548 


Bayesian credible intervals. Gene flow was initially measured using the total migration rate, which 549 


equals the per-generation rate times the number of generations that migration is allowed. When the total 550 


rate is low, it approximates the probability of gene flow between the two populations. For higher rates, 551 


we converted probabilities into rates using the formula p = 1-e-m (p – probability of gene flow; m – total 552 


migration rate). Other demographic parameters were calibrated by assuming a per generation mutation 553 


rate of μ = 4 * 10-9 / bp (27) and an average generation time of three years (26). 554 


 555 


Novel genomic sequences 556 


To further test for admixture between North American canid populations, we quantified how 557 


much “novel” non-gray wolf genetic variation was present in each North American canid sample. We 558 


started with a gray wolf reference group of putatively non-admixed samples consisting of four Eurasian 559 


wolves (India, Iran, Mongolia, China) and three coyotes (Alabama, California, and Quebec). Then, for 560 


each other sample, we tabulated the fraction of SNP positions representing novel variation not found in 561 


the reference group (gray wolves or coyotes). We sampled one allele at random from each individual to 562 


control for recent inbreeding. We then divided by the total number of SNPs called in the reference plus 563 


test samples (seven individuals) to obtain the fraction of “new SNP positions” (Table S5). 564 


 565 
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Figures and Tables 756 


 757 
Fig. 1. Admixture proportions, hypothesized branching patterns, and the geographic 758 


distribution of Canis in North America. The top panel displays the previously proposed 759 
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phylogenetic relationships among Canis lineages, with gray lines indicating putative 760 


admixture events (5). The bottom panel shows the geographic distributions of Canis in 761 


North America. Sample locations are indicated by dots and abbreviations are described in 762 


Table 1. Ancestry proportions from vonHoldt et al. (5) are indicated (proportion gray 763 


wolf/proportion coyote; see also new values in Table 3). Abbreviations: MYA, millions 764 


of years ago. 765 


  766 
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 767 
 768 


Fig. 2. Principle component analysis of 5.4 million unphased SNPs and 23 Canis genomes. 769 


The dashed line contains genomes that are considered admixed. (Abbreviations: IRNP, 770 


Isle Royale National Park) 771 


 772 


  773 
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 774 
 775 


Fig. 3. Estimates of ancestry proportions using the f̂ statistic. Sequences grouped as coyotes 776 


are from Alabama, California, Illinois, Ohio and Florida. (*Individual labeled as 777 


wolf, but is likely to derive from a coyote, see discussion in text.) 778 


  779 
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 780 
 781 


 782 


Fig. 4. Demographic history inferred using G-PhoCS. A schematic depiction of the population 783 


phylogeny assumed in the analysis. The phylogeny was augmented with migration bands 784 


from all canids to the red wolf and the Great Lakes region wolf. G-PhoCS infers 785 


significant rates of gene flow primarily from gray wolf and coyote to red wolf and Great 786 


Lakes region wolf (shaded box). 95% Bayesian credible intervals are shown for the total 787 


rates transformed into proportions between 0% and 100% (see Methods). Similarly high 788 


rates were also inferred when assuming three alternative topologies for the population 789 


phylogeny (Fig. S4). 790 


 791 


 792 


 793 
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Table 1. Samples, origin, genome code used in the manuscript, average genome coverage, and ancestry proportions. Abbreviations: 


Eurasian gray wolf (EuGW), North American gray wolf (NAGW), red wolf (RW), Great Lakes region wolf (GLW), coyote (COY) 


and dog (DOG). If a population resides within the gray wolf and coyote hybrid zone, the location is indicated with “HZ”; reference 


populations are indicated by “REF”. When previously sequenced, the appropriate citation is provided. 


Genome (reference) Species, common name Location 


Group 


Code 


Average 


coverage 


Alaska (26) C. lupus, Gray wolf Alaska, USA  NAGW 6.37 


Alabama  C. latrans, Coyote Alabama, USA (REF) COY 5.10 


Algonquin1 C. lupus, Eastern wolf? Algonquin Provincial Park, Canada (HZ) GLW 5.60 


Algonquin2 C. lupus, Eastern wolf? Algonquin Provincial Park, Canada (HZ) GLW 4.48 


Boxer (26) C. familiaris, dog (Boxer) Domestic dog  DOG 22.31 


Basenji (64) C. familiaris, dog (Basenji) Domestic dog  DOG 21.93 


California (26) C. latrans, Coyote California, USA (REF) COY 24.25 


Florida C. latrans, Coyote Florida, USA  COY 7.10 


Minnesota (26) C. lupus, Great Lakes wolf? Minnesota, USA (HZ) GLW 24.90 


GShep (64) C. familiaris, dog (German shepherd) Domestic dog  DOG 23.86 


Illinois C. latrans, Coyote Illinois, USA COY 6.21 


India (26) C. lupus, Gray wolf India (REF) EuGW 15.88 


Iran (55) C. lupus, Gray wolf Iran (REF) EuGW 28.70 


IRNP C. lupus, Great Lakes wolf? Isle Royal National Park, USA (HZ) GLW 4.62 


Kenya (26) C. aureus, Golden jackal Kenya, Africa JACK 25.74 


Mexican (26) C. l. baileyi, Mexican wolf New Mexico, USA  NAGW 23.88 


Mongolia (55) C. lupus, Gray wolf Mongolia (REF) EuGW 25.65 


Ohio C. latrans, Coyote Ohio, USA  COY 5.92 


Qinghai (55) C. lupus, Gray wolf China (REF) EuGW 27.03 


QuebecCoy C. latrans, Coyote Quebec, Canada (REF) COY 6.41 


QuebecWolf C. lupus, Gray wolf? Quebec, Canada (HZ) GLW 3.88 


Redwolf1 (55) C. rufus, Red wolf Captive breeding program, USA (HZ) RW 28.30 


Redwolf2 C. rufus, Red wolf Captive breeding program, USA (HZ) RW 5.57 


Redwolf3 C. rufus, Red wolf Captive breeding program, USA (HZ) RW 6.29 


Wisconsin C. lupus, Great Lakes wolf? Wisconsin, USA(HZ) GLW 7.49 


Yellowstone1* C. lupus, Gray wolf Yellowstone National Park, USA  NAGW 12.90 


Yellowstone2 (26) C. lupus, Gray wolf Yellowstone National Park, USA  NAGW 26.39 
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Yellowstone3* (26) C. lupus, Gray wolf Yellowstone National Park, USA (REF) NAGW 24.32 


*Due to their parent-offspring relationship (Yellowstone1 and Yellowstone2 are the parents of Yellowstone3), we excluded these two individuals 


? Species designation uncertain:  the Great Lakes region may contain a wolf-like endemic North American species, C. lycaon, or only a mixture of gray wolf and 


coyote genes, or mixtures of all three taxa.
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Table 2. Pairwise FST estimates between canid lineages. Abbreviations are found in Table 1. 


 NAGW Coyote (REF) Red wolf GLW 


EuGW 0.099 0.160 0.188 0.076 


NAGW  0.153 0.177 0.057 


Coyote (REF)   0.108 0.045 


Red wolf    0.085 
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Table 3. Estimated fraction of wolf-like versus coyote-like alleles at the 16,184 fixed 


differences between wolves and putatively unadmixed coyotes. See Table 1 for sample 


abbreviations. 


 


 


 
  


Sample Ncoyote Nheterozygous Nwolf % wolf alleles % wolf ancestry 


Florida 746 4189 7114 23.6 0 


Illinois 619 2577 7623 17.6 0 


Ohio 717 3300 6103 23.4 0 


Redwolf1 2465 4657 8998 29.7 9.3 


Redwolf2 2106 3136 4864 36.4 20.3 


Redwolf3 2211 3983 5633 35.5 18.8 


Alaska 8544 2510 1064 80.9 93.9 


Yellowstone1 10400 2654 1536 80.4 93.1 


Yellowstone2 11150 3052 1873 78.9 60.6 


Mexican 11639 1114 3304 76 85.8 


Algonquin1 2516 5508 3021 47.7 39 


Algonquin2 2393 4855 1878 52.8 47.4 


Minnesota  6714 6165 3174 61 61 


Isle Royale 4372 2257 1987 63.8 65.6 


QuebecWolf 131 807 1576 21.3 0 


Wisconsin 6408 5501 2207 64.9 67.4 


Boxer 12001 1026 2219 82.1 95.9 


GShep 12684 1317 2115 82.8 97 


Basenji 13102 832 2172 83.9 98.8 
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Table 4. Fraction of unique (non EuGW+COY-ref) alleles in the complete sequence data 


and in sequences downsampled to 6x.  


 


*Genome was not downsampled. 


 


 


Sample New SNP % 


New SNP % 
(downsampled) Coverage 


Basenji 6.57 6.42 21.93 


GShep 6.82 2.51 24.25 


Redwolf1 8.78 4.62 28.30 


Minnesota 7.13 3.96 24.90 


Redwolf2 3.47 3.89 5.57 


Redwolf3 4.28 4.73 6.29 


Algonquin2 3.59 4.08 4.48 


Algonquin1 3.19 3.55 5.60 


IRNP 2.09 2.24 4.62 


QuebecWolf 2.41 3.22 3.88 


Wisconsin 4.37 4.64 7.49 


FLcoy 4.18 5.19 3.88 


ILcoy 4.57 5.8 6.21 
OHcoy 3.56 4.4 5.92 
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From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Kurth James; Frazer Gary; Christopher Teresa
Subject: Letter to Point Defiance Zoo & Aquarium
Date: Wednesday, November 9, 2016 4:18:47 AM
Attachments: DOC127.pdf

FYI - here is the letter I referenced yesterday on the red wolf call.
I think I had the facts correct but this gives you the specifics and
the correct numbers (i.e., percent survival, etc.).  I will also send
another letter later today that is going to the general assembly in
NC.  It was very well done and clearly outlines are strategy.

Don't hesitate to call or email if you have more questions or
concerns.  Also, I'll send information on the court ruling later today
too.

Have a great day!
Best -
cindy

PS - I don't think anyone else was on the call but if so can you share
with them?  Please and thanks

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:Jim_Kurth@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
mailto:Teresa_christopher@fws.gov















From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Frazer Gary; Huggler Matt
Cc: Peters Kristen
Subject: Power point
Date: Wednesday, March 1, 2017 4:03:11 AM
Attachments: 02282017_RedWolf_Powerpoint.pptx

FYI - this was revised yesterday based on comments we heard at MIB.
Please let me know if you see any issues or something missing that
needs to be covered.  Thanks for the help -

Best-
cindy

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
mailto:Matthew_Huggler@fws.gov
mailto:kristen_peters@fws.gov
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History of Red Wolf Recovery





Red wolf listed as endangered in 1967

Captive breeding program initiated  in 1973 at Point Defiance Zoo & Aquarium

Red wolf declared extinct in the    wild in 1980 

Non-essential, experimental populations established in North Carolina to reintroduce the red wolf in the wild

Eastern North Carolina in 1986 

Great Smoky Mountains National Park in 1992 – terminated in 1998 due to lack of prey
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Red Wolf Program Successes
Innovative conservation management techniques


First successful wild carnivore reintroduction, 8 years before Yellowstone, leading to many of the management techniques used for Gray Wolf and Mexican Wolf Recovery including:

Use of island propagation sites pioneered

Maintenance of genetic diversity in what has grown to 42 captive breeding facilities, almost entirely volunteers, to form one captive population  

Development of Pup fostering techniques 

Demonstrated effective control of introgression of coyote DNA into the red wolf genome using Placeholder Strategy & Adaptive Management

Successful population management – exceeding recovery target for the NCNEP, peaking at an estimated 120-130 wolves in 2006
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Peters, Kristen E (KEP) - what is this exactly? Does it conflicted with added bullet below?

Recovery Challenges

Human Dimensions: While there is wide public support for Red wolf recovery, local landowner support for the NEP has largely eroded due to the Federal injunction on coyote night hunting. 

Science: Uncertainty regarding the evolutionary origin and historic range of the red wolf species.

Management:  Coyote introgression and hybridization with red wolves 

Rule Implementation:  Aspects of Service NEP management was inconsistent with 10j rule. 

Legal:  Red Wolf Coalition, Defenders of Wildlife and the Animal Welfare Institute have filed suit against the Service in 2015 alleging it illegally authorized a private landowners to take red wolves and failed to conduct a five-year status review.  

Political:  NCWRC issued resolutions calling for the termination of the NEP and for declaring the red wolf extinct in the wild. Congressional interest has resulted oversight hearing of federal wolf management, including red wolf recovery actions. 











Recent Management Actions






Issued the first take authorization to a 

	 private landowner

Signed MOU with NCWRC on collaborative conservation of red wolves and other canids

Contracted Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) to conduct a program evaluation of the NEP

Examined other 10(j) rules across the country for alternative approaches

Convened a new Recovery Team, including sub-teams of geneticists and human dimensions experts, tasked with recommending a path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program
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Peters, Kristen E (KEP) - is the collaborative established through the MOU? double check to see if this bullet is needed or to be combined with one above

WMI Report Findings Specific to the NEP


Recovery objectives can not be met on Federal land alone 

Program received inadequate Regional and National oversight

Program lacked multi-disciplinary outreach approach

The current 10(j) rule is poorly constructed

Injunction on coyote hunting produced landowner and state backlash

USFWS/NCWRC 2013 MOU was a positive step
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Red wolf taxonomy remains unclear

The historic range of the red wolf is larger than the recovery plan outlined.

Hybridization with coyotes is the greatest threat to red wolf recovery. 

Hybridization is far more likely to occur if a key breeders is lost at critical time

The placeholder technique is sound but labor intensive 

Public support for red wolf recovery remains strong outside of the 5-County NEP in Eastern NC





Key WMI Findings affecting the 
Recovery Program as whole 











2015 Recovery Team

In October 2015, the Service 

convened a Recovery Team 

comprised of representatives 

from Federal and State agencies, 

universities, non-governmental 

organizations and  county and 

landowner representatives.  



The task:  review the implementation of recovery actions, the human dimension challenges and the science behind red wolf conservation, including taxonomy, historical range and population viability, and provide findings to inform a Service recommendation on the future of the Red Wolf Recovery Program.















Recovery Team Findings

Genetics: Geneticists agreed that the red wolf is a “listable entity” although they do not agree on the taxonomy.



Captive Breeding: The captive breeding population  needs to be increased to secure genetic diversity and allow for new NEPs.



Hybridization: Presents the greatest challenge to recovery.



Community Relations: Without private landowner support recover the red wolf is impossible.















2016 Management Decision

On September 12, 2016, the Service announced the decision to continue to support the Red Wolf Recovery Program:  

Growing the captive population, with our private partners;

Identifying  other potential NEP locations with our state partners;

Maintaining a NCNEP, managed with the captive population, as one population; and 

Keeping wolves in the wild to retain the “wild experience” and the influence of natural pressures on the wild population in the genetic pool. 













Next Steps

Completing a Species Status Assessment and five-year status review for the red wolf, to include a current genetic determination.    	     	              Target Date: October 2017 

Determining where potential new sites may exist for additional experimental wild populations. Target Date: October 2017 

Proposing a new rule to revising the        scope and goals for the existing  experimental population.                         Target Date: December 2017 

Securing the captive red wolf population      by working with its partners to increase capacity. Target Date: December 2017 
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Questions?
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From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Morris, Charisa
Subject: Re: Agenda for ASFWP-FWS check in
Date: Tuesday, October 4, 2016 2:40:29 AM

I think we can get someone on the call - how do we call in? 

On Oct 3, 2016, at 5:31 PM, Morris, Charisa <charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon!

Michael Bean would like a red wolf update tomorrow during our weekly FWP
check-in at 10:30.  If you have been keeping Dan/Teresa in the loop, there is a
chance they can call in and cover that topic.  However, to be on the safe side, I'd
love to get an update to share, if they can't make it.

Please feel free to call me on my cell: 301-875-8937

Thank you!
Charisa

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bean, Michael <michael_bean@ios.doi.gov>
Date: Mon, Oct 3, 2016 at 5:03 PM
Subject: Re: Agenda for ASFWP-FWS check in
To: "Dorsett, Craig" <craig_dorsett@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Karen Hyun <karen_hyun@ios.doi.gov>, Dan Ashe <d_m_ashe@fws.gov>,
Teresa Christopher <teresa_christopher@fws.gov>, Charisa Morris
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>, Ann Navaro <ann.navaro@sol.doi.gov>, Barry Roth
<barry.roth@sol.doi.gov>, Maxine Morgan <rasheedah_morgan@ios.doi.gov>,
Tameka Lewis-Robinson <tameka_lewis-robinson@ios.doi.gov>, Roslyn Sellars
<roslyn_sellars@fws.gov>, Thomas Irwin <thomas_irwin@fws.gov>, Kimberly
Edwards <kimberly.edwards@sol.doi.gov>

Suggest we add discussion of red  wolf developments to the agenda

Michael J. Bean
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
Washington, DC  20240
202-208-4416
202-208-4684 (fax)
michael_bean@ios.doi.gov
Twitter:  @DOIBeanScene

On Mon, Oct 3, 2016 at 4:39 PM, Dorsett, Craig <craig_dorsett@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:charisa_morris@fws.gov
mailto:charisa_morris@fws.gov
mailto:michael_bean@ios.doi.gov
mailto:craig_dorsett@ios.doi.gov
mailto:karen_hyun@ios.doi.gov
mailto:d_m_ashe@fws.gov
mailto:teresa_christopher@fws.gov
mailto:charisa_morris@fws.gov
mailto:ann.navaro@sol.doi.gov
mailto:barry.roth@sol.doi.gov
mailto:rasheedah_morgan@ios.doi.gov
mailto:tameka_lewis-robinson@ios.doi.gov
mailto:roslyn_sellars@fws.gov
mailto:thomas_irwin@fws.gov
mailto:kimberly.edwards@sol.doi.gov
mailto:michael_bean@ios.doi.gov
mailto:craig_dorsett@ios.doi.gov


Good afternoon--We are still working to land the timing, but attached is the
draft agenda for our ASFWP-FWS check-in meeting/call tomorrow. 

Please let us know if you have any additions.

Thanks,
Craig

-- 

Craig Dorsett
Advisor to the Assistant Secretary,
   Fish and Wildlife and Parks
cdorsett@ios.doi.gov
202-208-6301

-- 
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

mailto:craig_dorsett@ios.doi.gov
mailto:Charisa_Morris@fws.gov


From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Frazer, Gary
Subject: Re: Coordinate briefing next week
Date: Wednesday, February 22, 2017 10:21:06 AM

Thanks.  Talked with Matt too so I have a better feel for expectations. 

On Feb 22, 2017, at 11:52 AM, Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

I just asked Casey and Virginia what they wanted.  Virginia suggested 10 min of
history on how we got to  here,  including owning up to missteps that we have
made, and then a presentation on our proposed path forward.  Your call as to
whether a ppt is useful for that purpose; they certainly have no preference.  I just
asked Lois to ensure we get a room that's capable of projecting a ppt in case you
want to use one.  

And I understand that you already have a visit scheduled with FWP on Tues
morning.  Maureen said they wanted to discuss Gulf and a couple other things
with you, so maybe you do that then.  We'll trying for Thurs for red wolf, so that I
can join you. -- GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646

On Wed, Feb 22, 2017 at 10:48 AM, Cynthia Dohner
<cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

Hey, do you think we need a power point?  If so, are we going back to the
beginning and explaining the history too or has some of that been done?   I
know Casey was briefed in his past position but who knows about others.  Just
trying to get a feel for what is needed.   Thanks for any guidance

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Feb 22, 2017 at 8:00 AM
Subject: Coordinate briefing next week
To: Lois Wellman <lois_wellman@fws.gov>
Cc: Acquanetta Reese <acquanetta_reese@fws.gov>, Cynthia
Dohner <Cynthia_Dohner@fws.gov>, "Miranda, Leopoldo"
<Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov>

Lois -- The political team has asked for a briefing on red wolf
issues.  Cindy Dohner is going to be in town next week for some
Hill briefings and has agreed to swing by MIB to brief while she's
in town. Pls work with Casey's and Virginia's schedulers to try to
coordinate a date and time when they would be available for a

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:gary_frazer@fws.gov
mailto:lois_wellman@fws.gov
mailto:acquanetta_reese@fws.gov
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briefing next week (preferably in our conf room, in case Cindy
wants to use a ppt).  

Acquanetta is helping to manage Cindy's schedule next week, so
confirm things with her.  She says that Thurs between 11a-4p is
free, so first try for that day so that I can attend, too.  If that doesn't
work, try Wed before 10a or between 11a-2p.  Thanks. -- GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646

-- 

Acquanetta Reese ¦Executive Assistant to the Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ¦ Southeast Region

1875 Century Blvd; Suite 400 ¦ Atlanta, Georgia 30345

Phone: 404-679-4000 ¦ Fax: 404-679-4006 ¦
Email: acquanetta_reese@fws.gov

mailto:acquanetta_reese@fws.gov










From: Cynthia Dohner
To: Charisa Morris
Subject: Re: Need a little help clearing Federal Register Notices
Date: Wednesday, October 26, 2016 8:16:43 AM

Yeah and thanks 

On Oct 26, 2016, at 9:59 AM, Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

Red wolf cleared yesterday.  

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 26, 2016, at 9:30 AM, Cynthia Dohner <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>
wrote:

Thanks 

On Oct 26, 2016, at 9:13 AM, Hyun, Karen
<karen_hyun@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Michael Bean surnamed the red wolf package earlier this
week.  I'll check in with Julie on status.

On Wed, Oct 26, 2016 at 9:00 AM, Charisa Morris
<charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

I will work with the team to see what we can do. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 26, 2016, at 8:49 AM, Cynthia Dohner
<cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

Morning,

When Faye was here, we could clear
federal register notices in a day or two
through the process we established.  I
understand that things change with new
people but now we are having challenges
getting noticed cleared through Julie Lillie
(not sure of the spelling).  Two examples
are below and the red wolf notice is very
time sensitive because of a court-driven
due date of October 30th.  Any help is
appreciated.  Thanks and enjoy the day - 

mailto:cynthia_dohner@fws.gov
mailto:charisa_morris@fws.gov
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Best -
cindy

Deepwater Horizon NRDAR - 

·         A notice announcing the release of the
LA TIG restoration plan went up on the
October 14th.

·         Karen surnamed it on the way up.

·         The plan is already out on the street
and the state of LA already had a press
release on it.

·         Last week, we talked to two guys
(Ben and Mark Lawyer) in the Exec. Sec’s
office.  They said Julie Lillie (sp?) (name
used to be Julie Faulkner) is holding the
notices.

·         John Carlucci had a conversation with
Julie and she said “...somebody upstairs
has to approve everything that has to do
with the Gulf...”

Red Wolf Federal Register Notice for the 5-
year review - 

- This notice is is at PPM and has been there
awhile. 

- We are concerned that it may not
move to FR in time to ensure we meet
the court-driven due date of October
30. 

 

 

 



j) EXPERIMENTAL POPULATIONS.—
(1) For purposes of this subsection, the term “experimental population”
means any population (including any offspring arising solely therefrom)
authorized by the Secretary for release under paragraph 
(2), but only when, and at such times as, the population is wholly
separate geographically from nonexperimental populations of the same
species. 
(2)(A) The Secretary may authorize the release (and the related
transportation) of any population (including eggs, propagules, or
individuals) of an endangered species or a threatened species outside
the current range of such species if the Secretary determines that such
release will further the conservation of such species. 
(B) Before authorizing the release of any population under
subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall by regulation identify the
population and determine, on the basis of the best available information,
whether or not such population is essential to the continued existence of
an endangered species or a threatened species. 
(C) For the purposes of this Act, each member of an experimental
population shall be treated as a threatened species; except that— 

From: Brisendine, Amy
To: Willis, Cathy M
Subject: Email 1 fw: required to designate an area for 10(j)?
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2020 11:18:04 AM

See forwarded email.

From: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 8:42 AM
To: Ellis, Lisa A <Lisa_Ellis@fws.gov>
Cc: Constantino, Maricela <maricela_constantino@fws.gov>; Hornaday, Kelly
<Kelly_Hornaday@fws.gov>; Newman, Jeff <jeff_newman@fws.gov>
Subject: Re: required to designate an area for 10(j)?
 
The law and the regulations refer to the population, however, the regs state that  ...In
making such a finding the Secretary shall utilize the best scientific and commercial data available to
consider:  ..."(4) The extent to which the introduced population may be affected by existing or anticipated
Federal or State actions or private activities within or adjacent to the experimental population area."  

Because the species was declared extinct in the wild in 1980, I do not believe that
area is applicable in this case, but maybe we need to be explicit about it in the rule.

-Amy

****************************

mailto:Amy_Brisendine@fws.gov
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(i) solely for purposes of section 7 (other than subsection (a)(1) thereof),
an experimental population determined under subparagraph (B) to be not
essential to the continued existence of a species shall be treated, except
when it occurs in an area within the National Wildlife Refuge System or
the National Park System, as a species proposed to be listed under
section 4; and 
(ii) critical habitat shall not be designated under this Act for any
experimental population determined under subparagraph (B) to be not
essential to the continued existence of a species.
(3) The Secretary, with respect to populations of endangered species or
threatened species that the Secretary authorized, before the date of the
enactment of this subsection, for release in geographical areas separate
from the other populations of such species, shall determine by regulation
which of such populations are an experimental population for the
purposes of this subsection and whether or not each is essential to the
continued existence of an endangered species or a threatened species.

The regs state:

§17.80   Definitions.

(a) The term experimental population means an introduced and/or
designated population (including any off-spring arising solely therefrom)
that has been so designated in accordance with the procedures of this
subpart but only when, and at such times as the population is wholly
separate geographically from nonexperimental populations of the same
species. Where part of an experimental population overlaps with natural
populations of the same species on a particular occasion, but is wholly
separate at other times, specimens of the experimental population
will not be recognized as such while in the area of overlap. That is,
experimental status will only be recognized outside the areas of overlap.
Thus, such a population shall be treated as experimental only when the
times of geographic separation are reasonably predictable; e.g., fixed
migration patterns, natural or man-made barriers. A population is not
treated as experimental if total separation will occur solely as a result of
random and unpredictable events.

(b) The term essential experimental population means an
experimental population whose loss would be likely to appreciably reduce
the likelihood of the survival of the species in the wild. All other
experimental populations are to be classified as nonessential.

§17.81   Listing.

(a) The Secretary may designate as an experimental population a population of
endangered or threatened species that has been or will be released into suitable
natural habitat outside the species' current natural range (but within its probable



historic range, absent a finding by the Director in the extreme case that the primary
habitat of the species has been unsuitably and irreversibly altered or destroyed),
subject to the further conditions specified in this section; provided,that all designations
of experimental populations must proceed by regulation adopted in accordance with 5
U.S.C. 553 and the requirements of this subpart.

(b) Before authorizing the release as an experimental population of any
population (including eggs, propagules, or individuals) of an endangered or
threatened species, and before authorizing any necessary transportation to conduct
the release, the Secretary must find by regulation that such release will further the
conservation of the species. In making such a finding the Secretary shall utilize the
best scientific and commercial data available to consider:

(1) Any possible adverse effects on extant populations of a species as a result of
removal of individuals, eggs, or propagules for introduction elsewhere;

(2) The likelihood that any such experimental population will become established
and survive in the foreseeable future;

(3) The relative effects that establishment of an experimental population will have
on the recovery of the species; and

(4) The extent to which the introduced population may be affected by existing or
anticipated Federal or State actions or private activities within or adjacent to the
experimental population area.

The Secretary may issue a permit under section 10(a)(1)(A) of the Act, if appropriate
under the standards set out in subsections 10(d) and (j) of the Act, to allow acts
necessary for the establishment and maintenance of an experimental population.

(c) Any regulation promulgated under paragraph (a) of this section shall provide:
(1) Appropriate means to identify the experimental population, including, but not

limited to, its actual or proposed location, actual or anticipated migration, number of
specimens released or to be released, and other criteria appropriate to identify the
experimental population(s);

(2) A finding, based solely on the best scientific and commercial data available,
and the supporting factual basis, on whether the experimental population is, or is not,
essential to the continued existence of the species in the wild;

(3) Management restrictions, protective measures, or other special management
concerns of that population, which may include but are not limited to, measures to
isolate and/or contain the experimental population designated in the regulation from
natural populations; and

(4) A process for periodic review and evaluation of the success or failure of the
release and the effect of the release on the conservation and recovery of the species.

(d) The Fish and Wildlife Service shall consult with appropriate State fish and
wildlife agencies, local governmental entities, affected Federal agencies, and affected
private landowners in developing and implementing experimental population rules.
When appropriate, a public meeting will be conducted with interested members of the
public. Any regulation promulgated pursuant to this section shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, represent an agreement between the Fish and Wildlife Service, the
affected State and Federal agencies and persons holding any interest in land which
may be affected by the establishment of an experimental population.

(e) Any population of an endangered species or a threatened species determined
by the Secretary to be an experimental population in accordance with this subpart



shall be identified by special rule in §§17.84-17.86 as appropriate and separately
listed in §17.11(h) (wildlife) or §17.12(h) (plants) as appropriate.

(f) The Secretary may designate critical habitat as defined in section (3)(5)(A) of
the Act for an essential experimental population as determined pursuant to paragraph
(c)(2) of this section. Any designation of critical habitat for an essential experimental
population will be made in accordance with section 4 of the Act. No designation of
critical habitat will be made for nonessential populations. In those situations where a
portion or all of an essential experimental population overlaps with a natural
population of the species during certain periods of the year, no critical habitat shall be
designated for the area of overlap unless implemented as a revision to critical habitat
of the natural population for reasons unrelated to the overlap itself.

 Back to Top

§17.82   Prohibitions.

Any population determined by the Secretary to be an experimental population
shall be treated as if it were listed as a threatened species for purposes of
establishing protective regulations under section 4(d) of the Act with respect to such
population. The Special rules (protective regulations) adopted for an experimental
population under §17.81 will contain applicable prohibitions, as appropriate, and
exceptions for that population.

 Back to Top

§17.83   Interagency cooperation.

(a) Any experimental population designated for a listed species (1) determined
pursuant to §17.81(c)(2) of this subpart not to be essential to the survival of that
species and (2) not occurring within the National Park System or the National Wildlife
Refuge System, shall be treated for purposes of section 7 (other than subsection (a)
(1) thereof) as a species proposed to be listed under the Act as a threatened species.

(b) Any experimental population designated for a listed species that either (1) has
been determined pursuant to §17.81(c)(2) of this subpart to be essential to the
survival of that species, of (2) occurs within the National Park System or the National
Wildlife Refuge System as now or hereafter constituted, shall be treated for purposes
of section 7 of the Act as a threatened species. Notwithstanding the foregoing, any
biological opinion prepared pursuant to section 7(b) of the Act and any agency
determination made pursuant to section 7(a) of the Act shall consider any
experimental and nonexperimental populations to constitute a single listed species for
the purposes of conducting the analyses under such sections.
***************************

On Tue, May 15, 2018 at 8:09 AM, Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi all,

Gary asked me a question related to red wolf and I'm hoping one of you know the
answer or where to look for an answer.  Are we required (and where is that
requirement) to designate a physical area for a 10(j)?  Is it acceptable to say "all
animals on the landscape"?   or do we need psychical boundaries?

https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=50:2.0.1.1.1&rgn=div5#_top
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=50:2.0.1.1.1&rgn=div5#_top
https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=50:2.0.1.1.1&rgn=div5#_top
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov


Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Chief, Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services, MS: ES
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2307

https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike%C2%A0+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike%C2%A0+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g


From: Brisendine, Amy
To: Willis, Cathy M
Subject: Email no. 2. fw: required to designate an area for 10(j)?
Date: Thursday, February 27, 2020 11:18:48 AM

Forwarding fyi.

From: Ellis, Lisa A <Lisa_Ellis@fws.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 8:09 AM
To: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>; Constantino, Maricela
<maricela_constantino@fws.gov>; Hornaday, Kelly <Kelly_Hornaday@fws.gov>
Cc: Newman, Jeff <jeff_newman@fws.gov>
Subject: required to designate an area for 10(j)?
 
Hi all,

Gary asked me a question related to red wolf and I'm hoping one of you know the answer or
where to look for an answer.  Are we required (and where is that requirement) to designate a
physical area for a 10(j)?  Is it acceptable to say "all animals on the landscape"?   or do we
need psychical boundaries?

Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Chief, Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services, MS: ES
5275 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
703-358-2307

mailto:Amy_Brisendine@fws.gov
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Jeffrey M Fleming; Amy Brisendine; Philip Kloer; Aaron Valenta
Subject: Any updates on wolf NOI
Date: Wednesday, February 22, 2017 6:46:11 AM

Was anyone able to get a time frame for publication? We have just under 2 weeks to publish or we will
have to reschedule scoping meetings again.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: BP for wolf - updated
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2017 5:52:28 AM
Attachments: 20170131_bp_NOI EIS Red Wolf_new format.docx

Here you go. 

Thanks
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Notices



I. Title of notice document: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina



II. Title(s) of any document(s) the notice is making available to the public:



III. Document tracking number:   [FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006]



IV. Summary of action (briefly describe what the action/project does or would do, if approved): This document gives notice to the public that we will prepare a draft environmental impact statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As such, we are announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action. Information obtained during the public scoping process will be used to develop the draft environmental assessment and promulgate a proposed rule.



V. Is timing critical?   ☒ Yes   ☐ No     If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

a. By what date must the FR notice publish? 2/7/2017



b. What is driving the timing? Two public scoping meetings are scheduled for February 21 and 23, 2017. We must give the public adequate notice of the meetings. Additionally, our target due date for the draft environmental assessment and proposed rule is December 2017.



c. What happens if the deadline is missed? We will have to reschedule the public meetings, including rebooking facilities where the meetings will be held. Additionally, a delay in the scoping process will delay our development of a draft environmental assessment and proposed rule, which leaves us less time to draft these actions and meet our December 2017 target date. Although this action is not court-ordered, it is part of active litigation. If we do not move forward with our commitment to complete a proposed rule by December 2017, it could set us up for additional work and leave us vulnerable to more litigation in the future.



VI. Background   (provide a brief description of why the action the notice announces must be taken; assume the reader knows little about the subject matter): Based on evaluations of the red wolf recovery program and the nonessential experimental population (NEP) in North Carolina, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders. As a result, the Service is considering a potential revision of the current NEP final rule under section 10(j) of the ESA. Pursuant to NEPA, we have committed to conducting an environmental impact statement. Per our regulations, to allow public participation and input, we must announce initiation of the public scoping process and the dates and times of public scoping meetings.



VII. Is this a high-profile or controversial action?    ☒ Yes    ☐ No     If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

 	a. What are the significant issues? We do not anticipate any issues with the notice itself; however, there may be public outcry via news stories and social media due to the perceived abandonment of the red wolf recovery program associated with our decisions memorandum and intent to revise the current 10(j) rule for the NEP project. 



b. Who will care, and how strongly will they care? We believe none of the interested parties will take a particular position on the notice itself, but do anticipate both support and opposition to the revision of the 10(j) rule. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) supports a revision of the current 10(j) rule as they have recognized, along with the Service, that improved management of the NEP project is needed.  We will engage NCWRC in both the drafting of a proposed 10(j) rule and draft EIS. 

We anticipate opposition to the revision of the 10(j) from several Congresspeople and NGOs as they have expressed concerns and objections to our proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program, as outlined in our recommended decisions memorandum. In particular, they object to a perceived abandonment of management of red wolves in the wild and shift in focus away from establishing a self-sustaining population.



c. How will this action be introduced to the public? The notice will be published in the Federal Register. Additionally, notices will be published in local newspaper, interested stakeholders will be contacted via email, and information will be posted to our website.



VIII. Is this an information collection notice?   ☐ Yes   ☒ No   If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

a. Does the notice seek    ☐ a new OMB control number or    ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

b. If the notice is for a renewal, what is the OMB control number?   



IX. Approval is requested to send the notice to:

☒ The Office of the Federal Register for publication, and/or

☐ OMB for review (information collection notices only)



X. Primary contact  (someone who can answer questions about subject matter):

Name: Gary Frazer

Phone: 202-208-4646

[bookmark: _GoBack]Email: gary_frazer@fws.gov









From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Changes to wolf scoping meetings
Date: Friday, March 3, 2017 9:01:06 AM

We're going to have to reschedule the scoping meeting dates. Looking at April. I will let you know what
dates we set.

Any news on potential release of the NOI?

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Shirley Morrow; Aaron Valenta
Cc: Leopoldo Miranda; Amy Brisendine; Don Morgan
Subject: Clearance of the OIG response
Date: Wednesday, April 5, 2017 10:16:59 AM

Hello all. I will be leaving at 12:30 CT and will be out the rest of the day. Once the OIG response has been
cleared by Cindy, could someone email Amy Brisendine and Don Morgan (both cc'd here) to let them
know? Please also cc me.

I don't want it to be delayed because I wasn't in the office to pass along information.Thank you! 
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Lilibeth Serrano; Pete Benjamin; FW4 RaleighAdmin; Philip Kloer; Aaron Valenta; Madison, Joseph; Jeffrey M

Fleming; Amy Brisendine; Chebib, Liz; Leopoldo Miranda; Michelle Eversen; Kristen Peters; Rebekah Martin
Subject: Delivery of RW Notice to OFR
Date: Wednesday, May 17, 2017 6:59:04 AM

Per my conversation with Jeff, who spoke with HQ...we will send the notice to the OFR tomorrow
(Thursday) morning. We are still requesting a pub date of May 23rd; announcement and in the reading
room on Monday the 22nd. Scoping meeting dates remain June 6 and June 8th.

I will be at NCTC next week. I will be available sporadically, so if there is anything I can do to help prep
things this week, please let me know. I will schedule a meeting to discuss the scoping meeting (logistics,
outreach, etc.) asap.

Thank you for everyone's help and patience!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Disregard email from personal account. I"m on and computer charging.
Date: Tuesday, November 15, 2016 7:46:43 AM

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine; Maricela Constantino
Subject: Draft SSA and 5-year review
Date: Tuesday, January 9, 2018 11:52:07 AM
Attachments: Red Wolf Species Status Assessment 110617b_Final Draft.docx

20171030_draft 5-year review_red wolf.docx

Here are our latest (somewhat final) versions of the SSA and 5-year review. Please keep a close hold on
these. They can be shared with Don and Jeff, but please no further than that.

Let me know if you have any questions.
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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RED WOLF SPECIES STATUS ASSESSMENT

DRAFT REPORT, VERSION 1.0

October 2017
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Portions of the report were completed by Erin Rivenbark (FWS), Emily Weller (FWS), William Waddell (Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium), and John Savell (FWS). Guidance on contents, information on program specifics, as well as, initial review and comment were completed by Michael Morse (FWS), Arthur Beyer (FWS), and William Waddell. Editing was completed by all core team members. Maps were created by Jose Barrios (FWS) and Robert Greco (FWS). 
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This species status assessment reports the results of the comprehensive biological status review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the red wolf (Canis rufus) and provides a thorough account of the species’ overall viability and, therefore, extinction risk. The red wolf is a medium-sized canid historically native to the eastern United States, but is now limited to a single nonessential experimental population in eastern North Carolina (NC NEP) and captive stock in 43 zoos and nature centers throughout the United States.



To evaluate the viability of the red wolf both currently and into the future, we assessed a range of conditions to allow us to consider the species’ resiliency, redundancy, and representation (together, the 3Rs). Because the species is already restricted to a single, heavily managed population (redundancy), we first evaluated what would make a single wolf population resilient and what level of representation (genetic diversity) remains. From there, we considered what is possible given current levels of diversity, captive capacity, and numbers, as well as, how the area of the experimental population may change in the future. 



Additionally, we evaluated factors affecting the red wolf and what it needs for long-term viability. The primary factors affecting current and future conditions for the species include: (1) adult mortality (including losses to shooting), (2) effects of small population size, and (3) hybridization (i.e., interbreeding) with coyotes and resultant introgression into the red wolf gene pool. We also assessed information relevant to climate change and effects to the Albemarle Peninsula and red wolves. Given our uncertainty regarding sea level rise in the future, we projected future sea level rise at multiple time steps.



Sea level rise data is presented along with Population Viability Assessment (PVA) outputs (as originally described in Faust et al. 2016 (entire). This PVA effort evaluated a variety of scenarios for both captive stock and the only remaining wild population. To allow for comparison to PVA results, sea level rise projections are provided at 125 years, although several intermediate projections are also included, along with curves associated with PVA scenario outcomes. 



For the purpose of this assessment, we generally define viability as the ability of the species to sustain populations in the wild beyond a biologically meaningful timeframe, in this case, 125 years. We chose 125 years because it is relevant to timeframes considered in previous recovery planning and modeling efforts (USFWS 1990, entire; Faust et al. 2016, entire), and because for some recovery scenarios long timeframes are required to achieve genetic and population targets (e.g., set in years past by the recovery program). The outputs of both the PVA and sea level rise assessments could be adjusted should future recovery plan change these target values. 



Currently, there is only a single wild population of red wolves, the NC NEP, which occupies a Recovery Area of about 6,000 square kilometers (km2) (2,317 square miles (mi2)) of federal, state, and private lands in Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington Counties, on the Albemarle Peninsula of North Carolina (Hinton et al. 2015, p. 2). At present, 23 wolves are being tracked in the NC NEP, which includes both adults and juveniles. This population is estimated to be 44 individuals, including pups (USFWS 2017, unpublished data). 



The NC NEP red wolves is projected to go extinct in approximately 37 years, but could go extinct in as few as eight years (Faust et al. 2016, p. 15). Faust et al. (2016, p. 3) suggested that the NC NEP could avoid extinction and be viable (<10% chance of extinction in 125 years) as a population with intervention, which might include reduction of the NC NEP mortality rate, increase in breeding rates (which would require reducing breeding season mortality), and releases from the SSP for approximately 15 years followed by releases to maintain genetic health after that. The starting value (number of animals) for the population is now lower (44 wolves) than was initially modeled, and there is now an increased risk of stochastically-driven dynamics given the smaller population size (i.e., variability in the environment could have a stronger effect on the remaining population, than initially projected). Therefore, the single wild population of red wolves is not resilient.



Currently, only one wild population of the species exists and at present, without substantial intervention (e.g., releases and management of coyote introgression), it is likely to go extinct within decades. Without additional reintroduction sites the species is unlikely to have redundancy in the wild in the future.



If interventions described in Faust et al. 2016 are carried out which could produce a viable population in eastern North Carolina, additional efforts may be needed to facilitate population expansion particularly to the West, as the population grows. Modelling indicates landscape-level factors (e.g., particularly sea-level rise and increased flooding) will result in substantial changes to the habitat on the peninsula in the next 125 years, which would push wolves further west where they would encounter more development (e.g., Greenville area), as indicated by the SLEUTH model results. Whether their natural mobility as a species will allow them to locate suitable habitat in a changing landscape is still unclear, but coyotes will likely use the same habitats and are more adaptable with regard to human development and infrastructure. Without sufficient wolf mates on the landscape, hybridization would likely continue to occur and coyotes already vastly outnumber wolves on both the peninsula and areas to the West. Aggressive management of coyotes would be necessary (to prevent introgression of coyote genes into the red wolf population) if the species moves further West and this is only possible with revision of the existing non-essential experimental population designation through public review and comment. However, we note that red wolves are larger and stronger than coyotes; they have and can outcompete coyotes for the best habitat and sustain themselves without coyote introgression if not persecuted.



[bookmark: _1fob9te]The captive stock represents the genetic fail-safe for the entire population and any future potential for the species. Captive breeding efforts have maintained a genetically diverse stock, maintaining representation from all twelve founder lines, from which to grow the population and release the most diverse animals possible. However, current gene diversity for the captive stock is 88.87% and is equivalent to the genetic diversity of a population descended from approximately five founders (FGE = 4.49). The Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS, 1989) set the target gene diversity to be retained at 80 – 85% over 150 years. Under current conditions, at a population capacity of 200 and a 0% growth rate, gene diversity can be maintained at or above 85% for less than 18 years and at or above 80% for approximately 43 years.  Increases in breeding and the number of captive animals will ensure genetic diversity is maintained and long-term viability achieved. Faust et al. (2016) provide several scenarios through which the SSP could be expanded, genetic diversity maintained, and future release efforts supported. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction, Data, and Analytical Framework

[bookmark: _Toc497117202]INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the results of a species status assessment (SSA) conducted for red wolf (Canis rufus). The red wolf was first listed as “threatened with extinction” under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of October 15, 1966 (80 Stat 926; 16 U.S.C. 668aa(c)) on March 11, 1967 (32 FR 4001). ). It is currently listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) The red wolf, is managed in captivity in 43 approved zoos and nature centers throughout the United States (U.S.) and as a single, nonessential experimental population in five North Carolina counties (NC NEP) (Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell and Washington). A “nonessential” experimental population designation under section 10(j) of the ESA means, on the basis of the best available information, the experimental population is not essential for the continued existence of the species in the wild (an essential population is one whose loss would be likely to appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival of the species in the wild).



On September 12, 2016, after a two-year program review, the USFWS released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The memo committed the USFWS to several actions, including working with our science partners to develop a species status assessment (SSA) by October 2017. Thus, we conducted a SSA to compile the best available data regarding the species’ biology and factors that influence the species’ viability. The SSA will provide the biological underpinning of the USFWS’s forthcoming effort to develop a new Recovery Plan.



The SSA assesses the ability of the red wolf to maintain populations over time (i.e., viability). Our approach for assessing red wolf viability involved 3 stages. In Stage 1, we described the species’ ecology in terms of the resiliency, redundancy, and representation (the 3Rs); specifically, we identified the ecological requirements for survival and reproduction at the individual, population, and species levels. In Stage 2, we determined the baseline condition of the species using the ecological requirements identified in Stage 1. That is, we assessed the species’ historical and current condition in relation to the 3Rs and identified past and ongoing factors (beneficial and risk factors) that led to the species’ current condition. In Stage 3, using the baseline conditions established in Stage 2 and predictions for future risk and beneficial factors, we projected the likely future condition of the red wolf.



This SSA provides: context for the analysis (Chapter 1); the species’ historic context and program history is summarized in (Chapter 2); ecology and life history (Stage 1 Chapter 3); current conditions (Stage 2) in Chapter 4, factors affecting the species in Chapter 5; and the future condition and species future viability (Stage 3) in Chapter 6. 





[bookmark: _Toc497117203]Available Data, Datasets, and Modelling Efforts

Many modelling efforts have been conducted for the red wolf through the years. Among these are models that provide survival estimates, genetic outcomes, and habitat use and selection. Many of these will be explained in context where necessary throughout the text of this document. For current and future condition characterizations herein, we used models developed specifically for the red wolf including a stochastic, individual-based population model called a Population Viability Assessment (PVA) created by Faust et al. (2016, entire) in Vortex 10.1.4.0 software and a population planning document specifically developed for the Red Wolf (Canis rufus gregoryi) AZA Species Survival Plan® (Waddell and Long, 2016, entire) Yellow Program using the red wolf studbook database maintained in PopLink 2.4 (Faust et al.  2012, entire) and, PMx version 1.3.20160601 software (Ballou et al., 2010, entire; 2015 version), and data obtained from the International Red Wolf Studbook. 



Sea level rise and vertical land movement data was derived from the North Carolina Sea Level Rise Assessment Report (2015, pp. v; 16). From these data relative sea level rise (RSLR) was calculated at the local National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) tidal gauges (particularly relevant, are the gauges at Beaufort, NC, Duck, NC and Oregon Inlet, NC). The RSLR is a combination of the published sea level rise data with the addition of the published vertical land movement data. The RSLR was then averaged from the 3 tidal gauges (i.e., Duck, Oregon Inlet, and Beaufort) that best represent the project area. These data were then converted to future elevations by multiplying the RSLR rate by the target year and subsequent RSLR maps were produced for spatial analysis. Current land elevation data for the project area was derived from LiDAR data collected by USGS in the spring of 2014 for the Sandy LiDAR Project. The data was developed based on a horizontal projection/datum of North Carolina State Plane (NAD 83) and a vertical datum of NAVD1988 (GEOID 12 A).  Subsequent RSLR maps were developed utilizing ESRI Arc GIS 10.3.1 software.



To explore potential urbanization on the Albemarle Peninsula, we used the SLEUTH-3r urban-growth model, as modified (Belyea and Terando 2013, entire; Terando et al. 2014, entire). Input datasets for the model were produced in ESRI ArcGIS. A process for classifying past urbanized areas was informed by both the 2001 National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD) and the U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) TIGER Line Data (USCB 2011, entire) of local street network information (Terando et al. 2014, p. 2).  

[bookmark: _Toc497117204]Analytical Framework

Viability is the ability to sustain populations over time; to do this, a species must have a sufficient number and distribution of healthy populations to withstand changes in its biological (e.g., novel diseases, invasive species, prey availability) and physical (e.g., climate change) environment, environmental stochasticity (e.g., wet or dry years), and catastrophes (e.g., hurricanes, fires, and other sources of catastrophic loss) which can affect large or small proportions of the population or breeding individuals simultaneously). Generally speaking, the more resiliency, representation, and redundancy a species has, the more protected it is against the unpredictability of the environment, the more it can tolerate stressors (one or more factors that may be acting on the species or its habitat, causing a negative effect), the better able it is to adapt to future changes, and thus, the more viable it is (Shaffer and Stein 2000, pp. 307-310). The 3Rs framework (assessing the health, number, and distribution of populations relative to frequency and magnitude of environmental stochasticity and catastrophic events across its historical range of adaptive diversity) is useful for describing a species’ degree of viability through time. 

[bookmark: 1t3h5sf][bookmark: _Toc497117205]Resiliency

Resiliency is the ability to sustain populations in the face of environmental variation and periodic disturbances. Environmental variation includes normal year-to-year variation in rainfall and temperatures, as well as unseasonal weather events. Disturbances (i.e., discrete events which cause substantial changes to the structure or resources of an ecosystem) are stochastic events such as fire, flooding, and storms. Simply stated, resiliency is having the means to recover from “bad years.” To be resilient, a species must have healthy populations that are able to sustain themselves through good and bad years. The healthier the populations and the greater number of healthy populations, the more resiliency a species possesses. For many species, resiliency is also affected by the degree of connectivity among populations and the diversity of ecological niches occupied. Well-connected populations and more generalist behaviors typically make a more resilient population.

[bookmark: _Toc497117206]Redundancy

Species-level redundancy is the ability of a species to withstand catastrophic events by having multiple populations widely distributed across its range. Redundancy protects species against the unpredictable and highly consequential events for which adaptation is unlikely. In short, it is about spreading the risk. Having multiple populations reduces the likelihood that all populations are affected simultaneously, while having widely distributed populations reduces the likelihood of populations possessing similar vulnerabilities to a catastrophic event. Furthermore, the more populations and the more diverse or widespread that these populations are, the more likely it is that the adaptive diversity of the species will be preserved. Having multiple populations distributed across the range of the species, will help preserve the breadth of adaptive diversity, and hence, the evolutionary flexibility of the species. Given sufficient redundancy, single or multiple catastrophic events are unlikely to cause the extinction of a species. Thus, the greater redundancy a species has, the more viable it will be.

[bookmark: 17dp8vu][bookmark: _Toc497117207]Representation

Species-level representation is the ability of a species to adapt to near and long-term changes in the environment; it’s the evolutionary capacity or flexibility of a species. Representation is the range of variation found in a species, and this variation--called adaptive diversity--is the source of species’ adaptive capabilities. The greater the adaptive diversity, the more responsiveness and adaptable the species will be over time, and thus, the more viable the species is. Maintaining adaptive diversity includes conserving both the ecological diversity and genetic diversity of a species. Ecological diversity is the physiological, ecological, and behavioral variation exhibited by a species across its range. Genetic diversity is the number and frequency of unique alleles within and among populations. By maintaining these two sources of adaptive diversity across a species’ range, the responsiveness and adaptability of a species over time is preserved, which increases overall viability.



In addition to preserving the breadth of adaptive diversity, maintaining evolutionary capacity requires maintaining the evolutionary processes that drive evolution (i.e., gene flow, genetic drift, and natural selection). Gene flow is expressed through the physical transfer of genes or alleles from one population to another through immigration and breeding. Gene flow will generally increase genetic variation within populations by bringing in new alleles from elsewhere, but decrease genetic variation among populations by mixing their gene pools (Hendry et al.2011, p. 173). Genetic drift is the change in the frequency of alleles in a population due to random, stochastic events. Genetic drift always occurs, but is more likely to negatively affect populations that have a smaller effective population size (Ne; i.e., the size of an ideal population that would result in the same gene frequency or inbreeding rate as the population being considered (Frankham 1995, p. 96) and populations that are geographically spread and isolated from one another. Natural selection is the process by which heritable traits can become more (selected for) or less (not selected for) common in a population based on the reproductive success of an individual with those traits. Natural selection influences the gene pool by determining which alleles are perpetuated in particular environments. This selection process generates the unique alleles and allelic frequencies, which reflect specific ecological, physiological, and behavioral adaptations that are optimized for survival in different environments. Because selection allows a population to adapt towards its phenotypic optimum, high genetic variability promotes persistence under strong environmental change (Chevin et al. 2010, p. 2). 

[bookmark: 26in1rg][bookmark: _lnxbz9]

[bookmark: _Toc497117208]Chapter 2. Historical Context and Program History

Here we provide a summary of the Red Wolf Recovery Program’s history. Additional details on program history can be found in USFWS 1990 (entire), Phillips et al. 2003 (entire), Stoskopf et al. 2005 (entire), and Bartel and Rabon 2013 (entire), and Hinton et al. 2013 (entire) and (Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) 2014, entire).

  

[bookmark: _Toc497117209]Historical perspective and Program History

A recent review of available information regarding historic records of red wolves in the U.S. by WMI , concluded that earlier range delineations had been too restrictive and that the historic range of the red wolf encompassed all or parts of five Level II Ecoregions (EPA 2009, unpaginated) including the Mississippi Alluvial and Southeast USA Coastal Plain, Ozark/Ouachita-Appalachian Forests, South Central Semi-Arid Prairies, the Southeastern USA Plains, and the Texas-Louisiana Coastal Plains (see Figure 1). These Ecoregions encompass the southeastern U.S. westward to the Edwards Plateau in Texas, north to the lower Midwest (i.e., southeastern Missouri, southern Illinois) and east into Southern Pennsylvania and extreme southeastern New York (WMI 2016, pp.19, 22-23). Despite this wide historic range, human eradication efforts, in part supported by government eradication programs extirpated the wolf from much of this range (Hinton et al. 2013, p. 723). By 1972, the species was reduced to a small coastal area including parts of Liberty, Jefferson, Brazoria, Chambers, Galveston, and Harris Counties in Texas and Calcasieu and Cameron Parishes in Louisiana (designated as red in Figure 1; USFWS 1990, p. 9). 



In anticipation of passage of the ESA, the USFWS established a formal recovery plan and a recovery program office in Beaumont, Texas, in 1973. The program set about trapping wild canids in the area mostly via animal damage complaints. The program was tasked with capturing animals, developing methods to differentiate hybrids from pure stock (including evaluating “potential” red wolves already in zoos), establishing a captive breeding program, developing and disseminating information to the public, and evaluating sites and procedures for wild reintroductions. The interim recovery team was formed by the Southwest Region in 1974. (USFWS 1990, pp. 9-10). 



To distinguish canids captured (as part of the initial recovery efforts mentioned above) in the population, several characteristics were used including: skull x-rays, electrophoretic and chromosomal analysis, several minimum morphological standards, and knowledge of canids examined from the same area (USFWS 1990, p. 11). It was clear that red wolves had already experienced significant hybridization with local coyotes. From 1973 to 1980, over 400 canids were captured; only 43 met the criteria for inclusion in the breeding/certification program (USFWS 1990, p. 12; Hinton et al. 2013, p. 723). Among those 43 individuals; medical problems, shortage of breeding facilities, and short life span led to 15 animals becoming the founding stock (USFWS 1990, p. 12). Of those, eventually 14 remained (Hinton et al. 2013, p. 724) and only 12 have living descendants in the captive population today (Faust et al. 2016, p. 14). The species was officially declared extinct in the wild in 1980 (Hinton et al. 2013, p. 724). 



The captive red wolf population had been managed in zoos and partner facilities since 1969 (Faust et al. 2016, Executive Summary). Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium (PDZA) in Tacoma, Washington, partnered with the USFWS and led the effort to develop husbandry techniques and recruit additional cooperating institutions to house wolves in the captive program. The captive program received American Association of Zoological Parks and Aquariums (AAZPA) and Association of Zoos and Aquaria (AZA) approval for a Red Wolf Species Survival Plan (SSP) program (which provides oversight for maintaining a healthy and genetically diverse captive stock) in 1984. By this time, there were approximately 63 individuals in the captive population and the SSP was actively growing the population through the coordinated efforts of PDZA and other partner facilities, making reintroduction efforts possible (https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/captivemanagement.html; Accessed 6/9/2017).



During the early years of red wolf recovery efforts, islands were used to evaluate feasibility of different approaches to reintroduction. Two groups of wild-caught wolves were released onto Bulls Island, a 5,000 acre (2,000 ha) component of the Cape Romain National Wildlife Refuge in South Carolina (Carley 1979, p. 8) to assess various approaches to reintroduction and their merits. “These experiments demonstrated that red wolves acclimated at release sites for 6 months exhibited more restricted movements and higher persistence rates than red wolves released without being acclimated. This finding became the cornerstone of logic that supported the contention that it was feasible to reintroduce red wolves at select mainland sites,” (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 274). 



The first mainland reintroduction effort was initiated in eastern North Carolina at Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (ARNWR) in 1987 with four males and four females. Over 60 adults were released from 1987-1994 and then by the mid-1990s red wolves in the wild maintained territories, formed packs, and bred successfully (Hinton et al. 2013, p. 725). The program initiated a second release in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Tennessee, but this was terminated in 1998 due to emigration of wolves to lower elevations with greater prey availability and low pup survival (63 FR 54152; Hinton et al. 2013, p. 725). 



The red wolf recovery program, including both wild and captive management effort have been in place for over 40 years. Many lessons learned have emerged from the program’s history informing canid reintroduction efforts throughout the U.S. For instance, since 2000, an adaptive management program designed to deal with introgression on the Albemarle Peninsula (transfer of coyote genes into the population via hybridization and backcrossing), while rebuilding a wild wolf population has been in implemented (Kelly et al. 2000, p. 1). Other areas where protocols have been modified through time to address risks to the species include: handling and release protocols, disease management (USFWS 2012, entire; AZA 2012, entire), genetic management of red wolves in the SSP (e.g., captive stock; Rabon 2014, p. 254; Lockyear et al. 2009, p. 227), and recognition of hybrids (Hinton et al. 2013, p. 729). Efforts through time have have provided improved success with releases (e.g., acclimation period and use of island sites; Henry and Lucash 2000, p. 5), retained genetic diversity in the captive stock (Lockyear et al. 2009, p. 227), and minimized coyote introgression into the population (currently <4% as of 2015; refer to discussion beginning on page 30 below and Gese and Terletzky 2015, p. 18).



At present, there are 43 facilities participating in the Red Wolf SSP. The SSP fills multiple roles including: (1) coordinate captive breeding and management of red wolves among approved cooperating facilities, (2) maintain records in the red wolf studbook database (captive and wild populations), (3) maximize genetic vigor of the species by selected pairing and breeding, and (4) provide animals in the captive population for reintroduction into the wild. Additionally, the RWSSP coordinates and participates in various approved research projects involving reproductive research e.g. genome resource banking, assisted reproduction, fecal hormone analysis, infertility, contraception, reproductive disease (cystic endometrial hyperplasia), and veterinary medicine, such as vaccine protocols, canid disease, inflammatory bowel disease, nutrition (Waddell 2017b, pers. comm.).





[image: C:\Users\erivenbark\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\IE\ZISMVVMK\map.jpg]

Figure 1: Historic range of the red wolf with locations of SSP facilities, source population area for genetic stock and the location of the Red Wolf Recovery Area in North Carolina. 



[bookmark: _Toc497117210]Chapter 3. Species Ecology

In this chapter, we briefly describe the red wolf taxonomy and discuss the species’ life history characteristics at the individual, population, and species levels. This is not an exhaustive review of the species natural history; rather, it provides a summary of information available at the time of this writing, and the ecological basis for the SSA analyses conducted in Chapters 4 -7.

[bookmark: _Toc497117211]Species Description 

The red wolf is considered medium-sized for the genus Canis, intermediate in size between gray wolf and coyote (Kelly et al. 2004, p. 87; Trani and Chapman 2007, p. 441) and weighing between 20.4-28.1 kg (45-62 lbs; Riley and McBride 1972, p. 6); though Paradiso and Nowak 1972, reported variable weights at different locations in the remnant range in Arkansas and Texas ranging from 16 (35.3 lbs) to 41 kg (90.4 lbs; Paradiso and Nowak 1972, p. 1). It has almond-shaped eyes, a broad, light colored muzzle, and a wide nose pad. Coloration is variable, typically cinnamon or brownish with black or gray shading and white around the lips, which extends up the sides of the muzzle (see cover image). A black phase also occurred historically (Kelly et al. 2004, p. 87). The muzzle, belly, and throat are whitish-buff and the tail is bushy and tipped with black (Trani and Chapman 2007, p. 441). Large ears and long legs are the two most obvious external features separating the species from both the coyote and gray wolf (Phillips and Henry 1992, p. 597).

[bookmark: _Toc497117212]Taxonomy

[bookmark: _3j2qqm3]Red wolves were originally described by Audubon and Bachman (1851) as a subspecies of the gray wolf (C. lupus rufus); reasoning supporting this possibility is provided by Lawrence and Bossert 1967, pp. 228-230), Phillips and Henry (1992, p. 597), and Wayne (1995, p. 11). Goldman (1937, 1944) later combined rufus with other wolves of the southeastern United States to form the distinct species of red wolf (C. rufus) separate from gray wolves (Nowak 1979, p. 25). Support for this designation comes from genetic, morphological, paleontological and other data indicating the red wolf evolved from a common ancestor with the coyote and are separate from gray wolves (e.g., McCarley 1962; Paradiso and Nowak 1971, 1972; Nowak 1979, 1992, 1995, 2002; Henry 1992; Nowak et al. 1995; Nowak and Federoff 1996, 1998; Bertorelle and Excoffier 1998; Wilson et al. 2000; Hedrick et al. 2002; Adams et al. 2003; Hailer and Leonard 2008; Chambers et al. 2012; Hinton and Chamberlain 2014; Bohling et al. 2016; Brzeski et al. 2016; Hohlenlohe et al. 2017). 



With the onset of applied genetic techniques in the 1990s came new hypotheses suggesting the red wolf evolved via hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes (e.g., Wayne and Jenks 1991; Roy et al. 1994, 1996; Wayne 1992; Wayne 1995; Wayne and Gittleman 1995; Wayne et al. 1998; Reich et al. 1999; vonHoldt et al. 2011, 2016; Hohenlohe et al. 2016). However, there is disagreement about this hypothesis over the timeframe in which hybridization took place; estimates range from as far back as the Pleistocene (10,000 years ago) to as recent as 300 years ago with European settlement (Wayne 1995, pp. 10-11; Roy et al. 1996, p. 1421; Reicht et al. 1999, p. 143; Hohenlohe et al. 2016, p. 2; vonHoldt et al. 2016, pp. 7-8). 



Genetics studies have also resulted in suggestions that the red wolf and Algonquin wolf are a distinct North American evolved wolf species, the eastern wolf (C. lycaon), that evolved from a common ancestor with coyotes (Wilson et al. 2000, pp. 2158, 2164; Kyle et al. 2006, p. 12; Wilson et al. 2012, p. 2328). However, due to a bottleneck associated with captive breeding, the red wolf’s contemporary genetic signature has diverged (Rutledge et al. 2015, p. 2).



In 2016, an expert workshop was convened to investigate and address key questions related to uncertainty surrounding hybridization and the potential increase in introgression with coyotes and challenges to survival of red wolves. The main contribution of the workshop was the evaluation of competing evolutionary origin hypotheses for the red wolf, specifically whether the red wolf is a listable entity under the ESA (Pacifi and Mills 2016, p. 13). Although the attending experts did not reach consensus on a hypothesis, they did agree that there was a logical and valid path to make a determination that the red wolf is a listable entity under the ESA either as a species (C. rufus), a subspecies of DPS of eastern wolf (C. lycaon), or a subspecies or DPS of gray wolf (C. lupus) (Pacifi and Mills 2016, p. 16).



The debate over the taxonomic status of the red wolf has continued for more than 30 years. Genetic studies present conflicting interpretations and offer various theories on the origin of the red wolf and recommendations on the correct taxonomic status. There are three main theories on the origin of the red wolf: (1) the red wolf originated from ancient hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes, (2) the red wolf originated from recent (post European colonization) hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes, and (3) the red wolf evolved from a common ancestor with the coyote, but is of a lineage divergent from coyotes. Additionally, one of the mammal taxonomy authorities (Wilson and Reeder, Mammal Species of the World Third Edition 2005) does not recognize the red wolf as a distinct species, but does recognize it as a subspecies of gray wolf. Given the fact that the scientific community is not in agreement on the question of red wolf taxonomy, in 2017, the USFWS conducted a review of all the evidence related to red wolf taxonomy. The most recent scientific publications continue to provide conflicting interpretations and support for different theories of origin, specifically theories 2 and 3 above; therefore, USFWS continues to recognize the red wolf as the species Canis rufus.   

[bookmark: _Toc497117213]Individual and Pack-level Ecology

[bookmark: _Toc497117214]Life Span

The median life expectancy of red wolf in captivity is 10.7 years (Waddell and Long 2016, p. 48); in the wild 3.2 (Hinton et al. 2016, p. 7). While we do not have a documented life span for red wolves prior to European settlement, Kelly et al. (2004, p. 90) stated, “…in the absence of human-induced mortality, red wolves have been documented to have lived in the wild as long as 13 years,” (USFWS unpublished). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117215]Pack Structure and Biological Seasons

Red wolves normally live in extended family groups or packs, are territorial, and relatively intolerant of conspecifics (Phillips and Henry 1992, p. 596). Typically, packs consist of a breeding pair, which are dominant, and their offspring from prior years (Crawford et al. 2001, p. 244; Phillips et al. 2003, p. 279). Dispersal usually occurs around two years of age and is not sex-biased (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 279). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117216]Breeding 

According to Phillips et al. (2003, p. 278) seven of the nine pairs of red wolves in the early stages of the reintroduction began consorting four months before the breeding season. It is generally recognized that pair formation in red wolves begins in the fall and a period of bonding may last several months prior to actual breeding. 



The species is seasonally monestrous (experiencing one breeding season per year) and usually reaches sexual maturity by the second year (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 273; Crawford et al. 2001, p. 244). Gestation is approximately 63 days (add citation) and the average litter size has been reported variably as three to four (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 272; Riley and McBride 1972, p. 9) and five (USFWS, 1989, p. 48) pups per litter. Faust et al. (2016, pp. 36, 46) used a range with a mean of 4.19. Based on the red wolf studbook database (Poplink 2.4), the mean litter size in the captive population is 4.124 (Waddell 2017, entire, Faust et al. 2012, unpaginated). 
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Figure 2: Approximate biological seasons for reproductive and life history events

[bookmark: _Toc497117217]Pair formation and Territory Establishment

Mech and Boitani (2003, p. 2) outlined several ways in which wolves establish new pairs and territories. “In a saturated population, all territories are occupied, so the only local breeding possibilities will be to (1) wait until the established breeding position opens (A) in the natal pack or (B) in a neighboring pack, (2) become an extra breeder within the pack, (3) carve out a new territory from the established mosaic, or (4) usurp an active breeder.”  Beyond the strategies already described to obtain a breeding position in his or her present population wolves can also initiate a long distance movement in a more or less single direction to locate another population on the landscape (i.e., dispersal; Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 5). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117218]Pup-rearing/Cooperation

Wolf packs provision pregnant females and after she selects a den site, which are usually located away from the periphery of the pack’s territory. Females sometime localize their movements around the den site for several weeks before giving birth (Packard 2003, p. 45). Dens may be located below ground or above ground in nest-like depressions under dense vegetation (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 279). Most dens were noted to be in agricultural areas along the sides or tops of brushy windrows in areas with a low water table and friable soils. Red wolf packs contract ranges during pup-rearing (Hinton and Chamberlain 2010, p. 57) and localize their movements around den sites when pups are present (Chadwick et al. 2010, p. 303). 



Like domestic dogs, wolf pups go through several distinct stages of development, including: the neonatal period (12-14 days) until eyes are open; the transition period when they begin to stand and walk; a socialization period (from about 20-77 days) during which they begin to eat solid food and elicit care from pack members; and a juvenile period (from about 12 weeks to maturity; Packard 2003, pp. 46-48). 



Like gray wolf pups, red wolf pups are rarely left alone, indicating that males play a significant role in rearing and that wolves share duties (Hinton 2006, p. ii); in fact, Riley and McBride (1972, p. 10) previously reported that both males and females took part in rearing of young in the remnant population in Texas and Louisiana. In general, non-pup pack members provide assistance in caring for pups (Phillips and Henry 1992, p. 596). Generally, as pups begin to take solid food this is delivered via regurgitation by older wolves. Observations of gray wolves indicate that when wolf pups spot a returning pack member they run up, place there muzzle near the mouth of the pack member, and if the care giver’s stomach is full, regurgitation occurs (Packard 2003, p. 48). Therefore, as older wolves forage, they consume meat which is later regurgitated for the breeding female and later for her pups. 



Hinton and Chamberlain (2010, p. 75) found that pups were located within 250 m (820.2 feet) of an older pack member 77% of the time. They also found that while older wolves foraged away from the home site more at night (as would be expected), the pups remained near the home sites; therefore, pups were attended more during the day than during the night. They also found that the mean time that wolves were found in agricultural fields was over 98% during pup-rearing in the North Carolina population, which indicated in this population a strong preference for agricultural fields during pup-rearing. Home range sizes appear to gradually increase as pups grow and become large enough to hunt with the pack (Chadwick et al. 2010, p. 312). 



By three months of age, pups are more likely to follow departing adults and explore around the homesite, around this age they exhibit pouncing behavior. Between 4 and 10 months of age, they can join adults on hunts, even though they are not fully grown. Packard (2003 p. 52) has suggested that having already learned social interactions, juvenile wolves undergo a sort of “hunting school” during this time, developing hunting skills while traveling with the family. Over time they gain experience and use their innate ability to learn quickly and detect complexities to improve their hunting and killing abilities. During this time, they also learn which classes of prey are most vulnerable and where to find them (Peterson and Ciucci 2003, p. 119). 



In general, reproduction at ages younger than two are uncommon both in captivity and the wild population (Rabon 2014, p. 254), though instances of wild red wolves breeding have occurred at younger ages (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 278). Young wolves often defer breeding while still with the natal pack, however eventually juveniles of both sexes will disperse to form pairs and establish their own territories (Mech and Boitani 2003, pp. 2, 12, 16). Interestingly, one study on lifetime reproductive success for wild males found that lifetime reproductive success (i.e., the number of viable offspring produced over the wolf’s lifetime) was lowered via decreased annual recruitment and shorter reproductive lifetime if they had natal helpers (Sparkman et al. 2016, p. 9), so there may be a trade-off for males related to staying with the natal pack longer. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117219]Dispersal

The primary mechanism for expanding the range of a wolf population is dispersal (Fuller et al. 2003, p. 181). Dispersal is likely a response to competition for food and mates (Mech and Boitani 2003, pp. 12-13), but timing and age likely depends on prey abundance, survival of pack breeders, and availability of vacant territories. A representation of dispersal dynamics and how it relates to pack formation can be found in Figure 3. Two types of dispersal are recognized in wolves (Karlin and Chadwick 2012, p. 266). Natal dispersal is movement from the natal pack to the first breeding group, and breeding dispersal is movement by an adult breeder between breeding groups (Gese and Mech 1991, p. 2946; Boyd and Pletscher 1999, p. 1097; Blanco and Cortés 2007, p. 116).



Phillips et al. (2003, p. 279) reported dispersal behavior of eight male and ten female red wolves born in the wild eastern North Carolina reintroduction site. They reported an average dispersal age of 27 +/- 9 months for males and 23 +/- 10 months for females with a lack of sex bias among dispersers. Early dispersal of pups was also reported from this study following the disruption of social bonds between pups and adults (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 280). While dispersals occurred from September to March, 72% occurred between November and February. The duration of these dispersal events averaged 9 days (range = 1–44 days). Average distance dispersed was 36 +/- 22 km (22.4 +/- 13.6 miles) for males and 45 +/- 58 km (27 +/- 35 miles) for females (note: error is likely large due to small sample size; Phillips et al. 2003, p. 280). Nearly 90% of the dispersers traveled south or west and settled in unoccupied areas with abundant prey and good habitat that lacked wolf packs, unlike the areas to their north and east which already had established pack territories (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 280). 



Karlin and Chadwick (2012, p. 266) found that dispersing red wolves are influenced by their natal habitat type and settle in areas with similar habitat types, (i.e., natal habitat preference induction; Davis and Stamps 2004, p. 411). They found that between 1990 and 1998, agricultural areas were the primary cover type used by wolves for natal and settled home ranges in the five county red wolf management area associated with the NEP and that 71% of pups and 82% of yearling/adults settled in areas dominated by the same land use land cover type as their natal home ranges after dispersal (Z = 1.87, P = 0.03; Karlin and Chadwick 2012, p. 270). Karlin and Chadwick (2012, p. 268) recorded a total of 79 natal dispersal events for 38 females and 41 males. Straight-line natal dispersal distance averaged 41.0 +/- 17.5 km (25.5 +/-   10.9 miles) from 1990 to 1998 and 34.4 +/- 21.6 km (21.4 +/- 13.4 miles) from 1999 to 2007. This difference was not significant. For females average dispersal distances from 1990-1998 were 36.7 + 8.4 (22.8 + 5.2 miles; n = 7), and from 1999-2007, 32.3 + 14.9 (20.0 + 9.3 miles; n = 31). For males average dispersal distances from 1990-1998 were 43.8 + 21.3 (27.2 + 13.2l; n = 11) and from 1999-2007, 36.6 + 27.0 (22.7 + 16.8 miles; n = 30; Karlin and Chadwick 2012, p. 269). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117220]Home Range and Territory size

However, substantial variability exists in reported home range data for this species for several logistical reasons, as well (Hinton 2006, p. 2; WMI 2014, p. 78). Variability in home range sizes may be derived from differences in population size and health, as well as, lack of systematic data collection for this purpose. Generally, prey biomass explains about 33% of the variation in wolf pack territory size (Mech and Boitani 2003, pp. 21-22). Initially, in Louisiana and Texas data was collected on small populations in “poor health” (Hinton 2006, p. 2; Phillips et al. 2003, p. 272). Prior to Hinton’s effort (2006, entire) home range data was not collected systematically or evenly across the reintroduced population because biologists gathered data for various management purposes (WMI 2014, p. 78; Hinton 2006, p. 2). 



Phillips et al. (2003, pp. 281-282) reported average home range for individuals to be 88.5 km² (34.2 mi²) +/- 18.3 SD km² (7.1 mi²). Pack home ranges varied between 46 and 226 km² (17.8 and 88.2 mi², respectively); it was suspected that this resulted from habitat quality and prey density. Chadwick et al. (2010 p. 303) found that home range spatial extents (95% fixed-kernel probability areas) vary by season, reaching maximums in fall and winter (73-121 km² (28.2-46.7 mi²)) and contracting by 40% to 63% during whelping and pup-rearing in the spring. In addition, wolves were found to localize movements around den sites when pups are present (May-September). As pups began to hunt with adults in the fall, the area used by the pack increased (Chadwick et al. 2010, p. 312). Hinton (2006, pp. 14-15) found home range size to vary by social rank and life stage of the individual, with pups being significantly smaller (61.5 km² (23.7 mi²)) than juveniles (88.9 km² (34.3 mi²) and adults intermediate between the two (76.1 km² (29.4 mi²). This study found no significant difference between the sexes. Hinton (2006, p. 14) reported that total home range size varied from 59.0 km² (22.8 mi²) to 110.6 km² (42.7 mi²), with a mean of 74.1 km² (28.6 mi²). Hinton et al. (2016, p. 1) noted that red wolves maintained spatially stable home ranges that varied between 25 km² and 190 km² (9.7 and 73.4 mi², respectively) on the predominantly agricultural landscape of the Albemarle Peninsula. In contrast, transient red wolves examined for the same study did not maintain home ranges and covered areas ranging from 122 km² (47.1 mi²) to 681 km² (262.9 mi²). Their space use was marked by shifting patterns and spatial instability until individuals established residency (Hinton et al. 2016, p. 1). Hinton et al. (2016, pp. 13-14) also suggested a role for transients in the maintenance of the population based on this study noting, “that if the red wolf population increases and saturates the Recovery Area, the available space for coyotes would diminish and the number of transient wolves frequenting marginal habitats would increase. In doing so, transient red wolves would likely disrupt coyote territories in marginal habitats while biding for opportunities to acquire territories and mates.” 

[bookmark: _Toc497117221]Habitat Use

The remnant population in Texas and Louisiana was found in fallow fields, bayous, marshes and coastal prairie (Carley 1979, p. 23, Kelly et al. 2004, p. 89; Trani and Chapman 2007, p. 443); however Kelly et al. (2004, p. 89) noted that, “many agree that this environment probably does not typify preferred red wolf habitat.” Paradiso and Nowak (1972, p. 3), suggested it once occurred in open pine forests and bottomland hardwoods, among others. Additionally, Kelly et al. (2004, p. 89) noted that “given their wide historical distribution, red wolves probably utilized a large suite of habitat types at one time.”  Most of these early observations were general, in nature, and do not tell us whether the animals observed were residents or transients, therefore, it is difficult to know whether this habitat was regularly used or being used during dispersal or displacement from a territory. 



In North Carolina, reintroduced wolves have used many habitats, including agricultural lands, pine forests, and pocosins (e.g., a wetland found in coastal areas with sandy peat soil and shrubs throughout; Kelly et al. 2004, p. 89, Trani and Chapman 2007, p. 443). In the earlier years of the reintroduction effort, they seemed to favor wooded areas for denning, whelping, and rearing pups, edge habitat and roadways for travel, and areas of low human population density for hunting (Hinton 2006, Kelly et al. 2004, USFWS 2007). However, more recent studies have revealed that wolves in North Carolina are selecting agricultural areas over other cover types and use secondary roads for travel when human density is low (Dellinger et al. 2013, p. 327; Karlin et al. 2016, pp. 91, 93). Hinton (2006, p. 18) noted that packs used woodlots mostly in fall and winter and switched to agricultural areas in spring and summer. These wolves left dens early and moved pups to adjacent agricultural fields (Hinton 2006, p. ii). Chadwick et al. (2010, p. 312) found that the shift from row-crop agricultural areas to other cover types coincided with intense crop harvest occurring between September and November. Further, Dellinger (unpubl. manuscript, p. 12) found in a study of red wolves from 2007-2010, that home ranges center on agricultural areas, and that wolves radiate out from these areas even in winter, keeping the amount of agricultural area used consistent across seasons. 



In Karlin et al. (2016, entire) a MaxEnt (machine-learning algorithm) was used to develop a model to estimate habitat suitability for the red wolf based on 4,200 telemetry locations collected on 178 breeder wolves in the recovery population area between 1998 and 2008. Model variables which provided the highest contribution to predicting wolf presence were low human population density (48.5%), secondary road density (34.7%) and agricultural area (10.7%) (Karlin et al. 2016, p. 91). Karlin et al. (2016) concluded that “red wolves are showing continued high use of agricultural areas over all other land cover types,” (Karlin et al. 2016, p. 93). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117222]Prey

Typically, wolves have depended on ungulates (in some form) worldwide (Mech and Peterson 2003, p. 131), as a food source, but red wolves have been documented to use other food sources, as well. Red wolves are opportunistic predators and predate species which offer the best chance for capture (Carley 1979, p. 26). Wolves, in general, are known to focus on vulnerable prey within their territory (Mech et al. 1998, p. 111; Peterson and Ciucci, pp. 118-119). In addition, Fuller et al. (2003, p. 162) noted that the availability and abundance of food determine the potential for various areas to be inhabited by wolves.  In fact wolf numbers according to Fuller (2003, p. 171) are usually limited by ungulate numbers and accessibility, though most of the studies examined therein involved northern North American wolf populations. 



The remnant red wolf population in Texas and Louisiana primarily ate small mammals such as rabbits, rodents (e.g., muskrat and cotton rat), and other small animals such as nutria (Paradiso and Nowak 1972, p. 3; Riley and McBride 1972, p. 11; and Shaw 1975, pp. 55-60). Although it is not likely red wolves often preyed on larger animals, they noted earlier reports of predation on deer and wild hogs (Paradiso and Nowak 1972, p. 3). However, it is important to note that deer availability in Louisiana and Texas may have been limited as deer numbers had been reduced drastically throughout the U.S. in the late 1800s as a result of market and subsistence hunting (VerCauteren 2003, pp. 15-16). Depredation of livestock has been noted including sheep and goats in Alabama (Howell 1921, p. 30) and adult cattle on a ranch in Texas (Paradiso and Nowak 1972, p. 3) and occasional predation of newborn calves in the remnant population in Texas and Louisiana (Riley and McBride 1972, p. 10). In the history of the NC NEP, there have been few confirmed depredations of livestock by wolves; an estimated 5 livestock and 2 pet incidents (Nordsven 2017, pers. comm.).



In other areas and during reintroduction efforts several species have been targeted. Carley (1979, p. 26) reported that fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), American coot (Fulica americana), and other birds and small mammals were consumed in South Carolina. In North Carolina, after animals were reintroduced to Cades Cove in the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, they were located several times in proximity to cattle, both adults and calves, and one adult male took both a domestic chicken and several turkeys (Phillips et al. 1995, p. 166). In eastern North Carolina the primary food sources appear to be white-tailed deer, marsh rabbit, and small rodents in this area (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 283; McVey et al. 2013, p. 1144), with Phillips et al. (2003, p. 283) also noting significant use of raccoons.  Though other items have also been consumed including, small mammals, insects, herpetofauna, vegetation, fish, birds, and crustaceans (Phillips et al. 1995, p. 163). McVey et al. (2013, pp. 1144, 1146) found that white-tailed deer was the only prey species consumed every month, but that consumption of rodents showed seasonal variability with more in the spring, than in the summer. Prey consumption patterns were similar in coyotes during this study and the authors concluded that diets of the two species did not differ significantly in the area of overlap (McVey et al. 2013, p. 1146). It is important to note that nearly all red wolf diet studies have been scat analysis studies, therefore, some nuances of resource partitioning (e.g., whether species were killed by canids or scavenged) may be difficult to discern. However, in a later resource partitioning study, Hinton et al. (2017 p. 8) found differences in proportions of prey species consumed between the two species and noted that red wolves used deer regardless of season, while rabbit, small mammal and furbearer use differed seasonally. The primary prey of coyotes in this study was found to be rabbits (secondarily deer and small mammals in equal amounts) and coyotes consumed more deer and fewer rabbits from September to February than they did during the growing season of May to August.   



While the prey-base of red wolves is highly variable; it does show specific patterns by life stage, pack, and biological season. Juvenile red wolves consume more rodents than adults (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 283). Packs showed preference for specific food items (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 283). Dellinger et al. (2011, entire) analyzed scat of six red wolf packs over a two-year period to explore variation in prey species during pup-rearing. Approximately 66 percent of prey biomass consumed for the six packs consisted of adult white-tailed deer and fawns (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 736). Other prey items used included: small rodents (hispid cotton rat, marsh rice rat, Eastern harvest mouse, and house mouse), large rodents, (nutria and muskrat), rabbits (marsh rabbits and eastern cottontails), raccoons, wild boars (i.e., feral swine), anthropogenic material, and other incidental prey species (e.g., insects) (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 735). All packs primarily consumed mammalian prey (mostly white-tailed deer) during pup-rearing, though packs were variable with regard to secondary and tertiary prey items. The authors also noted that prey items used by packs did not vary across years or reproductive status (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 738). As habitats across the recovery area did not vary greatly, the authors suggested variation was likely due to prey availability within a pack’s territory, selection for a particular prey item within the territory, or hunting and foraging skills transmitted across kinship lines, rather than habitat type (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 738). Phillips et al. (2003 p. 283) previously noted that there were differences among packs in prey consumption and suggested this was related to distribution and abundance of prey, which was similar to the conclusions of Shaw (1975, abstract) that found that prey importance shifted in relation to availability. Two packs consumed anthropogenic material; one likely due to proximity to a dump and another domestic hogs, likely as a result of a carcass pit within its territory (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 738), though both packs also consumed native prey. The authors concluded that most packs are consuming wild prey almost exclusively during pup-rearing, demonstrating an ability to survive and reproduce in proximity to humans (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 739). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117223]Pack-Level Ecology

[bookmark: _Toc497117224]Territories and Competition

Competition among wolves is a pervasive feature of their ecology both within packs and between them (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 27). Mech and Boitani (2003, p. 21) noted that in most relatively saturated populations there is only a minor relationship between territory size and pack size (Potvin 1988, p. 1268; Fuller 1989, p. 14; Mech et al. 1998, pp. 79-80) because pairs usually establish territories large enough for a full-sized pack at the outset, though where killing by humans is high they may be related (Ballard et al. 1987, p. 43; Peterson et al. 1984, p. 31; Ballard et al. 1997, pp. 15, 39).  



Most studies of territories held by packs indicate a degree of overlap among territories (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 25) and once a territory is established, a wolf pair strongly resists losing it (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 30).Wolves employ several defensive strategies to defend their territories including howling, scent-marking, and direct attacks (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 25). Wolves tend to mark the edges of their territories significantly more than the interior and marks tend to last 2 to 3 weeks (Mech and Boitani 2003, pp. 25-26), whereas howling, allows packs to notify neighboring packs of occupation over large distances, as howls can be heard for miles (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 26). While scent-marking and howling minimize chances of direct conflict between packs, it does occur, usually near territory boundaries or within buffer zones. This intraspecific strife usually results in death. In fact, it is one of most common sources of natural wolf mortality (Mech and Boitani 2003, pp. 26-27). It has been suggested that intraspecific strife largely represents territorial competition that provides opportunity for territorial expansion and eliminates competing breeders (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 28). In general, wolves will kill smaller canids like coyotes that invade the pack’s territory. However, when other potential wolf mates are scarce wolves will interbreed with coyotes (Bohling and Waits 2015, pp. 113-114).



Disruption of social bonds within a pack can result in early dispersal of other pack members (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 280). While instances of pairing with a close relative have occurred (Sparkman et al. 2012a, pp. 1188-1190), “an array of dispersal, post-dispersal, and pair formation behaviors have the potential to work together to reduce rates of inbreeding, and any associated fitness costs,” in red wolves (Sparkman et al. 2012a, p. 1193). 
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Figure 3: Pack formation and dispersal dynamics in a stable population of wolves (Notes: *Adult wolves sometimes immigrate into intact packs and some more unusual pack structures do occasionally form, neither is depicted here; **Dashed lines represent opportunities for population to exchange genetic material with outside populations (either naturally or via release from SSP; ***Cross-fostering is the introduction of pups into a non-family litter just after birth).




[bookmark: _Toc497117225]Population Level Ecology

Mech and Boitani (2003, p. 6) have noted, “…a wolf population can be viewed as a highly dynamic system in which breeding pairs hold territories and pump out numerous offspring that travel about, criss-crossing the population and striving to gain their own breeding positions. In this flux, each pack tries to hold its position while competing with neighbors that try to expand their territories… with new breeding pairs, local lone wolves, and immigrants that are all trying to leverage themselves into the population structure.”  As such, a territorial mosaic develops in a well-established wolf population. Each pack competes for resources and space with its neighboring packs and the population is characterized by considerable territorial tension. The natural tendency of packs to expand allows the population to adjust to variations in prey availability (Mech and Boitani 2003, p. 20).



[bookmark: _Toc497117226]Chapter 4. Species’ Needs for Viability AND Current Condition

[bookmark: ihv636]In this chapter, we first review the historical information on the range and distribution of the species. We next review the conceptual needs of the species, including population resiliency, redundancy, and representation, and reduce the likelihood of extinction. Finally we consider the current conditions of the red wolf SSP and wild population, and whether the species has what it needs for viability.



When considering what a wild red wolf population might need for viability, a few modifications have been made to the model for a functioning wolf population (Figure 3), which reflect the lack of nearby populations and the presence of the SSP. For instance, the introduction of pups from the SSP is represented by the block for cross-fostering of pups. Immigration remains in the diagram to show how genetic exchange with other populations occurs naturally on the landscape for wolf populations – however, for red wolf this may actually be replaced with the periodic movement of animals from the SSP into a reintroduced population. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117227]Population Viability Modeling 

The first Population Viability Assessment (PVA) for the red wolf was developed following a meeting of USFWS personnel with genetic and demographic specialists in Apple Valley, Minnesota in 1988. The purpose was to develop population goals for red wolf. That effort resulted in a PVA that recommended a captive population of 330 individuals and a wild population of 220 individuals maintained as a metapopulation in order to maintain 80-85% of the heterozygosity in the founder stock for 150 years (USFWS 1990, Preface, pp. 42, 48, and 51), recognizing the ultimate goal and ongoing strategy to slow the loss of genetic diversity that is inevitable in a small and closed populations (Long 2017, pers. comm.). In addition to calculating these minimum viable population (MVP) values, it also evaluated demographics of the captive stock and made recommendations for several aspects of the recovery program, including: 

· adjusting the founder lineage representation to achieve a target distribution (p. 48) which would allow for an increase in the effective population size (Ne), 

· increasing the effective number of founders (i.e., suggesting some founder lineages are over or under-represented in captive stock) (p. 42), 

· expanding the captive population (p. 48), 

· monitoring a release program for interactions of red wolves with coyotes (p. 53), 

· developing a sperm and embryo-banking strategy (p. 53), 

· developing a model to predict number of wolves needed at each reintroduction site (p. 53), 

· evaluating reproductive physiology and issues of reproduction in captive stock, and enacting several criteria for captive facilities and the captive program (pp. 51, 53).  



This first PVA effort provided the baseline goal for genetic diversity used in the 2016 PVA effort provided below (Faust et al. 2016, p. 4) and also recommended equalizing the representation of the founder lineages to maximize retention of genetic diversity, which was incorporated into management of the captive stock (USFWS, 1989, pp. 42, 48; Long 2017, pers. comm.). 

A red wolf Population and Habitat Viability Assessment (PHVA) workshop was later held in Virginia Beach, Virginia in 1999 (Kelly et al. 1999, entire) to “begin developing solutions focused on the technical issues facing recovery of the red wolf,” (Kelly et al. 1999, p. 4). Forty scientific and management experts in the fields of wolf and coyote biology, wildlife biology and management, captive breeding, genetics, and population modeling were in attendance (Kelly et al.  1999, p. 4). This workshop concluded that hybridization with coyotes represented the single largest threat to recovery of red wolf. An initial population viability model was created in Vortex, however, the group felt this did not address the issue of hybridization adequately (Kelly et al.  1999, p. 5), so a separate model was created that focused on genetic outcomes (Kelly et al. 1999, p. 5). 

The basic assumption of the genetic model created at the 1999 PHVA workshop was that as the number of coyotes around the population increased, more matings between red wolf females and coyotes would occur, effectively removing female wolves as breeders and lowering the proportion of breeding red wolf females in the population. It is important to note that a “successful breeding” for the purposes of the model were between a pair of red wolves, therefore the model projects a “pure” red wolf population (Kelly et al. 1999, p. 24).  The 1999 model predicted positive population growth (λ) of 1.215 (Kelly et al. 1.215). Additionally, Kelly et al. (1999, p. 23) predicted the carrying capacity in the North Carolina population as 145 ± (SD = 13).

Mahoney (2011, entire) suggested there were limitations to the Kelly et al. (1999) PVA effort and constructed a five-stage model including pups, yearlings, breeding adults, non-breeding adults, and vagrants to more accurately reflect wolf social structure and pack composition. Mahoney’s model produced a nearly identical prediction of positive growth in the population as the 1999 model (λs = 1.212); however, Mahoney (2010, p. 11) noted that the observed population growth was actually reported to be 1.413 (USFWS 2007, [p. 15]). Mahoney’s model predicted that carrying capacity in the North Carolina population was approximately 120 individuals (Mahoney 2010, p. 12). Mahoney noted that the wolf population was estimated to be 115-125 at the time of modeling individuals based on data available (Mahoney 2010, p. 8).

Although much of the PHVA completed by Kelly et al. (1999) was based on data from other wolves [(e.g., other canids including Algonquin wolves, Kelly et al. (1999, pp. 19-20)] and expert opinion rather than detailed analysis of red wolf data (Faust et al. 2016, p. 5), the NC NEP population did in fact increase as projected in Kelly et al. (1999) until 2005, after which it began to decline, a trend that accelerated after 2010.  

In 2013, USFWS and the Red Wolf SSP captive breeding program asked Lincoln Park Zoo to create a new PVA team. The goal of this effort was to model viability of the captive stock and the NC NEP to better comprehend the conditions under which the two populations could persist in the future and how viability would be impacted by movement between the populations. The team first developed an SSP-only population model (Simonis et al. 2015) using ZooRisk (Earnhardt et al. 2008, entire) software and then developed a stochastic, individual-based model in Vortex 10.1.4.0 software. This constitutes the most recent PVA effort for the species and is the basis of model predictions provided in the future condition section below. 



In the Faust et al. (2016, p. 7) model, the carrying capacity used for the NC NEP was 150 (based both on previous maximums seen in the five-county recovery area – though this may not constitute the true ecological carrying capacity) and for the SSP was 225, which is the population size that can be supported with current spaces in the SSP. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117228]Red Wolf Species Needs for Viability 

For the red wolf to maintain viability, its populations, or some portion of its populations, must be resilient. Stochastic events that have the potential to affect red wolf populations include weather events, fires, and disease outbreaks. Resilient red wolf populations occupy habitats of sufficient size to sustain growing, reproducing populations of adequate size to withstand introgression pressure and produce viable offspring which reach maturity and expand the population through the formation of new packs. 



Therefore, the general needs of the red wolf for viability (resiliency, redundancy, and representation): 



· Adequate Numbers – to establish and maintain pack structures, defend territories, produce viable offspring, and find suitable mates (i.e., sufficient unrelated individuals to prevent selection of heterospecific mates);

· Adequate Habitat – to support multiple packs and provide sufficient resources for packs to complete life history and avoid anthropogenic mortality sources (at a rate which will facilitate population maintenance);

· Genetic Diversity – sufficient captive and wild stock to support genetic diversity goals set out by the recovery team and sufficient capacity within the captive population to support genetic diversity while supporting releases; and

· Multiple Resilient Populations within the historic range – it is generally agreed that multiple populations would be needed to provide for protection from catastrophic loss - though the number necessary will depend on further recovery planning efforts and configuration of sites, their features, and resultant demographic rates may strongly influence these targets.

[bookmark: _Toc497117229]Current Condition of the SSP (resiliency)

The population of red wolves in zoos and nature centers consists of 231 (109 males, 122 females) animals at 43 participating facilities (27 AZA, 16 non-AZA) as of July 2017. The population has grown steadily in captivity since the managed breeding program was established in the early 1970’s, with a slight plateau in growth in the past ten years as the captive population experienced space constraints. The target population size set for the Red Wolf Species Survival Plan® (RWSSP) by the Canid and Hyaenid Taxon Advisory Group in the 2010-2013 Regional Collection Plan is 200. The long term target population size set by USFWS Red Wolf Recovery Plan for the ex situ population is 330. At this time, the SSP population is unable to grow beyond its current size due to space constraints; the SSP needs additional institutions to better support population growth, demographic stability, and retention of genetic diversity.



Current gene diversity for the managed population is 88.87% and is equivalent to the genetic diversity of a population descended from approximately five founders (FGE = 4.49).  The Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS, 1989) set the target gene diversity to be retained at 80 – 85% over 150 years. Under current conditions, at a population capacity of 200 and a 0% growth rate, gene diversity can be maintained at or above 85% for less than 18 years and at or above 80% for approximately 43 years. Strategies that may help maintain a high level of gene diversity for a longer period of time include increasing the population growth rate and increasing the proportion of breeders in the population (i.e., ratio of effective population size to census size, Ne/N). Both of these strategies require setting up additional breeding pairs and are thus dependent on an increase in space. Recent population viability analysis modeling (Faust et al. 2016) suggests that an increased target size of 330 can help maintain gene diversity at or above 80% for at least 100 years.  

[bookmark: _Toc497117230]Current Condition of the North Carolina Population (resiliency)

Currently, there is only a single wild population of red wolves that occupies a Recovery Area of about 6,000 square kilometers (km) (2,317 m2) of federal, state, and private lands in Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, and Washington Counties, on the Albemarle Peninsula of North Carolina, the NC NEP (Hinton et al. 2015, p. 2). At present, 23 wolves are being tracked in the non-essential experimental population in eastern North Carolina, which includes both adults and juveniles. The current population in the NC NEP is estimated to be 44 individuals, including pups (USFWS 2017, unpublished data). 



Considering the conditions of the SSP and NC NEP, as described, the red wolf is currently not resilient.  The single wild population of red wolves is projected to go extinct in approximately 37 years, but could go extinct in as few as eight years. The trajectory of the NC NEP presented in Figure 4 below has continued downward for this population since the completion of the Faust et al. 2016 PVA. 
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Figure 4: Population size of the SSP and NC NEP over time (Adapted from Faust et al. 2016. “NENC”, used by Faust et al. 2016, refers to NC NEP) *Note: that the recovery plan target was for all wild populations, not just the NC NEP

[bookmark: _Toc497117231]SPECIES REDUNDANCY AND REPRESENTATION

The red wolf needs to have multiple resilient populations distributed throughout its range to provide for redundancy and representation. The more populations, and the wider the distribution of those populations, the more redundancy the species will exhibit. Redundancy reduces the risk that a large portion of the species’ range will be negatively affected by a catastrophic natural or anthropogenic event at a given point in time. As only one wild population exists, and this population is declining, the red wolf currently has no redundancy other than what may be supplied by captive stock held at multiple facilities throughout the U.S.; however, this does not constitute a functioning, wild population. Therefore, the red wolf does not have the adequate numbers or multiple resilient populations needed for the species itself to be resilient and redundant. 



Multiple resilient populations contribute to the range of variation found in a species; the more variable a species is, the greater the adaptive diversity and the ability of a species to adapt to changes in the environment. Maintaining adaptive diversity includes conserving the genetic diversity of a species. Current gene diversity for the SSP population is 88.87% and is equivalent to the genetic diversity of a population descended from approximately five founders (FGE = 4.49). Maintaining the genetic diversity remaining for the species would require additional spaces within the captive population and presently only three breeding pairs exist on the ground, so the ability of the wild population to contribute to genetic diversity at the species level is limited both by numbers and because individual wolves do not optimize mate selection for genetic diversity purposes. However, the SSP represents the genetic fail-safe for the entire population and any future recovery potential for the species. All twelve of the original lines are still represented, therefore, it is clear that the SSP effort has maintained a genetically-diverse stock from which to grow the population and release the most diverse animals possible. 



[bookmark: vx1227][bookmark: _Toc497117232]CHAPTER 5. FACTORS INFLUENCING VIABILITY

In this chapter, we evaluate the past, current, and future factors that are affecting what the red wolf needs for long-term viability. Those factors that are not known to have effects on red wolf populations, such as overutilization for commercial and scientific purposes, are not discussed in this report. Because of the long history of the red wolf program, negative and positive factors may be discussed together, since many of the proactive measures are the result of lessons learned and research conducted during the program’s history. Since the inception of the recovery program, efforts have been made to maintain the purity of the genetic stock, manage morbidity and mortality dynamics of captive and wild stocks, find best practices to ensure successful releases, and monitor the condition and status of the populations and recovery effort. Captive stock has been cooperatively and adaptively managed since 1984 when the red wolf was approved by AZA for SSP designation. Since 2000, an adaptive management plan has been used for both the captive stock and the wild population in North Carolina. Below, we explore the factors affecting the species presently and those for which management has resulted in reduction of impact on the species below, as any future recovery efforts may need to consider potential effects with and without management. 



Many factors have caused direct mortality in red wolves in North Carolina. Among these, in order of effect, are gunshot, vehicle collision, health-related causes, intraspecific strife, private trappers, management actions, suspected illegal activity, and poison (Figure 5; Hinton et al. 2016, entire). While annual survival rates have remained stable, the population has declined since approximately 2005 (refer to the section on Introgression and Anthropogenic Mortality for a detailed explanation below; Hinton et al. 2016, p. 9). 
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Figure 5: Mortality sources of red wolves in the northeastern North Carolina wild population from 1987-2013 (Adapted from Hinton et al. 2016, entire)



[bookmark: 1v1yuxt]In addition to direct mortality, factors which have the potential to affect the genetics and demography of the wild and captive populations still exist, including a limited number of founders, coyote introgression, and pack disruption following the loss of a breeder. 



Hinton (2015, p. 10) has suggested that transiency of red wolves (periods when they don’t maintain a home range) may facilitate rapid population-level recovery following extensive and drastic mortality events. Fuller et al. (2003, pp. 184-185) has suggested for gray wolves, that because of high reproductive potential, wolf populations can tolerate a high level of mortality, though if reproduction cannot fully compensate for high exploitation rates, the population should decline. In addition, Fuller (2003, p. 185) noted for gray wolves if productivity is low or immigration limited then allowable harvest must also be low. Sparkman et al. (2011b, p. 5) suggested for the northeastern North Carolina population that, “…in populations such as this where population growth is the desired end of the reintroduction program, these findings suggest that anthropogenic mortality rates substantially lower than 25% are necessary to achieve positive growth rates, particularly at low population density.”

[bookmark: _Toc497117233]Small Population Size and Founder Stock

To better understand the factors affecting red wolves, it is important to start with the founder population and small population effects. Despite capturing over 400 canids in Louisiana and Texas, only 14 animals were used to found the captive program. Of those, only 12 are still represented in the population (Faust et al. 2016, p. 5). While early studies found no inbreeding depression in the captive population (Kalinowski et al. 1999, p. 1375); recent reviews of the captive population have determined that it is becoming increasingly difficult to avoid inbreeding since no additional founders exist (Waddell and Long 2016, p. 1). This was noted as a potential problem even in the early PVA modeling effort in 1989, which suggested adjustments be made in founder lineage representation to maintain more of the original heterozygosity in the captive population (USFWS 1990, p. 42). Maintaining genetic diversity is important because inbreeding depression could result in a reduction in individual fitness and loss of genetic variability due to genetic drift, which can diminish the ability for populations to adapt to changes in their environment (resiliency; Frankham 2005, p. 131), such as novel diseases. 



 “Many populations are extirpated or reduced due to deterministic factors like habitat loss, overexploitation, and climate change. However, even when the habitat and conditions are favorable, populations may become extinct as a result of various stochastic events and natural catastrophes. Random events like drought, floods, and fires exacerbate each other and become more likely to cause extirpation or extinction in small populations,” (Shaffer 1981, p. 131). In general, the fewer populations a species has or the smaller its population size, the greater the likelihood of extinction by chance alone (Shaffer and Stein 2000, p. 307).



Another consideration with small populations are Allee effects. An Allee effect is defined as, “a positive relationship between any component of individual fitness and either number or density of conspecifics,” (Stephens et al. 1999, p. 186). These effects can cause extinction for small populations when growth rate or some element of individual fitness is related positively to population density or size (Stenglein and Van Deelan 2016, p. 1). This is important to recovering carnivore populations because a minimum number of cooperating individuals is necessary for positive population growth (Stenglein and Van Deelan 2016, p. 1). Social carnivores (like wolves which maintain pack structures) may be particularly vulnerable to Allee effects because of the need for conspecifics for rearing of young and hunting; and because they often exist at naturally low densities (Stenglein and Van Deelan 2016, p. 10). Stenglein and Van Deelan (2016, p. 1) modeled potential Allee effects in a population of gray wolves and estimated that the population crossed the Allee threshold at 4-5 packs comprised of roughly 20 wolves. Further, they suggested this could have resulted from wolves dispersing to areas distant from population centers into vacant territories and then being unable to find mates (Stenglein and Van Deelan 2016, p. 9). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117234]Introgression and Anthropogenic Mortality

Coyotes were once restricted to the western United States, but elimination of wolves and landscape changes facilitated their expansion into the southeastern United States, and despite extensive control efforts, they have continued to expand their range (NCWRC 2012, p. 14). Until the 1980’s coyotes observed in North Carolina were likely the result of illegal importation and release (NCWRC 2012, p. 14), but as early as 1985 coyote presence was documented in Washington and Beaufort Counties (with visual sightings by residents as early as 1983), two were collected in Tyrrell in 1987, one suspected in Hyde in 1986, and finally in Dare in 2005 (data provided by North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 2017). Between 1999 and 2013, the mean number of coyote first captures increased from 4.2 to 34.1 (15% to 51%), while mean red wolf first captures decreased from 20.8 to 10.1 (75% to 34%) (Gese et al. 2015, p. 194). Coyotes numbers have continued to increase as evidenced by the continuing harvest of large numbers across the state (see Figure 6 below for recent estimated harvest by hunters in North Carolina). Additional data on coyote harvest specific to the Albemarle Peninsula in recent years is provided in Appendix 4. However, it is important to note, that retrospective molecular genotyping suggested the known number of free-ranging reproductively-intact hybrids alive at any inventory point in the pre-RWAMP period never exceeded two (Gese et al. 2015 p. 198).
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Figure 6: Coyote Hunter Harvest Estimates (with 95% confidence limits) in North Carolina (data provided by the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 2017)



Because the red wolf genetic pool was limited to the lines from twelve individuals, as coyotes moved into the area there was substantial concern that the population would be swamped by hybridization with coyotes. By 1999 it was recognized as the most immediate threat to the reintroduced population (Kelly et al. 1999, entire). As a result the USFWS adopted a Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP) to enable learning while reducing or eliminating this threat (Gese et al. 2015, p. 193). The RWAMP is an intensive long-term management plan developed to reduce interbreeding and introgression while simultaneously building the red wolf population. The RWAMP includes 1) the placeholder concept (removal/sterilization of coyotes and hybrids), 2) the release of red wolves from the captive breeding program, 3) genetic testing of litters, 4) cross-fostering of captive pups born to wild parents, and 5) a public relations effort to promote recovery (Rabon et al. 2013, p. 6; Bartel and Rabon 2013, p. 111; Gese et al. 2015, p. 200). We note that the RWAMP was never intended to address anthropogenic mortality.



Gese et al. (2015, p. 200) found the success of the RWAMP at controlling hybridization and facilitating red wolf recovery to be mixed. Gese noted that the number of coyotes and hybrids, and ratio of hybrid to red wolf litters did not decrease which were measures of success, however, the “placeholder” portion of the RWAMP was found to be an effective way to manage coyote introgression (Gese and Terletzky 2015, p. 18; Gese et al. 2015, p. 200). 



The RWAMP effectively uses techniques to capture and sterilize hormonally intact coyotes via vasectomy or tubal ligation, then releases the sterile canid at its place of capture to act as a territorial “placeholder” until the animal is replaced by wild red wolves. Sterile coyotes are not capable of breeding with other coyotes, effectively limiting the growth of the coyote population, nor are they capable of interbreeding with wild red wolves, limiting hybridization events. In addition, the sterile canid will exclude other coyotes from its territory (also supported by Gese and Terletsky 2015, entire). Ultimately, the placeholder coyotes are replaced by the larger red wolves either naturally by displacing the coyote or via management actions (e.g., removal of the coyote followed by insertion of wild or translocated wolves) (Bartel and Rabon 2013, p. 111). During a time in which the number of coyotes and hybrids were increasing and red wolves decreasing due to anthropogenic mortality (Hinton et al. 2016, entire; see Figure 5 above), the average ancestry of all known, reproductively intact red wolves and introgressed individuals in the recovery zone in 2014 was 96.5% (< 4% coyote ancestry from introgression since the reintroduction began). No reproductively-intact hybrids were noted at any inventory date from 2004 through 2013 (i.e., all known hybrids were removed or sterilized) (Gese et al. 2015 p. 198). Additionally, the number of red wolf litters exceeded hybrid litters each year (Gese et al. 2015 p. 200). 



Today, despite the large number of coyotes present on the peninsula, hybridization events are relatively infrequent when compared to the number of potential canid parents in the area, and illustrate that some natural processes are operating to limit introgression; though undoubtedly aggressive management of coyotes and hybrids has limited genetic introgression into this population (Bohling et al. 2016, pp. 8, 11). With the continued presence of coyotes, hybridization continues to be an ongoing challenge.



The “placeholder concept” is particularly important because in a functional population, the death of a breeder creates a vacancy that would be filled by non-breeding or transient red wolves already in the area (either lone wolves or from neighboring packs) (Hinton 2016, p. 13). Therefore, it is important that there be enough red wolves to fill these vacancies, as they occur and as Hinton (2016, p. 13) noted, “the presence and space use of transients has a profound effect on recovery of red wolves via the ability of transients to replace lost residents and deter coyote encroachment in the Recovery Area.” 



Another concern with the presence of coyotes is that they are well-adapted to recover from harvest. “Despite intensive control efforts in other states that have had high coyote populations, they continue to thrive. Historically, bounties have been used in various states as one possible way to control coyotes. In all cases, the use of bounties has been an ineffective and inefficient tool for controlling coyote populations.” (NCWRC 2012, p.15). Coyotes are highly adaptable and readily locate near humans. They eat a wide variety of foods, produce a higher than average number of offspring for a predator, and can readily breed with both eastern wolves (e.g., red) and dogs. Many maintain packs, though some are classified as transients and do not maintain territories or show affinities for particular areas (Hinton et al. 2015, pp. 1-2). Several studies have shown populations quickly replace lost individuals following substantial control efforts – this may be the result additional food availability allowing for larger litters and release of younger individuals to breed (Gese 2005, p. 281) or abundant coyotes in neighboring areas may quickly fill vacant territories. Whatever the mechanism, it is generally agreed that standard control efforts can increase both birth and survival rates in coyote populations. 



Given that coyotes vastly outnumber wolves in eastern North Carolina, they would be more likely to quickly find a conspecific mate and produce a viable litter. At present they are in a much stronger position to recover from anthropogenic mortality in northeastern North Carolina than the NC NEP red wolves, particularly as it results in loss of breeders. 

Recent research has revealed a complex dynamic between coyote introgression and anthropogenic mortality in the NC NEP on the Albemarle Peninsula. There were over four times the number of red wolf litters compared with hybrid litters between 2001 and 2013, but over half of the hybridization events occurred after one or more breeders was lost from a stable breeding pair (Bohling and Waits 2015, pp. 108, 113). Bohling and Waits (2015, pp. 113-114) went on to explain the relationship between hybrid litters and anthropogenic mortality: 



“…it appears that hybridization events tend to follow the disruption of stable breeding pairs of wolves, frequently due to anthropogenic actions such as gunshot mortality. In this system canids begin establishing pair bonds during a period that corresponds with the onset of hunting seasons for large mammals. The elimination of red wolf breeders during the breeding season forces reproductively active red wolves to quickly locate another mate. A higher percentage of hybrid than red wolf litters were produced by first-time female breeders, which is likely due to the low natural turnover in red wolf breeders from year to year (Sparkman et al. 2011,[p. 4])… The inexperience of these animals coupled with the timing of pair dissolution during the breeding season may facilitate selection of a heterospecific mate.” 



This dynamic is further complicated by timing with critical life history periods. Hinton et al. (2016, p. 9) noted that red wolves in eastern North Carolina exhibited reduced survival from October to December and suggested extensive loss of vegetative cover (associated with harvest of crops) reduced refugia for red wolves just prior to a period of elevated human activity (fall and winter hunting seasons). Further, younger wolves likely suffered greater mortality for several reasons, including the overlap of hunting season with the annual period of natal dispersal (described in Karlin and Chadwick 2012, p. 269), unfamiliarity of the areas being traversed, and encountering decreased availability of vegetative cover and human activity for the first time. 



These mortality events resulted in breeder loss and disturbances in pack structure. Hinton et al. (2017, p. 174) reported that annual preservation rates of red wolf breeding pairs has declined 34% and replacement rate of all Canis breeders by red wolves has declined 30% since the mid-2000s. Hinton described the progression by explaining that early in the red wolf’s recovery, when few coyotes were present and anthropogenic mortality was lower, wolves replaced wolves when an animal was lost. Since the early 2000s, however, this, dynamic has changed, with increasing numbers of coyotes and increasing wolf mortality caused by gunshots, coyotes are now replacing red wolves when a breeder is lost (Hinton et al. 2017, p.178). As the red wolf population continues to decline, red wolves are unable to find other wolves to form breeding pairs and likelihood of introgression goes up. Therefore, introgression exacerbates already reduced population numbers because the resulting hybrids do not contribute to the maintenance of the population. 



As shown in the Figure 7 below, the paths available to establish new pure red wolf packs is only one of many and reproductive output of individuals can be reduced or lost through several possible pathways. Overall, the dynamic that developed has the effect of preventing timely wolf-wolf pair formation and prevents the successful contribution to the population through reproduction and new pack formation – leaving very limited potential to maintain a pure red wolf population in the wild.  



It is important to consider several things while examining this diagram of dispersal dynamics. 1) Mech and Boitani (2003, p. 11) describe wolf packs as “dispersal pump(s)” that generate potential wolves to fill the landscape. Red wolves typically replace coyotes or hybrids, therefore a wolf dispersing from another pack could usurp one of these as a breeder converting a pair into a wolf-wolf pair. 2) Progression through steps may take time. Sparkman et al. (2011b, p. 3) found that nearly half of the packs disbanded following loss of a breeder and their home ranges remained vacant for 1+ breeding seasons and that replacement of a breeder (if the pack maintains the home range) could take 0-3 breeding seasons, during which time the pack may not contribute to the overall population-level reproductive output. 3) The interventions of the recovery program largely prevent hybrids from being created (via “placeholder efforts”) or facilitate the removal of hybrid animals if hybridization occurs; therefore the effect is to minimize the rate of introgression in the NC NEP. 4) As the population declines the impact of these negative outcomes increases. Also, as breeders and dispersers are lost, fewer potential unrelated wolf mates exist to select from and, therefore, introgression potential increases. Note: It may also be helpful to compare this figure to Figure 3 which diagrams a more functional pack structure and dynamic. 



The impact on the population growth rate was explored by Hinton et al. (2016, p. 8) which noted that annual population growth rate changed from positive to negative, when analyzing the time periods between 1998 and 2013. Specifically from 1998-2005 the red wolf population in North Carolina increased from approximately 90 to 151 wolves with an average annual growth rate (λ) of 1.12 but from 2005 to 2013, the population decreased from approximately 151 to 103 wolves with an average annual λ of 0.96. The authors concluded that while interventions from the recovery program likely softened the decline, anthropogenic mortality is still affecting population size and growth and that pairings between wolves and coyotes prevent compensation of losses to the wolf population (Hinton et al. 2016, p. 10). It is important to note that while Sparkman et al. (2011b, p. 4) found strong evidence that anthropogenic mortality was additive, Hinton et al. (2016, p. 10) noted that some sort of compensatory mechanism must be operating because as anthropogenic mortality has risen, other sources have declined and the overall survival rate appears stable; though without more wolf-wolf pairs the population cannot compensate losses to mortality on its own. 








Figure 7: Dispersal dynamics and issues created by synergistic effects of anthropogenic mortality and coyote introgression in the NC Red Wolf Recovery Area. [image: ]






[bookmark: _Toc497117235]Vehicle Collision

In the early years of the northeastern North Carolina reintroduction, most red wolf mortality was the result of vehicle strikes, malnutrition and parasitism, or intraspecific strife (Phillips et al. 2003, p. 284). According to Hinton et al. (2016, pp. 6-7), vehicle collisions resulted in 34% of all mortality resulting from an anthropogenic source between 1987 and 2013. Gunshot mortality is now the leading source of anthropogenic mortality, though wolves are still being lost to vehicle collision. Overall, anthropogenic mortality sources are combining to affect annual growth and size of the red wolf population in the wild (Hinton et al. 2016, p. 10) and these are expected to continue in the future.  

[bookmark: _Toc497117236]Management Mortality

Because substantial interaction with animals occurs as part of the recovery effort, attempts have been made to detect the impact of human visits on den abandonment and pup survival. Beck et al. (2009, pp. 635-637) reported that interference did not appear to result in increased risk of female abandonment or reduced pup survival in a study of 12 litters. Management efforts since 2009 in North Carolina have increased and no known impact on den abandonment or pup survival have been noted. The most significant negative effect of management on wolves appears to be trap-related mortality (Morse, 2017a, pers. comm.). This includes drowning due to drags getting hung in cancals, equipment malfunction where the drag is separated from the trap, exposure when a sick or weak wolf is captured, and gunshot when a trapped wolf is shot before being checked in the mornings (Nordsven 2017, pers. comm.). Hinton et al. (2016, pp. 6-7) found that management-related activities collectively resulted in 7% of the 219 deaths from anthropogenic sources of mortality between 1987 and 2013, overall, less than several other sources, including gunshot (40%), vehicle mortality (34%), and private trappers (8%), but more than poisoning which accounted for 5% (see Figure 5 above). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117237]Poisoning and Suspected Illegal Activity

Instances of poisoning have been detected in the North Carolina population. Hinton et al. (2016, p. 6) reported 11 instances of poisoning (5%) out of 219 deaths attributable to anthropogenic sources. In addition to poisoning, Hinton also described suspected illegal activity. This source of mortality could be best described as an instance where it was clear to researchers the animal had been separated from the collar and would have likely been dead upon its removal (e.g., the collar was found cut from the animal or perhaps collar was recovered with a bullet hole). Suspected illegal activity resulted in the loss of approximately, 13 animals (approximately 6% of anthropogenic mortality) over the period from 1987 to 2013 (Hinton et al. 2016, p. 6). Together, these additional intentional anthropogenic sources contributed approximately 11% of mortality to the population between 1987 and 2013. 



[bookmark: _Toc497117238]Diseases and Parasites

[bookmark: _Toc497117239]Wild Population

Brzeski et al. (2016, entire) completed a review of the disease factors affecting the wild population and found several diseases and parasites affecting the population or could in the future. Red wolves are more susceptible to heartworms than coyotes (Brzeski et al. 2015, p. 6); however, Kelly et al. (2004, p. 89) has suggested that red wolf may have a specific adaptation that allows them to survive heartworm infestation. Although all red wolves during their study tested positive for heartworm, it is not known to be a significant source of mortality, as it is for other canids. 



While, the most common ectoparasites found were ticks and biting lice (Brzeski et al. 2015, p. 6); mange is also considered an important disease that impacts wild red wolf populations, as it has resulted in the deaths of 18 North Carolina wolves and has been documented in 46 other instances where red wolves were treated and released (Brzeski et al. 2015, p. 4). Treatment is difficult in wild animals because it requires administering ivermectin to both the infected animal and those it came in contact with (Bornstein et al. 2001, p. 116). 



Coyotes may act as a reservoir for diseases and parasites. Coyotes have a richer endoparasite community and interaction with red wolves could result in disease transmission to the population. Small, endangered populations such as red wolves are likely to be immunologically naïve and lack the genetic variation to fend off new diseases. Several diseases are common on the landscape and pose a threat to the wild red wolf population including canine distemper, canine parvovirus, and rabies (Brzeski et al. 2015, pp. 6-7).



Climate change may exacerbate vector-borne diseases like Lyme disease, which is transmitted by a tick. The bacteria which causes the disease has been detected in several canids (both red wolves and coyotes) in North Carolina (Brzeski et al. 2015, pp. 1, 8). 



However, all wild wolves are currently vaccinated for canine distemper, parvovirus, coronavirus, parainfluenza, Leptospirosis, adenovirus, Lyme disease, and rabies whenever they are handled. During processing, blood is collected to bank serum and if disease is suspected, a full lab report is ordered (Morse 2017a, pers. comm.). Brzeski et al. (2015, p. 7) concluded that potential negative effects of intervention (e.g., long-term negative evolutionary consequences by weakening selection for immunity) are outweighed by the risk of pathogens (which are particularly virulent viruses, like rabies) and treatable conditions like mange, acting in a very small population.

[bookmark: _Toc497117240]Captive Population

Seeley et al. (2016 p. 83) reported the results of an effort to monitor mortality in the captive population between 1997 and 2012. Among captive wolves, the leading cause of mortality among neonates were parental trauma, stillbirth, and pneumonia. Juveniles showed very low mortality overall during the period of monitoring. The leading cause of mortality in adults were various neoplasias (abnormal cell growths or cancer), and secondarily gastrointestinal disease (often lesions) (Seeley et al. 2016, pp. 83, 87). Other causes of mortality included renal disease, trauma, cardiovascular disease, capture-related mortality, and reproductive disease (e.g., pyometra or uterine infection; Seeley et al. 2016, p. 85). Seeley et al. (2016 p. 87) also found that earlier reports (e.g., 1992-1996) showed that neonates had higher parasite prevalence, however, the decrease in prevalence was likely due to “increased diligence in prophylactic deworming.” Overall, they found increased survivability after the first month of life. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117241]Fire

While wildfires have been incidentally reported to result in mortality of individual wolves, notably pups (Beck et al. 2009, p. 636); it is not known to be, and does not seem to currently be, a significant source of mortality in the population. Prescribed fire could potentially have beneficial habitat related impacts, but could also have detrimental impacts if a den is burned or if the burn is conducted in a way that does not allow wildlife to escape. However, we are not aware of either of these potential detrimental impacts occurring within the NC NEP (Nordsven 2017, pers. comm.).

[bookmark: _Toc497117242]Hurricanes and Storms

[bookmark: 111kx3o][bookmark: 3l18frh]In the wild, hurricanes and storms could result in mortality through mechanisms such as wind intensity or flooding. One male wolf died on Bulls Island shortly after Hurricane Hugo in 1989, while the injuries sustained during the hurricane were suspected, it was unclear what caused his death (M. Morse, 2017b, pers. comm.). Two separate hurricanes (Isabel (2003) and Sandy (2012)) have resulted in three captive red wolf deaths (Bartel and Rabon 2013, p. 111); currently, however, this does not seem to be a significant source of mortality. In the future, climate models largely predict a decrease in tropical cyclone numbers, but an increase in intensity for the strongest storms and increased rainfall rates. In addition, sea level rise will likely contribute to increased storm surge risk, though this is also influenced by other factors, as well. (Walsh et al. 2015, p. 65, 77). While there are clear increases in intensity of tropical cyclones in the North Atlantic in the previous few decades, the basin is noted for having substantial variability in activity levels across multiple decades (Walsh et al. 2015, p. 69). 



Walsh et al. (2015, p. 72) noted, “Projections are uncertain on whether relative SST [sea surface temperature] (or tropical storm frequency) in the Atlantic basin will increase during the 21st century under GHG [greenhouse gas] forcing. In addition, the role of tropopause temperature trends in observed changes in the PI [potential intensity] appears unresolved, thus reducing our conﬁdence in future projections of this relationship.”

[bookmark: _Toc497117243]Sea-level Rise and Potential Habitat inundation

WMI (2014, pp. 40-45) summarized information available at the time of the review on climate change effects to the Albemarle Peninsula and future prospects for red wolves. Recently, additional information has further refined understanding of these effects, which are summarized below. 

Locally, the North Carolina coast is experiencing land subsidence and rising water levels due to global sea-level rise (North Carolina Coastal Resources Science Panel (NCCRSP) 2015, p. 5; Center for Natural Hazards Research (CNHR) 2008, p. 3). The local rate of sea level rise varies within North Carolina with two main factors: (1) vertical movement of the Earth’s surface (e.g., subsidence) and (2) effects of ocean dynamics (oceanographic influences) (NCCRSP 2015, p. 24). Between 1980 and 2010, the GMSL rise in North Carolina increased to 2.5 +/- 0.5 mm/yr (0.1 +/- 0.02 in/yr); the rate of sea level rise north of Cape Hatteras, where the NC NEP is located, increased significantly, even while rates in areas south of Cape Hatteras decreased or remained stable (Kopp et al. 2015, pp. 700-701).
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Figure 8. Location of NOAA tidal gauges in North Carolina. Reproduced from NCCRSP 2015, p 12.



Projections of future sea level rise for the NC NEP were calculated based on the methodology described on page 10 of this document. In lieu of utilizing the four Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) projections published in the North Carolina Sea Level Rise Assessment Report (2015): RCP 2.6, 4.5, 6.0, and 8.5, we utilized the empirical data from the NOAA tidal gauges at Duck, Oregon Inlet, and Beaufort (Figure 8) to be conservative in our projections and err on the side of caution; IPCC projections would, in general, result in more substantial flooding. The published vertical land movement (VLM) data and sea level rise data from the NOAA tidal gauges (Figure 8) were used to determine RSLR at each station within the NC NEP. The RSLR data was then averaged across the 3 stations to determine the RSLR rate for the area of interest (Table 1). 



		Table 1. Tidal gauge trend data over several decades (NCCRSP 2015, pp. 12, 15). Lengths are in mm/yr (in/yr). Data used to calculate trends were collected over several years (36, 37, and 61, respectively).



		Station



		Sea Level Rise Trend 

		Vertical Land Movement Trend

		Relative Sea Level Rise Trend¹

		Mean Relative Sea Level Rise Trend Between Stations¹



		Duck



		4.57

(.18)

		-1.49

(-0.06)

		6.06

(.24)

		



		Oregon Inlet



		3.65

(.14)

		-0.84

(-0.03)

		4.49

(.18)

		4.75 

(.19)



		Beaufort



		2.71

(.11)

		-0.99

(-0.04)

		3.70

(.15)

		 



		¹Calculated by USFWS. 2 Sea level rise trend and vertical land movement trend at each gauge were calculated based on data from each gauge during multiple (range 36-61) years prior to 2014.







These data were converted to future elevations by multiplying the mean RSLR rate by the desired target year. This computation assumes that the trends at each gauge will remain the same as historical trends. RSLR 30-year projections (2015-2045) for the NOAA tidal gauges and IPCC RPC lowest and highest scenarios are reported in Table 2 for comparison. The very likely rise at Duck between the years 2000 and 2030 is expected to be 12-33 cm (4.7-13.0 in), with a median of 23 cm (9.1 in); between 2000 and 2050 the rise is expected to be 24-59 cm (9.4-23.2 in) with a median of 41 cm (16.1 in) (Kopp et al. 2015, p. 701). This could be abated before the year 2050 by mitigation of greenhouse gases, but only weakly (about 3-6 cm) because sea levels respond slowly to climate forcing; however, reductions in greenhouse gases over the course of the 21st century could significantly affect sea-level rise estimates after 2050. 

		Table 2. Relative sea level rise 30 year projections determined by NOAA tidal gauges at Duck, Oregon Inlet, and Beaufort compared to the lowest and highest IPCC pathway projections, RCP 2.6 and RCP 8.5 respectively (NCCRSP 2015, p. 25).   



		Station

		NOAA Mean Tidal Gauge Projections + VLM¹ in cm (inches)

		IPCC RCP 2.6     

 Mean + VLM 

cm (inches)

		IPCC RCP 8.8       

Mean + VLM      

cm (inches)



		Duck

		18.3 (7.2)

		18.0 (7.1)

		20.6 (8.10)



		Oregon Inlet

		13.5 (5.3)

		16.0 (6.3)

		18.5 (7.30)



		Beaufort

		11.2 (4.4)

		16.5 (6.5)

		19.1 (7.50)



		¹Projection used by USFWS.

		

		







The RSLR projections do not account for storm events, flooding frequency and duration, changes in coastal geomorphology, wind pattern shifts, tidal variations, or man-made alterations.  The aforementioned events, while influential to coastal processes, are speculative and could lead to significantly variable outcomes when determining what the landscape may look like in 125 years.  

However, while not combined in these projections, flooding could still be a significant issue. As previously noted by WMI (2014, p. 40) the Albemarle Peninsula experiences significant erosion and much of it is less than one meter (3.28 ft) above sea level, while the remaining two-thirds is less than 1.5 meters (4.9) above sea level. In addition, Poulter and Halpin (2007, pp. 12-13) found that the drainage systems (e.g., canals and ditches) in the low near-shore environment would worsen flooding at lower levels of sea-level rise (<0.4 m (1.3 ft)), given the topographical complexity, as they could water to reach areas via ditches which otherwise might not flood. 

Recently, NCCRSP updated the 2010 Report and 2012 Addendum on Sea Level Rise in North Carolina. The panel concluded, “If existing conditions continue for the next 30 years, sea level would be expected to rise between approximately 5 – 15 cm (2 and 6 in) across the North Carolina coast, with the highest sea levels expected north of Cape Hatteras. This computation assumes that the trends at each gauge will remain the same as historical trends over the 30-year time frame,” (NCCRSP 2015, p. 16). Regardless of the rate of rise, increased flood events and frequent flooding in low-lying areas should be expected as the sea level rises (NCCRSP 2015, p. 25; Kopp et al. 2014, p. 7; Kopp et al. 2015, p. 705).  Ezer and Atkinson (2014, p. 380) note that the U.S. East Coast (most specifically the coastal area north of Cape Hatteras along the mid-Atlantic) is a “hotspot of accelerated flooding” and that minor flood duration is highly correlated with acceleration in sea level rise. Therefore, both frequency and duration of flood events is expected to worsen with sea level rise. 

To calculate the inundated area of NC NEP, we applied the calculated mean RSLR (Table 1) to the analysis area which returned the area remaining above MSL. The 5 counties that constitute the NC NEP currently encompass 1,622,152 acres of emergent land. Relative sea level rise projections reduce total emergent lands in the 5 counties from ~1,622,152 acres to ~1,223,806 acres in 125 years representing a 24.5% loss of land above mean sea level (MSL).  The East side of the NC NEP area experiences the most significant effects of RSLR, with respect to inundation, as illustrated by the RSLR maps at current MSL and MSL in 125 years (Figures 9 & 10). 

In a 2016 memorandum (see p. 9), the USFWS recommended reducing the focus of the NC NEP to federal lands within Dare County. To assess the impacts of sea level rise for this potential scenario, we calculated the inundated area of federal lands within Dare County. The federal lands within Dare County account for ~168,943 acres (10.4%) of the emergent land which would be reduced by 44.5% to ~93,828 in 125 years due to RSLR (Table 3) (Figures 11 & 12).

		

		

		

		

		





		Table 3. Square kilometers (Acres) above MSL (Mean Sea Level) by ¹County, Federal lands, and ²Outer Banks for the NC NEP.



		Target Year

		Beaufort

		Beaufort (south of bridge)

		Dare

		Hyde

		Tyrrell

		Washington

		Federal Lands (Dare County)

		Outer Banks



		0

		1288.9 (318,502) 

		830.4

(205,203) 

		730.0

(180,384)

		1503.1

(371,412) 

		994.5

(245,743) 

		962.1

(237,732) 

		683.7

(168,943) 

		255.7

(63,176) 



		25

		1286.8

(317,986)

		828.5

(204,721)

		719.9

(177,894)

		1445.0

(357,062)

		985.9

(243,633)

		958.4

(236,820)

		675.5

(166,912)

		252.6

(62,417)



		50

		1277.3

(315,635)

		822.4

(203,218)

		693.0

(171,247)

		1345.0

(332,366)

		951.7

(235,169)

		948.2

(234,304)

		653.2

(161,399)

		245.1

(60,557)



		75

		1258.3

(310,924)

		810.4

(200,256)

		622.2

(153,754)

		1194.4

(295,141)

		841.7

(207,988)

		932.6

(230,462)

		590.4

(145,882)

		228.0

(56,333)



		100

		1239.6

(306,323)

		798.7

(197,357)

		510.9

(126,246)

		1023.7

(252,965)

		704.2

(174,000)

		918.3

(226,919)

		488.5

(120,711)

		208.0

(51,405)



		125

		1222.0

(301,960)

		788.2

(194,768)

		394.2

(97,418)

		865.9

(213,974)

		591.2

(146,132)

		905.4

(223,739)

		379.7

(93,828)

		185.4

(45,815)



		¹County totals are independent of Outer Banks

		

		

		

		



		²Outer Bank totals consist of only Dare and Hyde County properties

		

		





		

		

		





Regardless of the pathway of future emissions, Kopp et al. (2015, p. 701) indicates that it is virtually certain (Probability >0.998) that both Wilmington and Duck will experience a rate of sea level rise over the 21st century and very likely (Probability > 0.90) that the rate of that rise will exceed the rate observed during the 20th century. Overall, uncertainty in North Carolina’s projected rate of sea level rise comes from two primary sources: oceanographic and Antarctic ice sheet responses to climate change, the former contributing the larger source of uncertainty through most of the century (Kopp et al. 2015, p. 702).
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Figure 9. Analysis boundary and current MSL for the NC NEP area.
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Figure 10. Analysis boundary and MSL in 125 years for the NC NEP area.
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Figure 11. Analysis boundary and current MSL for the federal lands in Dare County.
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Figure 12. Analysis boundary and MSL in 125 years for the NC NEP area.



[bookmark: _Toc497117244]Public Perceptions

A recent survey was conducted by Responsive Management, Inc. (2016, p. ii) between July and September 2016 and obtained 2,577 total completed surveys, including 2,420 for landowners and 157 for renters on the Albemarle Peninsula. The survey was done for the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, “to determine the perspectives and views of residents and landowners of the Albemarle Peninsula regarding coyotes and red wolves, the management of those species, and the Red Wolf Recovery Program,” (Responsive Management, Inc. 2016, p. i). 



Results from the survey indicated that 44% of respondents agreed that coyotes were non-native to the peninsula, while only 28% agreed that red wolves were native to North Carolina (Responsive Management 2016, p. viii). When asked whether they agreed or disagreed that there should be more red wolves on the Albemarle Peninsula, 50% of respondents disagreed, while only 21% agreed (Responsive Management, Inc. 2016, p. iii). While generally 32% of residents supported and 39% oppose having wild red wolves on the Albemarle Peninsula (Responsive Management, Inc. 2016, p. 253), support was variable under specific scenarios (seventeen were presented). Among these were: it becoming easier to distinguish a wolf from a coyote (51% support), hiring a full-time staff person to engage landowners, answer questions, and resolve problems (53% support), and if landowners could kill a red wolf or coyote at will, without a permit, as long as it was reported (47% support) (Responsive Management, Inc. 2016, p. 253). Respondents were also split on potential futures of the recovery program in the state ranging from termination of the program to expansion with new incentives for landowners (Responsive Management, Inc. 2016, p. 253). Overall, the perspectives were quite varied and demonstrate that both support and opposition for the species and the program exist on the Albemarle Peninsula. It is important to note that specific impressions of subgroups can show different degrees of support or opposition in public opinion studies (meaning all members of a subgroup may not be equally in favor or opposed to a specific position), as illustrated in Bruskotter et al. (2007, p. 215, entire). 



Although the numbers of coyotes and red wolves in these counties favor seeing and interacting with a coyote, half of all hunters surveyed agreed that red wolves reduce small game levels to unacceptable levels and 38% agreed red wolves reduce deer (Odocoileus virginianus) numbers to unacceptable levels. Sixty-four percent of hunters agreed that coyotes reduce small game populations and nearly half (49%) agree they also deplete deer numbers to unacceptable levels (Responsive Management 2016, pp. ix-x). 

In another public opinion survey conducted for gray wolves, Treves et al. (2013, p. 315) found that over time their 656 survey respondents showed increased agreement with statements about wolves competing with hunters for deer, fear of wolves, and inclination towards poaching a wolf. WMI (2016, p. 90) concluded in the program review completed in 2014, that there was “potential for decreasing support for wolf conservation within the red wolf restoration area and continued negative population impacts from poaching.” 





[bookmark: _Toc497117245]Carcass use, dumping, and Carnivore use of Agricultural Areas

There is evidence in the literature regarding the use of carcass and garbage dumps and gut piles as food sources for red wolves (Dellinger et al. 2011, p. 738). Globally, across numerous studies, predators have been shown to alter home range size and activity in response to a subsidy (anthropogenically-supplied food source) (Newsome et al. 2015, p. 5). Red wolves choose habitats similar to their natal habitat (Karlin and Chadwick 2012, p. 266). While we have seen evidence of wolves in North Carolina using a livestock carcass pit, there were no similar features (e.g., large carcass pits) in the surrounding landscape for natal dispersers to select outside of their natal territory. It should be noted that coyotes would also be attracted to concentrations of prey and carcasses and young wolves are often confused with coyotes. 



In general, wolves avoid direct interaction with humans, particularly where they are persecuted (e.g., hunted or harassed). Agricultural areas in eastern North Carolina have provided deer herds and small mammal populations such as rodents, raccoons and rabbits, with a ready food source for many years.  For the past two decades wolves have used these concentrations of prey and some packs have focused their annual activities near agricultural areas on the peninsula. While these areas provide ready prey and potentially carcasses of both deer and livestock, they also increase the likelihood of interaction with humans, which increases risk of human-wildlife conflict and further interaction with coyotes. Like the gray wolf (and as was seen in the GSMNP) availability of livestock may increase human-wolf conflict as wolves are drawn into areas of vulnerable prey. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117246]Development

At present, development does not appear to have contributed to declines in red wolf populations in this area (refer to map depicting development levels in 2010 on pp. 67-68 below). Development potential in the future may become more relevant if habitat is limited by another factor (e.g., SLR), which drives wolves into areas more heavily used by humans or in areas where the “placeholder” strategy is not implemented to limit introgression with coyotes. 



“Coyotes readily adapt to suburban and urban environments once thought unsuitable and they exhibit great plasticity in their behavior and diet… They are naturally wary of people and will avoid areas in which threats are perceived. They will also become acclimated to humans in the absence of threats, such as hunting and trapping, and in areas where typically unnatural food, such as pet food, garbage and unsupervised small pets, are readily available,” (NCWRC 2012, p.15). One study found coyote densities were eight times higher (2.4 -3.0 individuals/km2) in an area with more urban and residential cover than an area with <2% urban and residential coverage, when 14-25% of food items were anthropogenic in origin (Fedriani 2001, p. 329). Their adaptability and plasticity in using resources associated with human-dominated areas could favor their continued presence in urban and residential areas. 



Although competition and hybridization, and resulting introgression, with coyotes are substantial concerns for the survival of red wolves, we note that red wolves can and often do outcompete coyotes for the best available habitat. Red wolves are larger and stronger. Evidence on the Albermarle Peninsula has shown many red wolf packs, when left alone and not persecuted, sustained themselves quite well without coyote introgression and with minimal, if any, management interference.

[bookmark: _Toc497117247]Summary

While a variety of factors have resulted in documented mortality to red wolves, the primary factors affecting the future viability are anthropogenic mortality (wild populations), introgression (wild populations), and inbreeding depression (captive and wild populations). In addition, in time, sea level rise may limit available habitat on the Albemarle Peninsula and development could limit further westward expansion. 



[bookmark: sqyw64][bookmark: 2dlolyb]It is important to emphasize that many factors affecting the species in North Carolina have been managed through various management strategies (see discussion on pp. 13-14, 34-35) within the recovery program (either in the NC NEP or the SSP). The interventions have been implemented to maintain purity of the genetic stock and ensure survival of wolves both in the SSP and the NC NEP. However, some factors have proven particularly difficult to control. The RWAMP (USFWS 2013, entire) appeared in 2015 to be effectively limiting genetic introgression (< 4% coyote ancestry from introgression since the reintroduction began) into the red wolf population, though hybridization is seen as an ongoing challenge (Gese et al., 2015, pp. 191, 200). 



At present, in the North Carolina population, the birth rate is not sufficient to overcome the losses to mortality. This situation is further aggravated by introgression, which effectively reduces births of pure red wolves. There are now insufficient unrelated red wolves to replace lost breeders and therefore, the population cannot recover from their losses and overcome mortality resulting in a steadily declining population. 
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Figure 13:  Factors affecting red wolf population resiliency

[bookmark: _Toc497117248]CHAPTER 6. SPECIES VIABILITY

We have considered what the red wolf needs for viability and the current condition of those needs (Chapters 3 and 4), and we reviewed the factors that are driving the historical, current, and future conditions of the species (Chapter 5). We now consider what the species’ future conditions are likely to be.

[bookmark: 1rvwp1q][bookmark: _Toc497117249]Introduction

Despite attempts to re-establish the species at several locations, the reintroduction effort initiated in eastern North Carolina in 1987 with four males and four females is the only remaining wild population. The extant population is affected by a variety of factors, but most importantly, anthropogenic mortality and coyote introgression, which act synergistically to further reduce an already very small population (approximately 44 individuals). 



Faust et al. (2016, p. 5) defines the two subpopulations in the model as the SSP (captive stock) and NC NEP (reintroduced population located in North Carolina). As noted previously, the model was created using Vortex 10.1.4.0 software, which is a widely-used population viability assessment tool. “The model is individual-based, meaning it tracks every animal (current and future) in the population over time. After being initiated with the starting population, the model steps through an annual event cycle (e.g., births, transfers between subpopulations, deaths, aging, censusing) for all individuals” (Faust et al. 2016, p. 5). For both subpopulations, each animal is individually identified and tracked using an electronic database (Studbook) maintained using PopLink 2.4. This database contains both the genetic history and demographic information of the population (i.e., births, deaths, transfers between zoos or from the captive stock to the wild, and pedigree back to the original founders (Waddell 2015, [entire; herein a reference to the report generated from the Poplink 2.4 Studbook software cited elsewhere in the document as Faust et al. 2012, entire]). USFWS databases provided additional information on the NC NEP subpopulation. The Vortex model was parameterized using data from those datasets (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 5-6).



In the Faust et al. 2016 model (p. 7), the NC NEP carrying capacity of 150 was based on "… a previous estimate by USFWS (Kelly et al. 1999) of the potential number of individuals that could be held at the original reintroduction site of Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge if the population had access to the whole landscape of the 5-county NC NEP area. In the past the maximum estimated population size was 148 individuals, and when at that size there was not strong observed intraspecific competition or density-dependent effects, so the population was likely not truly at ecological K [(K meaning carrying capacity; ecological K meaning the maximum number of wolves the environment could sustain indefinitely) Gese et al. 2015; Hinton et al. in review)]. However, for the model 150 was chosen as a cap that the population would likely not be able to exceed." The carrying capacity used for the SSP was 225, which was noted as the population size that could be supported with spaces in the SSP at the time the modelling was done. 



Typically, a PVA is run many times because any one simulation (which incorporates random events) may be an anomaly, either higher or lower than the median value of many model runs. The PVA completed by Faust et al. (2016, entire) used 1000 iterations (or runs of a model scenario) and reported mean values for genetic diversity (GD), inbreeding coefficient (F), and number in the population at 125 years (N), as well as probability of extinction and the probability of maintaining 80% GD (i.e., based on the % of the 1000 iterations that hit those thresholds (extinction, or final GD>80%)). It is important to note that 1000 iterations was found to be enough to achieve stable, repeatable results and calculate variance for each scenario. There was variability associated with these values because of the stochastic nature of the model dynamics and this variability reflects a range of possible future outcomes for a model scenario (Faust et al. 2016, p. 13). To look at effects of single or groups of parameters, most parameters are held constant, while one or more of the parameters are manipulated. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117250]CAVEATS TO THE ANALYSIS:

The PVA used starting population sizes as of 1 January 2015, but the wild population experienced subsequent declines. Therefore, the following summaries of model outputs are qualified by explaining that qualitatively, the outcomes and trajectories reported are still expected and useful in comparing between different scenarios, but given the smaller population size an increased risk of stochastically-driven dynamics. Specific model runs would be expected to vary more widely around the projection lines established by the model. In addition, spatial and pack dynamics values aren’t addressed specifically in the model, and there could be more variation driven by these factors if population sizes and dynamics change further at low numbers of packs. J. Simonis noted that based on experience with multiple previous modeling efforts that the strength of interventions modeled in the PVA would be expected, even at presently lower population numbers, to be enough to overcome the noise (variation) in each projection and would achieve the same overall trajectories as reported in the existing model report (J. Simonis 2017b, pers. comm.). 



Overall, due to the impact of anthropogenic mortality and the continuing increase in mortality rate of wild red wolves, all model scenarios that involve the NC NEP would now be expected to result in shorter times to extinction or slightly lower projected population sizes. As numbers decline in the wild population and breeders are lost, remaining breeders have increasing difficulty finding suitable (i.e., red wolf) mates, resulting in increasing introgression by coyotes and a resultant loss of red wolf genes in the wild. 



Certainly additional, more complex modeling could be useful, however there are trade-offs in all modelling efforts between realism and predictive capability. Vital rates associated with the wild population were used for projections (of NC NEP outcomes) and while not all sources of uncertainty were incorporated (e.g., pack structure effects), many were (e.g., environmental variation, catastrophes, proportion of females in the breeding pool, female breeding success, litter size, and offspring sex ratio). In addition, many scenarios were run to compare potential management choices to each other and model validation efforts were made to ensure input values and model setup were valid (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 6-12). The overall goal of this modelling effort was to predict outcomes for the metapopulation (i.e., species) both in terms of overall numbers and genetic outcomes. Vortex was an appropriate choice for this effort. As noted by Feiburg and Ellner (2000, p. 2046) PVA models “may be useful for comparative evaluation of different management scenarios via computer simulation.” Therefore, as noted, by Faust et al. (2016, p. 4) it may be most appropriate to, “compare between scenarios (e.g. relative to each other) rather than as absolute predictions of what will happen.” The timeframes used in the model were guided by the 1990 recovery plan which stated a goal of maintaining 80% genetic diversity in 150 years (125 years from the start of the model), but are appropriate to this species for several reasons: this species has a multiple year life-span; not all adults in the population breed each year; with low population numbers interventions may take decades to result in viability of populations, and these are not point estimates, but trajectories, which have been run long enough to achieve stability and report variances. We acknowledge significant uncertainty exists about the future (e.g., will carrying capacity of the peninsula change due to human land use or habitat loss), especially over these timeframes, but this modeling effort which was conducted prior to the development of the SSA constitutes the best available science and an appropriate modeling tool for the scenarios of interest to the SSA development team.  

[bookmark: _1664s55][bookmark: _Toc497117251]SCENARIOS:

Faust et al. (2016, entire) modeled a wide variety of scenarios related to the SSP and NC NEP including a baseline scenario that includes no releases, recovery on federal lands only, termination of the NC NEP, increases in the SSP capacity, and various changes to NC NEP demographics among others. These scenarios provide substantial insight into possible futures of the SSP and the only wild population. 



In general, various scenarios explored a range of conditions by considering differing levels of: movement of wolves between SSP and wild population, mortality rates, the fraction of females given the opportunity to produce a litter (% breeding), and SSP capacity. Some parameters do not change in most model runs. These values often represent either best practices established over program history or in the field (e.g., genetic management in the SSP) or parameters associated with the biology of red wolves and data collected over the history of the program (e.g., litter size, sex ratio of offspring, reproductive system, effects of inbreeding on demographic parameters). Some of the parameters which remain constant in most scenarios (except model validation scenarios) include: rate of catastrophes affecting the NC NEP (2.9% annually with 50% reduction in survival in NC NEP); model timeframe (125 years); initial population (SSP = 201; NC NEP = 74); reproductive system (i.e., long-term monogamy); carrying capacity of the NC NEP (N=150), among others (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 6-8). For a full explanation of all model parameters considered and detailed descriptions of each scenario and its parameter values, please refer to Faust et al. 2016 (entire). Here we summarize and explore several scenarios presented in their analysis, for detailed descriptions of each model scenario refer to Appendix 2. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117252]Baseline Scenario

Under the baseline scenario, the NC NEP and SSP are uncoupled and no further releases to the wild occur. This scenario gives us a picture of what happens without the SSP’s input to the remaining wolves on the ground in North Carolina. Faust et al. (2016, pp. 15-17) projected that the NC NEP would reach extinction P(E) = 100% in a median time of 37 years, though some iterations were extinct in as few as eight years (refer to Figure 14 below). Based on a carrying capacity of 225, the SSP as modeled was able to maintain its current population size and have a 65.7% chance of maintaining the recovery goal of 80% GD, which would have to be carried by the SSP since the NC NEP is expected to go extinct in the near-term. 



[image: fig3]

Figure 14: Baseline PVA model results for a sample of 100 iterations. Dashed line represents the mean model trajectory over 1000 iterations (reproduced from Faust et al.  2016, p. 15; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117253]Scenarios which alter demographics of the NC NEP

Present growth of the NC NEP is limited because birth rates are not overcoming mortality rates. Several scenarios examined by Faust et al. (2016) examined improving vital rates to explore whether growth of the population was possible, even in the absence of releases from the SSP. According to their modelling effort, improvements to mortality rates and reproductive rates could potentially slow the decline, but would need significant adjustment to ensure persistence of the population in the future. While changes to mortality rates have the greatest impact of any single variable on outcomes (greater than reproductive rate and coyote impact); changes to mortality and reproductive rates would not guarantee a sustainable population (refer to Figures 15 and 16 below) due largely to the long-term effects of inbreeding depression (Faust et al. 2016, p. 18).

[bookmark: _kgcv8k][image: C:\Users\Joseph L. Simonis\Dropbox (Personal)\Red Wolf PVA\Products\Feasibility Review\Feasability Report Data and Analyses\Final Report\fig6.tiff]

Figure 15:  Projected Mean Population Size of NC NEP with Various Demographic Rate Changes (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 18; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP)

[bookmark: _34g0dwd][image: C:\Users\Joseph L. Simonis\Dropbox (Personal)\Red Wolf PVA\Products\Feasibility Review\Feasability Report Data and Analyses\Final Report\fig7.tiff]



[bookmark: _1jlao46]Figure 16: Projected Mean Population Size of the NC NEP with Coyote Impacts and Various Demographic Rate Changes (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 19; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP)

 

[bookmark: _Toc497117254]Scenarios which alter SSP parameters (No releases)

Additional space and improved breeding rates within the SSP have the potential to improve genetic and demographic outcomes. The SSP needs to increase births to avoid a decline. Increased breeding could create a demographically stable population. Increasing the population to 330 or 400 does not result in different demographic outcomes, but would improve genetics, raising the probability of reaching the genetic target P(80GD) from 65.7% (current carrying capacity of 225) to 80% (at 330) or 88.5% (at 400). Increasing capacity while improving breeding success from 19% of paired females being successful to 25% would further improve P(80GD) to 88.3% at 330 spaces or 91.3% at 400 spaces and would further lower inbreeding values from an F = 0.1477 ± 0.0459 (330 spaces) to 0.1426 ± 0.0423 (400 spaces) (Faust et al. 2016, p. 20). 

It should be noted that a carrying capacity for the SSP of 400 was modeled as it represented “a round number large enough to ensure (with >95% prediction probability) that the SSP population would be larger than 330 individuals in the year 2140,” (which was the target set by the 1990 recovery plan (USFWS 1990, entire)), (Simonis 2017a, pers. comm.). 



[bookmark: _Toc497117255]Scenarios which provide releases at current capacity

Releasing 3-4 animals per year to the NC NEP would allow the wild population to avoid extinction, but is not enough alone to create a viable population without other changes (refer to Figure 17 below). 

[image: ]



Figure 17: Projected Mean Population Sizes for the SSP and NC NEP with Releases at Current Capacity (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 21; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP) *Means are represented by solid lines; dashed lines illustrate one standard deviation in each direction (minimum at 0) across 1000 iterations of the model.

[bookmark: _Toc497117256]Scenarios which grow capacity of the SSP and provide releases

Several scenarios evaluated different levels of capacity (number of spaces) in the SSP, with regard to providing for annual releases (using average number from 2005-2014). Under the scenarios which just grew capacity (refer to Figure 18 below), “[NC NEP] still experiences a demographic drag on its population as inbreeding starts to accumulate under these scenarios, which translates into the differences in population size; that drag is much less if the SSP is larger with more breeding,” (Faust et al. 2016, p. 24).



In general, adding space to the SSP allows it to retain higher GD while providing for releases, as well as remaining demographically strong. In fact, adding space and increasing breeding to 25% allows the SSP to retain the highest GD and be the strongest source population for the NC NEP. It should be noted that it would be difficult to grow the captive population while providing for releases without increases in breeding success (Faust et al. 2016, p. 22).  

[image: fig10]

Figure 18: Projected Mean Population Size of NC NEP with 3.3 Releases/Year and Changes to SSP Capacity (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 24; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP) 

[bookmark: _Toc497117257]Scenarios which Provide for Releases and Improve Demographics of the NC NEP

Several scenarios were evaluated which changed mortality rates in the NC NEP or the timing of mortality to increase breeding, while providing for releases. In general, each of these assumed 3.3 animals released per year, but one also considered a reduction in NC NEP mortality, one modeled increased NC NEP breeding, one looked at both of these, and two looked at these with intense releases in the first 15 years and then intermittently (i.e., every 5 and 20 years, respectively) afterwards. 



The first three scenarios (releasing 3.3 animals annually combined with decreased mortality, improved breeding or both) would ultimately create a sustainable wild population in the NC NEP with approximately 100 or more individuals (refer to Figure 19 below). Additionally, changes in mortality have a greater impact than changes to breeding in these scenarios. The probability of achieving a GD of 80% ranged from 56.6 to 66.7% across these scenarios (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 24-25). The latter scenarios, which provide for intense release periods, can improve NC NEP demographics and provide for average population sizes ranging from 110 – 140 at 125 years (as compared to ~67 under scenario F without releases, with P(E) of 16.5%) and nearly eliminate the chance of extinction (Faust et al. 2016, p. 26). 
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Figure 19: Projected Mean Population Size with 3.3 Releases/Year and Improvements to NC NEP Mortality and Breeding Rates (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 25; “NENC,” used by the authors, refers to NC NEP)

[bookmark: _Toc497117258]Scenarios which Provide for Releases, Add capacity to the SSP and Improve Demographics of the NC NEP

Two scenarios explored improving vital rates in the NC NEP (e.g., approximately 20% reduction in annual mortality and shift in when it occurs to improve breeding success to 70%) and increased space (400 spaces) and breeding (% females producing a litter increases from 19 to 25%) in the SSP. Overall, these scenarios resulted in the highest GD and the most improvement in demographics for the NC NEP. These scenarios represent the highest probability of maintaining 80% GD for 125 years of the scenarios modeled (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 10-12 and 25-26). 



[bookmark: _Toc497117259]Scenarios which bring wild animals into the SSP

Reintegrating wild NC NEP wolves back into the SSP would not have a large impact on demographics of the SSP; genetically, the benefits of reintegrating NC NEP genes into the SSP might have a more substantial impact on the SSP, but much of that “extra” benefit would not be captured unless SSP population size was increased. In fact, if the NC NEP program is terminated, larger SSP capacity would be important to ensure the species’ genetic health is not permanently worsened. If additional spaces are not available, cryopreservation of genetic materials should be an important avenue for making sure NC NEP genes are captured, with investments in the research needed to utilize those genes via assisted reproduction (Faust et al. 2016, p.20).

[bookmark: _Toc497117260]Recovery on Federal Lands Only 

In this hypothetical scenario, the NC NEP carrying capacity (K) would be reduced to 25 given estimates of the number of territories that could be supported on federal land within Dare County; coyote impact would be increased (define per Scenario H); SSP would provide one animal every other year for release; the initial population would be reduced to 14 animals, including 8 adults, 2 juveniles, and 4 pups (Faust et al. 2016, p. 11). Overall, this scenario has a “severe demographic and genetic future,” and “would not result in a viable population.” 



“After a severe bottleneck in the first 15 years of the model as the existing animals die off, any population survival is simply because the scenario includes releasing 1 animal every other year from the SSP. Even with this, 67.1% of iterations ended with extinction. The scenario had a median TE [time to extinction] of 14 years; this represents the time to first extinction, although some iterations that went extinct could be restarted by releases.” (Faust et al. 2016, p. 27)



Moreover, with respect to RSLR, emergent federal lands in Dare County are expected to be reduced by 44.5% in 125 years cutting available habitat by almost half. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117261]Summary

The Faust et al. 2016 PVA concludes that multiple scenarios would result in less than a 10% probability of extinction for the NC NEP (Figure 20 below; detailed descriptions of scenarios are available in Appendix 2). Among these were several that would anticipate releases of 3.3 animals per year from the SSP. Several of these also modeled a change in either demographics of the NC NEP (e.g., mortality rate or increased breeding), an increase in SSP capacity, or both. 



		C

		NC NEP mortality = SSP mortality



		D

		NC NEP mortality = Intermediate, no inbreeding depression



		Q

		Movement (3.3 every year)



		R

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 330 spaces



		S

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces



		T

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding



		U

		Movement (3.3 every year), NC NEP mortality = intermediate



		V

		Movement (3.3 every year), NC NEP increased breeding



		W

		Movement (3.3 every year), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		X

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 5 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		Y

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 20 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		AA

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate



		BB

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding





Figure 20: Scenarios in which the NC NEP had less than 10% probability of extinction as modeled by Faust et al. 2016 (figure reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 28; we note that the authors use “NENC” rather than NC NEP, as shown here).



Twenty-two of the modeled scenarios were capable of maintaining genetic diversity of the metapopulation as a whole at greater than 80% (Figure 21 below). Among these were: scenarios which lowered mortality in the NC NEP; increased SSP capacity; brought wolves into the SSP and increased SSP capacity to 330; release scenarios which changed SSP parameters; release scenarios which altered NC NEP vital rates; release scenarios which increased SSP capacity and moved more animals; and scenarios which represented combinations of these elements.  



		C

		NC NEP mortality = SSP mortality



		D

		NC NEP mortality = Intermediate, no inbreeding depression



		F

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate, Increased females breeding NC NEP



		I

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate, reduced coyote impact



		L

		SSP 400 spaces



		M

		SSP 330 spaces, SSP 25% breeding



		N

		SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding



		P

		Capturable wolves brought into SSP, SSP 330 spaces



		S

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces



		T

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding



		X

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 5 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		Y

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 20 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		AA

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate



		BB

		Movement (3.3 every year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		4B

		Capturable wolves brought into SSP, SSP 400 spaces



		4E

		Movement (young, 4.5 per year), SSP 330 spaces



		4F

		Movement (young, 4.5 per year), SSP 400 spaces



		4G

		Movement (young, 4.5 per year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding



		4I

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 10 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		4J

		Movement (3.3 per year for 25 years then every 5 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		4K

		Movement (3.3 per year for 25 years then every 10 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding



		4L

		Movement (3.3 per year for 25 years then every 20 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding





Figure 21: Scenarios which had greater than 80% chance of hitting that benchmark at the metapopulation level (reproduced from Faust et al. 2016, p. 30; we note that the authors use “NENC” rather than NC NEP, as shown here)



Faust et al. (2016, p. 30) note that:



“These modeling scenarios highlight that red wolves will be a conservation-reliant species, requiring population management: all red wolves will need to be treated as a metapopulation, with occasional movement between the SSP and [NC NEP], and perhaps other populations if they are established, to manage declining gene diversity given its small founding population (Goble et al. 2012 [pp. 869-870]). However, with [NC NEP] demographic changes and releases, maintaining a functioning wild population is possible. This is a key example of a species that can be best preserved by the “One Plan” approach, where all populations, captive and wild, are considered under an integrated plan for species conservation (Byers et al. 2013, [p. 4]).”



Maintaining genetic diversity at greater than 80% in the NC NEP was achieved by only two scenarios which necessitated changes to NC NEP, annual releases for 125 years, and increases to SSP capacity and breeding. Overall, the species as a whole can achieve the 80% GD threshold more easily than the NC NEP (Faust et al. 2016, pp. 28-29). Increasing the SSP capacity to 400 spaces increases the probability of achieving genetic diversity of 80% (P(80GD)) from 65.7% (Baseline Scenario) to 88.5%. In addition to this, reproductive improvements are recommended to avoid demographic decline in the SSP. In fact, both populations are small and are expected to see rising inbreeding levels, which have already been detected.  Managing the population as a metapopulation (transferring genetic material in both directions) may help maximize genetic diversity (Faust et al.  2016, pp. 29-30). 

[bookmark: _Toc497117262]Landscape Factors which could impact future populations

Climate change may exacerbate vector-borne diseases like Lyme disease, which is transmitted by a tick. The bacteria which causes the disease has been detected in several canids (both red wolves and coyotes) in North Carolina (Brzeski et al. 2015 pp. 1, 8). However, at present vaccinations for this disease are provided, as well as canine distemper, parvovirus, coronavirus, parainfluenza, Leptospirosis, adenovirus, and rabies whenever they are handled (M. Morse 2017a, pers. comm.).  

[bookmark: _Toc497117263]SLR projections

The Albemarle peninsula is expected to be impacted by sea level rise and climate change. Our RSLR projections forecast an approximate 24% loss off emergent land in the 5 county NC NEP. The eastern portion of Albermarle peninsula will experience the most dramatic effects of inundation in the 125 year projection (Figure 12). Additionally, low lying areas are expected to have increased flooding events and hydroperiods (NC SLR 2015, p. 25; Kopp et al. 2014, p. 7; Kopp et al. 2015, p. 705). Inundation of habitat and frequent flooding or change in habitat type on the eastern side of the Peninsula could drive red wolves to move further west to find upland habitat and into areas already occupied in large numbers by coyotes, which are outside the area with sterile coyote placeholders and would undoubtedly facilitate further hybridization (without significant intervention), which would result in further introgression of coyote genes in the red wolf gene pool. 



Although highly mobile, the westward dispersal of the wolf has its own challenges.  Predicted urbanization and associated anthropogenic factors that favor coyotes (Gese et al. 2015, p. 200) as well as the possible habitat fragmentation and the subsequent reduction in dispersal corridors (Terando et al. 2014, p. 1) will increase the difficulty of wolves retreat from projected RSLR.

[bookmark: _Toc497117264]Land Development

Urban growth projections were created using the SLEUTH (Slope, Land use, Excluded, Urban, Transportation and Hillshade) model, named for the model input datasets and the evolutionary product of the Clarke Urban Growth Model (Belyea and Terando 2013, entire). This model uses land cover change modeling, cellular automata (a model approach where landscape is divided into a grid of cells), and terrain mapping to predict urban growth (Jantz et al. 2009, entire; Belyea and Terando 2013, entire). SLEUTH provides urban growth projections which are useful across a range of applications; including wildlife habitat analysis, conservation planning, and land cover dynamics analysis. SLEUTH incorporates four growth rules (Spontaneous Growth, New Spreading Centers, Edge Growth and Road-Influenced Growth) to model the rate and pattern of urbanization SLEUTH incorporates four growth rules (spontaneous growth, new spreading urban centers, edge growth around existing urban areas, and road-influenced growth). In addition to simulating outward growth of existing urban areas, the model also projects new centers of urbanization and growth along transportation corridors (Terando et al. 2014, p. 2; Belyea and Terando 2013, entire). The model is trained using past urbanization patterns, as the most relevant scenario of growth in the Southeast (a fast-growing region), is the “Business-as-Usual” scenario, in which the net effect of growth is commensurate with growth in the past (Terando et al. 2014, pp. 1-2). Once the right parameter values are isolated for the growth rules, the model is run in prediction mode, producing one urban growth cycle per year, producing a GIF image with an annual probability of urbanization for each pixel (Belyea and Terando 2013, entire). The SLEUTH model covers nine states at 60-m resolution, reflecting fine-scale changes in habitat-connectivity (Terando et al. 2014, p. 2). While it does not explicitly account for demographic and economic drivers of growth, the model has shown utility in predicting urban growth patterns over its 15-year evolution (Terando et al. 2014, p. 2).  



While urbanization has a variety of effects on ecosystems, it will likely also influence the ability of species to respond to climate change, by creating movement barriers for species that cannot survive in cities and corridors for species that can (Terando et al. 2014, p. 1). The spreading development frontier indicates increasing connectedness in the Southeast and favorable conditions for urban-adapted species, while other species will experience reduced habitat area and increased difficulty in migration and dispersal (Terando et al. 2014, p. 7). In addition, particularly relevant to red wolf, the largest conversion in land cover type in the Southeast for the next 50 years, is from agricultural to urban land use (Terando et al. 2014, pp. 4-5). It is important to note that global warming scenarios will be, “superimposed on or act synergistically with urbanization scenarios,” (Terando et al. 2014, p. 7). 



While development is not anticipated to be a substantial issue for red wolves on the peninsula, it was evaluated in the context of presenting a potential barrier to dispersal in the face of increased flooding and sea level rise. The level of urbanization as reported by the SLEUTH model are provided in Figure 22 below, while the projected probability of growth at 2100 from SLEUTH model projections for the peninsula are provided in Figure 23. 
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Figure 22: Level of urban growth in 2010 as reported by the SLEUTH model (BAU) (refer to pp. 8, 60-63 for information on the SLEUTH model)



[image: C:\Users\erivenbark\AppData\Local\Temp\5\Temp1_North_Carolina_SLR_Maps.zip\Analysis_Boundary_Sleuth_2100.jpg]

Figure 23: Projected urban growth at 2100 based on the SLEUTH model (BAU). 



The eastern portion of the peninsula is not anticipated to experience extensive growth, however, selected locations in Washington and Beaufort counties, as well as areas to the west of the five county peninsula (particularly near Greenville, NC) could see higher rates of growth over time. 

In the case of red wolves, as the combined maps of sea-level rise and projected urban growth above illustrate, habitat will be lost on the Albemarle Peninsula, some of it irreparably (e.g., open water) over the next 125 years. How individual wolves or packs may respond to this loss of habitat to the East is uncertain. However, it is clear as noted by WMI (2014, p. 3), “…climate change impact models indicated that significant portions of the current restoration area on Albemarle Peninsula would succumb to sea level rise. Accordingly, over the long term, current federal lands will not provide sufficient habitat for red wolves in the restoration area.”



Areas on private lands to the west of Federal lands will also be affected. While the wolf is a highly mobile species, which readily expands into available habitat, particularly when concentrations of prey and absence of other predators co-occur, wolves are already dispersing in westerly directions on the peninsula and encountering substantial numbers of coyotes. “Anthropogenically-driven habitat changes continue to favor coyotes because of their ability to colonize areas in closer proximity to human activity,” (Gese et al. 2015, p. 200). In the face of sea level rise and other land use changes, the area used by red wolves will shift and will invariably include a smaller proportion of federal lands. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117265]Status Assessment Summary

We used the best available information to forecast the likely future condition of the red wolf. Our goal was to describe the viability of the species in a manner that will address the needs of the species in terms of resiliency, redundancy, and representation. We considered the possible future condition of the species. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117266][bookmark: 48pi1tg]Resiliency

[bookmark: _GoBack]Given the very low numbers in the NC NEP (3 breeding pairs; N approximately 44), without substantial intervention (e.g., releases and management of coyote introgression), extinction will likely occur within as few as eight years (Faust et al. 2016, p. 15). While, Faust et al. (2016, p. 3) suggested that the NC NEP could avoid extinction and be viable (<10% chance of extinction in 125 years) as a population with intervention, which might include reduction of the NC NEP mortality rate, increase in breeding rates (which would require reducing breeding season mortality), and releases from the SSP for approximately 15 years followed by releases to maintain genetic health after that. The starting value (number of animals) for the population is now lower (44 wolves) than was initially modeled, and there is now an increased risk of stochastically-driven dynamics given the smaller population size (i.e., variability in the environment could have a stronger effect on the remaining population, than initially projected). In addition, spatial and pack dynamics values aren’t addressed specifically in the model, so there could be more variation driven by these factors at low numbers of packs (J. Simonis 2017b, pers. comm.). All in all, without significant intervention in the wild population, it is expected to go extinct in the very near-term. 



If interventions described in Faust et al. (2016) are carried out which could produce a viable population on the Albemarle Peninsula, substantial additional efforts will be needed to facilitate population expansion particularly to the West, as the population grows, which would require revision of the NC NEP designation. Modelling indicates landscape-level factors (e.g., particularly sea-level rise and increased flooding) will result in substantial changes to the habitat on the peninsula in the next 125 years, which could push wolves further west where they would encounter more development (e.g., Greenville area), as indicated by the SLEUTH model results. Whether their natural mobility as a species will allow them to locate suitable habitat in a changing landscape is still unclear, but coyotes will likely use the same habitats and are more adaptable with regard to human development and infrastructure. Without sufficient wolf mates on the landscape, hybridization would likely continue to occur and coyotes already vastly outnumber wolves on both the peninsula and areas to the West, so aggressive management and significant efforts in an expanded area would be necessary, if the species moves further West.  However, we note that red wolves are larger and stronger than coyotes; they have and can outcompete coyotes for the best habitat and sustain themselves without coyote introgression if not persecuted. Any decision about future management would follow recovery planning and coordination with partners prior to implementation. 



Dellinger (2013, p. 329) noted that much of the RWREPA is already subject to periodic flooding and these areas are difficult for red wolves to navigate and avoided by their primary prey, white-tailed deer. Further, “Where roads are present, these habitats could serve as travel corridors and allow for red wolves to persist in areas where low and high quality habitats are highly interspersed and large parcels of high quality habitats are few.” Dellinger (2013, p. 329) concluded that red wolves could adapt to changes in land use. 



It is highly speculative to consider exactly how uninundated upland areas will be used 100-125 years in the future by humans or the wide variety of other species on the Peninsula, which could be pushed further inland as waters rise. Flooding potential and tropical cyclone activity (i.e., intensity, number, or frequency) may also influence future land use and resultant responses by both humans and animals and are particularly difficult to predict. These factors could increase uncertainty about future predictions or reduce areas available to wildlife, including red wolves. 



With regard to the SSP, “While the SSP has been maintained at a relatively large population size of more than 150 animals for over 20 years, it needs to increase breeding and increase its population size/space to ensure long-term viability and its ability to serve as a strong source for animals to release to the wild” (Faust et al. 2016, p. 3)

[bookmark: _Toc497117267]Redundancy

Redundancy is having sufficient numbers of resilient populations for the species to withstand catastrophic events. The single wild population of red wolves is projected to go extinct in approximately 37 years, but could go extinct in as few as eight years (Faust et al. 2016, p. 15). Without additional reintroduction sites the species is unlikely to have significant redundancy in the wild in the future. It could be argued that some level of redundancy is present in captivity because the species is held at multiple facilities throughout the U.S., however, this does not constitute a functioning, wild population. Therefore, at present and into the future, there is no redundancy of wild populations. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117268]Representation

The SSP represents the genetic fail-safe for the entire population and any future recovery potential for the species. All twelve of the original lines are still represented and Faust et al. (2016) provide several scenarios through which the SSP could be expanded, genetic diversity maintained, and future release efforts supported. While any future reintroductions would require a consideration of SSP capacity to support these efforts, it is clear that the SSP effort has maintained a genetically-diverse stock from which to grow the population and release the most diverse animals possible. 

[bookmark: _Toc497117269]Next Steps

The results of this Species Status Assessment will be used to update the current Red Wolf Recovery Plan and provide a basis for future recovery planning efforts. The Population Viability Analysis framework and model (Faust et al. 2016, entire) has the capacity to consider additional scenarios and sites making it a useful tool should future reintroductions need to be evaluated for their contribution to species-level genetic diversity or project resiliency of individual potential reintroductions (Faust et al. 2017, pers. comm.). Should additional sites be selected for further evaluation of reintroduction potential, several pieces of information may be particularly helpful in evaluating them using the PVA and other tools. To help inform this process, Table 4 below explains parameter values used in Faust et al. (2016), where new information may exist to inform these values, and where information might originate to inform them for future projections if new release sites or additional model runs are needed. In addition, peer reviewers have suggested efforts might be made to model pack dynamics and wolf-coyote interactions more explicitly. We acknowledge that this may be very useful in better understanding how pack dynamics influence population demographics and introgression in the future. Future modeling efforts may incorporate more complex biological or ecological elements of this system to further improve future projections.



[bookmark: _2250f4o]

[image: ] Table 4: Data Updates and Needs for Future Model Runs
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		Factor Affecting the Species

		Timeframe

(Past (P), Current (C), Future (F)) 

		Likelihood of threat occurring

		Impact to Species (life stage/mechanism)

		Area(s), Stages of Impact

		Extent of Populations Affected?

		Proactive Management?

		Exacerbated or Synergistic with another Factor?



		Introgression

(Faust et al 2016)

		P, C, F

		Very High

		All; Reproduction; Recruitment Rate

		NC NEP; potential future sites

		Only wild; all potential ones

		Yes; placeholder effort, 
Adaptive Management Plan

		Habitat loss; gunshot mortality (Bohling and Waits 2015), coyote management efforts



		Habitat loss NC NEP – climate change

		F

		Projections could be done

		Increased dispersal; Pack movement inland

		NC NEP

		Affected areas of NC NEP

		No

		Possibly change human interaction, unclear. 



		Human Shooting (Hinton et al 2016) – 

		P, C, F

		Very High

		Adults; Juveniles; Population -Survival Rate

		NC NEP; potential future sites

		Only wild; all potential ones

		Yes; education, legal protection

		Yes; disrupts social structure, incr. introgression; disproportionate <4 year



		Inbreeding Depression

		P, C, F

		Very High

		Individual Fertility; Population Recruitment rate

		NC NEP; potential future sites

		Affects NC NEP

		Yes; captive management and releases

		Yes; shooting mortality and introgression?



		Disease outbreaks

		P, C, F

		See rates used in Faust et al 2016

		All life stages

		NC NEP; potential future sites?

		Could happen in NC NEP; could happen in SSP, but likely would manage

		Yes; vaccination program

		coyote presence; yes vector-borne affected by climate change



		Hurricanes

		Past, Current, Future

		See rates used in Faust et al 2016

		All life stages

		NC NEP; potential future sites?

		NC NEP – yes; SSP -no

		No; minor so far

		Possibly climate change – dynamics complicated



		Fire

		Past, Current, Future

		See rates used in Faust et al 2016

		All life stages

		NC NEP; potential future sites?

		NC NEP – yes; SSP unlikely

		No; minor so far

		No



		Vehicle Collision

		P, C, F

		Very High

		Juveniles/Adults

		NC NEP; specific areas?

		NC NEP

		No or Yes; signage on roadways, wildlife underpasses

		?



		Management

		P 

		Low

		Release animals only

		NC NEP; Release Areas

		NC NEP; Release Areas

		Yes; SOP (Protocols)

		No



		Private Trapper

		P 

		Low

		Release animals only

		NC NEP; Release Areas

		NC NEP; Release Areas

		Yes; SOP (Protocols), trapping regulations, education and incentive programs

		No or Yes; local trapping efforts, fox pen activity








[bookmark: _Toc497117273]Appendix 2: Detailed Description of Model Scenarios reproduced from Faust et al. (2016, p. 9-12)

*Note: The authors use “NENC” rather than NC NEP, as shown below

		Label 

		Scenario Name 

		Description 



		A 

		Baseline 

		SSP and NC NEP populations uncoupled (separate, no releases) with baseline demographic rates as described above 



		NC NEP population - demographic rate changes (survival, reproduction)



		B 

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate 

		NC NEP mortality rates are decreased to “intermediate” levels, calculated as the midpoint value between the SSP and NC NEP rates, for age classes 1-16 (Table A3). 

Anthropogenic mortality is the leading cause of death for red wolves (Hinton et al. 2015). Evidence suggests that anthropogenic mortality in the population is additive rather than compensatory (Sparkman et al. 2011b), suggesting that if human-caused mortalities were reduced, the overall mortality rates for the population would be lower. USFWS managers also suggest that in the population’s early history there were management and health-related issues which, with experience, are now better managed; this is supported by the decreasing trend in per capita mortality over time (Appendix 1, Fig. A8). Although the mortality values used in this scenario are hypothetical, they generally represent a scenario in which anthropogenic (and other) mortality sources are reduced but not reduced to levels as low as the captive SSP population. 



		C 

		NC NEP mortality = SSP mortality 

		NC NEP mortality rates are decreased to SSP mortality rates for age classes 1-16 (Table A3). 



		D 

		NC NEP mortality = Intermediate, no inbreeding depression 

		NC NEP has intermediate mortality rates + elimination of inbreeding depression's impact on offspring sex ratio, infant mortality, and litter size as described in scenario DD. 



		E 

		Increased females breeding NC NEP 

		% NC NEP females breeding increased to 70% based on the highest breeding rates observed in the past, when in 2003-4 the population had 71.4% of females in wolf-wolf pairs (Table A2). 

We hypothesize that these rates can be achieved again by shifting mortality. Over the history of the population, the timing of mortality in the year has shifted such that in more recent years, mortality (primarily anthropogenic) has occurred fall through winter (i.e. in the fall hunting season), which corresponds to red wolf pre-breeding and breeding season (See Fig. A9; Hinton et al. 2015, Hinton et al. in review, Bohling and Waits 2015). When mortality occurs during this time of year, wolves do not have time to form a new pair bond naturally or via USFWS management actions, disrupting reproduction for the season. If late season, anthropogenic mortality is reduced allowing wolves more time to repair if a mate is killed, higher breeding rates should be achievable (Hinton et al. 2015). While shifts in the timing of mortality would support the increased breeding rate modeled here, the actual mortality rates in this scenario remain unchanged. 



		F 

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate, Increased females breeding NC NEP 

		NC NEP has intermediate mortality rates + increased % females breeding. This scenario represents ideal management of demographic rates, where anthropogenic mortality is reduced to the point that overall mortality is reduced, and observed mortality is less concentrated in the pre-breeding and breeding seasons, resulting in higher % females breeding. 



		G 

		Reduced coyote impact 

		% NC NEP males in the breeding pool was increased to 100%, assuming no males are mated with coyote females. % NC NEP females in breeding pool was increased to 68.8%, based on the average annual rate of wolf-canid pairs (i.e. pairs with either a wolf or coyote are replaced by pairs with only wolves) that have been observed 2000-2014 (Table A4). If all wolves were able to make wolf-wolf pairs, reproduction would increase. 

We hypothesize that these effects might take place if the wolf population was large enough that wolves outcompeted coyotes for breeding partners or territories, and/or if the coyote population was managed through a placeholder approach (Gese et al. 2015, Gese and Terletzky 2015, Bohling et al. 2016). 



		H 

		Increased coyote impact 

		Assumes that if the coyote population increases or if coyotes are less managed to avoid impacts on the wolf population, then wolf breeding would be further negatively impacted as coyotes would more frequently pair with wolves. To simulate this, we took the average rate of male and female wolves in wolf-coyote breeding pairs (12% and 16.3%, respectfully) and doubled those rates (to 24% and 32.6%); this reduces the % NC NEP males entering the (wolf) breeding pool from 88% to 76% and females entering the breeding pool from 52.5% to 36.2%. This reduces the breeding pool (of wolf-wolf pairs), which limits the genetic population dynamics as well (fewer pairs have offspring). 



		I 

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate, reduced coyote impact 

		NC NEP population has intermediate mortality rates + increased breeding rates as in Scenario G. 



		J 

		NC NEP mortality = intermediate, Increased coyote impact 

		NC NEP population has intermediate mortality rates + decreased breeding rates decreased as in Scenario H. 



		SSP - increased space and breeding



		K 

		SSP 330 spaces 

		SSP carrying capacity increased to 330 based on the target set in the 1990 Recovery Plan (USFWS 1990). 



		L 

		SSP 400 spaces 

		SSP carrying capacity increased to 400 based on previous modeling work (Simonis et al.  2015b) 



		M 

		SSP 330 spaces, SSP 25% breeding 

		SSP carrying capacity increased to 330 + % females producing a litter increased from 19% to 25%. Although the percentage of paired females that successfully breed with their recommended mate in the SSP has achieved a maximum of 34.6% (Table A1), population managers consider this to be overly optimistic for a sustained period of time (Waddell, personal communication). In discussions with population managers, the PVA team decided that 25% was a reasonable, if challenging, value to achieve on an annual basis (Waddell, personal communication). 



		N 

		SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding 

		SSP carrying capacity increased to 400 + % females producing a litter increased from 19% to 25% 



		NC NEP individuals brought into SSP



		O 

		Capturable wolves brought into SSP 

		Based on an assessment by FWS staff, 32 individuals of the 74 wolves in the NC NEP at the start of the model could be captured (Harrison, pers. comm.). This scenario assumes that these individuals are moved immediately into the SSP population before the model simulation begins and are subsequently subjected to SSP demographic rates, but the SSP remains at the baseline level of space (225) 



		P 

		Capturable wolves brought into SSP, SSP 330 spaces 

		Bring in the 32 individuals + increase SSP carrying capacity to 330 



		P 

		Capturable wolves brought into SSP, SSP 330 spaces 

		Bring in the 32 individuals + increase SSP carrying capacity to 330 



		Release scenarios - Releases Only



		Q 

		Movement (3.3 per year) 

		Release younger SSP wolves into NC NEP at a rate of 3.3 animals per year, which is based on the average release rate from 2005-2014. Animals are released with these age distributions: 60.6% 0-year olds, 33.3% 1-year olds, and 6% 2-5-year olds (matching age distribution of releases from 2005-2014, Fig. A6), representing primarily a pup-fostering approach. The model randomly selects animals within the given age class range as long as there are individuals available for release. Releases only occur in years when the SSP population size was at least 80% of the SSP’s K. Released individuals are then subject to all NC NEP demographic rates. 



		Release scenarios - Releases + SSP changes



		R 

		Movement (3.3 per year), SSP 330 spaces 

		Releases as in Scenario Q + SSP carrying capacity is increased to 330. 



		S 

		Movement (3.3 per year), SSP 400 spaces 

		Releases as in Scenario Q + SSP carrying capacity is increased to 400. 



		T 

		Movement (3.3 per year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding 

		Releases as in Scenario Q + SSP K = 400 + % females in the SSP producing a litter increased to 25% 



		Release scenarios - Releases + NC NEP demographic rate changes



		U 

		Movement (3.3 per year), NC NEP mortality = intermediate 

		Release as in Scenario Q + decreased mortality in the NC NEP population as in Scenario B. 



		V 

		Movement (3.3 per year), NC NEP increased breeding 

		Release as in Scenario Q + increased breeding in the NC NEP population as in Scenario E. 



		W 

		Movement (3.3 per year), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding 

		Release as in Scenario Q + decreased mortality + increased breeding in the NC NEP population as in Scenario F. 



		X 

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 5 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding 

		Release young animals, 3.3 per year for 15 years and then 3.3 every 5 years from year 16 to 125. NC NEP mortality = intermediate and increased females breeding as in Scenario F. 



		Y 

		Movement (3.3 per year for 15 years then every 20 years), NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding 

		Release young animals, 3.3 per year for 15 years and then 3.3 every 20 years from year 16 to 125. NC NEP mortality = intermediate and increased females breeding as in Scenario F. 



		Z 

		Recovery on federal lands only 

		Hypothetical effects of only using federal lands for NC NEP recovery, scenario includes: Increased coyote impact on reproduction as in Scenario H; NC NEP K reduced to 25 based on estimates of numbers of territories available on federal land; Release 1 animal every other year from the SSP; Initial NC NEP reduced to 14 animals (8 adults, 4 pups, 2 juveniles) 



		Release scenarios - Releases + SSP + NC NEP changes



		AA 

		Movement (3.3 per year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate 

		Release as in Scenario Q + 400 SSP spaces + increased SSP breeding (as in scenario M) + decreased NC NEP mortality 



		BB 

		Movement (3.3 per year), SSP 400 spaces, SSP 25% breeding, NC NEP mortality = intermediate, NC NEP increased breeding 

		Release as in Scenario Q + 400 SSP spaces + increased SSP breeding (as in scenario M) + decreased NC NEP mortality + increased NC NEP breeding 



		NC NEP & SSP populations parameter sensitivity testing



		CC 

		No BSR bias 

		Offspring sex ratio (birth sex ratio, or BSR) set as 50% males (no bias due to inbreeding). 



		DD 

		No inbreeding 

		Remove future inbreeding effects. Use parameter values based on each population's median current inbreeding level, such that offspring sex ratio = 48.8% male, litter size is a Poisson distribution with a mean of 3.97 for the SSP and 4.64 for the NC NEP, and first year mortality is 37.7 for the SSP and 47.4 for the NC NEP. See Appendix 1 for more details. 



		EE 

		No genetic management of SSP 

		For the SSP population, stop genetically managing by mean kinship and allow individuals to be paired and given a breeding recommendation randomly regardless of their mean kinship. 



		FF 

		SSP Current Number of Pairs 

		For the SSP, restrict reproduction to reflect the current number of pairs that are being made within existing space (rather than allowing Vortex to make enough pairs to "breed to K”). Over the past three years, the SSP has recommended an average of 29.3 breeding pairs (Table A1). In the model, this is implemented by allowing the first 29 paired females to have a 19% probability of breeding success and, beyond that, pairs have a 0% probability of breeding success. 



		GG 

		No Environmental Variation in any demographic parameters 

		For the NC NEP only, evaluate the impact of EV on model results by setting all EV values to 0 









[bookmark: _Toc497117274]Appendix 3: Maps showing Intermediate time Steps for Sea Level Rise on the albemarle Peninsula[image: C:\Users\erivenbark\AppData\Local\Temp\5\Temp1_North_Carolina_SLR_Maps.zip\Analysis_Boundary_MSL_+.39_RFS.jpg]Appendix 3, Map 1: MSL at 25 years for the NC NEP.



[bookmark: _Toc497117275][image: C:\Users\erivenbark\AppData\Local\Temp\5\Temp1_North_Carolina_SLR_Maps.zip\Analysis_Boundary_MSL_+.78_RFS.jpg]  Appendix 3, Map 2: MSL at 50 years for the NC NEP.
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Estimated Hunter Harvest of Coyotes on the Albemarle Peninsula by Year



		Year

		n*

		Total Harvest

		Confidence Limits (+)

		PSE**

		% of harvest taken incidentally***



		2010-11

		8

		632

		643

		0.519

		7.69%



		2011-12

		19

		670

		327

		0.249

		27.86%



		2012-13

		10

		324

		340

		0.535

		0.00%



		2013-14

		8

		331

		551

		0.849

		0.00%



		2014-15

		7

		214

		218

		0.520

		0.00%



		2015-16

		9

		351

		384

		0.558

		14.29%



		2016-17

		9

		195

		191

		0.500

		33.33%





Notes: *“n” denotes the number of survey respondents; **PSE is the percent standard error (a measure of precision), and ***% harvest taken incidentally records that coyotes were not the primary target animal (e.g., coyote may have been taken while hunters were hunting deer, for instance); 95% confidence limits are large, likely due to the small number of survey respondents used to generate the estimate





Estimated Trapper Harvest on the Albemarle Peninsula by Year

		Year

		n*

		Est. Total Harvest in AP

		Confidence Limits (+)

		PSE**



		2012-13

		27

		307

		212

		0.352



		2013-14

		17

		190

		119

		0.321



		2014-15

		21

		297

		176

		0.302



		2015-16

		14

		88

		37

		0.218



		2016-17

		19

		265

		126

		0.243





Notes: *“n” denotes the number of survey respondents; **PSE is the percent standard error
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		Estimated Trapper Harvest in North Carolina by Year



		Year

		n

		Est. Trapper Harvest

		                         Confidence Limits (+)

		PSE



		2012-13

		504

		5,419

		917

		0.086



		2013-14

		558

		6,951

		1,141

		0.084



		2014-15

		516

		7,611

		1,605

		0.108



		2015-16

		434

		7,643

		1,451

		0.097



		2016-17

		474

		6,337

		958

		0.077





Notes: *“n” denotes the number of respondents; **PSE is the percent standard error

















Total Reported Depredation Take of Coyotes by Year in North Carolina
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5-YEAR REVIEW

Red Wolf (Canis rufus)



GENERAL INFORMATION



Background:



1. Is there an existing status review for the species? (e.g., listing document, 5 Year Review, 12-month petition finding, reclassification rule). 

☒Yes

☐No

If yes, list the applicable documents:

· Red Wolf 5-Year Status Review 2007

· Red Wolf Species Status Assessment (SSA) 2017



2. When was this current 5-Year Review initiated (provide date and FR citation)?  

October 31, 2016 (81 FR 75425)



3. Has all new information acquired since the last status review been evaluated? 

☒Yes

☐No 



4. Is there substantive new information since the last status review, such as:

· New conservation agreements in place

· Significant change in numbers, population, and/or habitat

· Change in threats

· New survey data

· New research findings

· New taxonomic information

☒Yes

☐No

If yes, continue to 5. If no, continue to Conclusion.



5. Updated Information and Current Species Status



Methodology to Update Information and Complete Review

In accordance with section 4(c)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act), the purpose of a 5-year review is to assess each threatened and endangered species to determine whether its status has changed since the time of its listing, or its last status review and whether it should be classified differently or removed from the list of threatened and endangered species.  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) reports the results of a comprehensive biological status review as part of a Species Status Assessment (SSA) to inform this 5-year review and, if needed, recovery planning.  The SSA provides a thorough account of the species’ overall viability and, therefore, extinction risk; the current and future viability of the red wolf is described in terms of resiliency, redundancy, and representation. The SSA represents the Service’s evaluation of the best available scientific information. The SSA underwent independent peer and partner review before being used as the scientific basis to support a decision making process regarding the recommendation presented in this 5-year review.  



Below, we provide updated analyses of all available information, including information that has become available since the 2007 5-year review, which resulted from the SSA.



Biology and Habitat

New Interpretations of Red Wolf Historic Range

A recent review of available information regarding historic records of red wolves in the U.S. by Wildlife Management Institute (WMI), concluded that earlier range delineations had been too restrictive and that the historic range of the red wolf encompassed southeastern U.S. westward to the Edwards Plateau in Texas, north to the lower Midwest (i.e., southeastern Missouri, southern Illinois) and east into Southern Pennsylvania and extreme southeastern New York (WMI 2016, pp.19, 22-23). See the SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 12, 15) for additional information, including a map of the historic range as described by WMI. 



Red Wolf Origin and Taxonomy

The red wolf (C. rufus) has generally been accepted as the valid designation for wolves in the southeastern United States; however, there is a lack of consensus among the scientific community regarding the taxonomy and genetic ancestry of the red wolf. For more than 30 years, various studies have reached conflicting conclusions as to the origin, and therefore, the correct taxonomic status of the red wolf. Since the 2007 5-year review, additional morphological and genetic studies have become available, all of which continue to reach conflicting conclusions.



Several studies provide support for Audubon and Bachman’s original designation of red wolf as a subspecies of the gray wolf (C. l. rufus) (Lawrence and Bossert 1967, pp. 228-230; Phillips and Henry 1992, p. 597; and Wayne 1995, p. 11). Others have supported designation of the red wolf as a separate species (C. rufus) (Atkins and Dillon 1971 in Paradiso and Nowak 1972, p. 4; Paradiso and Nowak 1971, pp. 7, 8; Paradiso and Nowak 1972, entire; Gipson et al. 1974 in Nowak 1979, p. 26; Freeman 1976 in Nowak 1979, p. 26; Elder and Hayden 1977 in Nowak 2002, p. 98; Nowak 1979, pp. 12, 29-30, 34; Nowak 1992, p. 594; Nowak 1995, pp. 388, 389, 394; Nowak 2002, pp. 99, 118; Kurten and Anderson 1980 in Nowak 2002, p. 98; Hall 1981 in Nowak 2002, p. 98;  Phillips and Henry 1992, p. 597; Bertorelle and Excoffier 1998 in Hedrick et al. 2002, p. 1906; Hedrick et al. 2002, p. 1912; Chambers et al. 2012, pp. 29, 32, 34; Hinton and Chamberlain 2014, pp. 857-859; Hohlenlohe et al. 2017, p. 2).



Many studies have focused on the origin of the red wolf rather than addressing taxonomic questions (Chambers et al. 2012, p. 3). This is particularly true for genetic studies. With these various hypotheses concerning the origin of the red wolf, some authors also provide taxonomic recommendations. One hypothesis suggests that red wolves evolved as a distinct lineage from a common ancestor with coyotes (C. latrans) and should be recognized as a full species (Nowak 2002, pp. 106, 117, 119; Nowak and Federoff 1998, pp. 722-723; Bertorelle and Excoffier 1998 in Hedrick 2002, p. 1906; Chambers et al. 2012, p. 34; Hohenlohe et al. 2017, pp. 1, 2). 



Advances in molecular genetic capabilities has led to even greater controversy regarding interpretations of wolf taxonomy (Chambers et al. 2012, pp. 4-5). With the onset of applied genetic techniques in the 1990s came new hypotheses suggesting the red wolf evolved via hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes (Wayne and Jenks 1991, pp. 566-567; Roy et al. 1994, p. 565; Roy et al. 1996, pp. 1420-1421; Wayne 1995, p. 9; Wayne and Gittleman 1995, pp. 4, 7; Wayne et al. 1998, pp. 726, 728; Reich et al. 1999, pp. 139, 143; vonHoldt et al. 2011, pp. 8, 9; vonHoldt et al. 2016, p. 7; Hohenlohe et al. 2017, pp. 1, 2; vonHoldt et al. 2017, p. 1).  However, there is disagreement over the timeframe in which hybridization took place; estimates range from as far back as the Pleistocene (10,000 years ago) to as recent as 300 years ago with European settlement (Wayne 1995, pp. 10-11; Roy et al. 1994, p. 565; Wayne and Gittleman 1995, pp. 7-8; Roy et al. 1996, p. 1421; Reicht et al. 1999, p. 143; vonHoldt et al. 2011, p. 8; Sefc and Kobmuller 2016, pp. 1-2; vonHoldt et al. 2016, pp. 7-8; Hohenlohe et al. 2017, p. 2; vonHoldt et al. 2017, p. 2). Recommendations on the taxonomic status of red wolf are given by some authors and vary with ancient hybridization origin and recent hybridization origin, with some concluding the red wolf is a distinct species (Nowak 1992, p. 594; Sefc and Kobmuller 2016, pp. 1-2 (part of eastern wolf, C. lycaon); Hohenlohe et al. 2017, pp. 1, 2) and others concluding it is merely a hybrid and not distinct from gray wolves and coyotes (Wayne and Jenks 1991, p. 566; Roy et al. 1994, pp. 565-566; Wayne 1995, p. 9-11; Wayne and Gittleman 1995, pp. 4-7; Roy et al. 1996, p. 1420; Wayne et al. 1998, p. 726; vonHoldt et al. 2016, p. 8; vonHoldt et al. 2017, p. 1). 



Genetics studies have also resulted in suggestions that the red wolf and Algonquin wolf are a distinct North American evolved wolf species, the eastern wolf (C. lycaon), that evolved from a common ancestor with coyotes (Wilson et al. 2000, pp. 2158, 2164; Kyle et al. 2006, p. 12; Wilson et al. 2012, p. 2328). However, due to a bottleneck associated with captive breeding, the red wolf’s contemporary genetic signature has diverged (Rutledge et al. 2015, p. 2). 



In 2016, an expert workshop was convened to investigate and address key questions related to uncertainty surrounding hybridization and the potential increase in introgression with coyotes and challenges to survival of red wolves. The main contribution of the workshop was the evaluation of competing evolutionary origin hypotheses for the red wolf, specifically whether the red wolf is a listable entity under the ESA (Pacifi and Mills 2016, p. 13). Although the attending experts did not reach consensus on a hypothesis, they did agree that there was a logical and valid path to make a determination that the red wolf is a listable entity under the ESA either as a species (C. rufus), a subspecies of DPS of eastern wolf (C. lycaon), or a subspecies or DPS of gray wolf (C. lupus) (Pacifi and Mills 2016, p. 16).



The debate over the taxonomic status of the red wolf has continued for more than 30 years. Genetic studies present conflicting interpretations and offer various theories on the origin of the red wolf and recommendations on the correct taxonomic status. There are three main theories on the origin of the red wolf: (1) the red wolf originated from ancient hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes, (2) the red wolf originated from recent (post European colonization) hybridization between gray wolves and coyotes, and (3) the red wolf evolved from a common ancestor with the coyote, but is of a lineage divergent from coyotes. Additionally, one of the mammal taxonomy authorities (Wilson and Reeder, Mammal Species of the World Third Edition 2005) does not recognize the red wolf as a distinct species, but does recognize it as a subspecies of gray wolf. Given the fact that the scientific community is not in agreement on the question of red wolf taxonomy, in 2017, the USFWS conducted a review of all the evidence related to red wolf taxonomy. The most recent scientific publications continue to provide conflicting interpretations and support for different theories of origin, specifically theories 2 and 3 above; therefore, USFWS continues to recognize the red wolf as the species Canis rufus.   



Red Wolf Genetics and Management

New information regarding conservation of the red wolf gene pool can be found in the SSA. A new population viability model (PVA) was completed in 2016 (Faust et al. 2016, entire). The PVA models viability of the captive stock, as well as the wild nonessential experimental population (NEP) in North Carolina, to better comprehend the conditions under which the two populations can persist in the future and how viability would be impacted by movement between the populations. For information on genetic diversity needs for red wolf viability, current gene diversity, and projected gene diversity under current conditions for up to 43 years, see the SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 28-29). For future projected probability of reaching the genetic target set by the Red Wolf Recovery Plan (USFWS 1989) (80 – 85% genetic diversity over 150 years) under various management scenarios, see the SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 54-65).



Additionally, the “placeholder program” has been evaluated and found to be an effective way to manage coyote introgression (Gese and Terletzky 2015, p. 18). Details of this evaluation and the impact on hybridization with coyotes and coyote gene introgression can be found in the SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 34-37).



Dynamics of the Restored Red Wolf Population

For updated information on NEP population dynamics, see the SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 29-36).



Five Factor Analysis

The recently completed SSA (USFWS 2017, pp. 31-52) contains an evaluation of the past, current and future factors affecting the needs of red wolf for viability (i.e., a five factor analysis). Below is a breakdown of new information in the SSA under each factor.



Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of habitat or range.

· Development (USFWS 2017, p. 51)



Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes.

Not known to have effects on red wolf populations (USFWS 2017, p. 31)



Disease or predation

· Disease and parasites (USFWS 2017, pp. 40-41)



Inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms

In the 2007 5-year review (USFWS 2007, pp. 26-28), we conclude that the nonessential experimental population status of the North Carolina population is effective in red wolf conservation and in allowing flexibility for red wolves and people. However, since the 2007 review, the rate of human caused mortality (e.g., gunshot, vehicle collision, poisoning, and suspected illegal activity) has increased, causing the population to decline to a critical level (USFWS 2017, pp. 31-32, 36, 39).



The rule under section 4(d) of the Act for the red wolf (50 CFR 17.84(c)) contains the necessary prohibitions and exceptions that allow for take of red wolves in certain situations. These exceptions include: 1) take with a valid permit for educational purposes, scientific purposes, the enhancement of propagation or survival of the species, zoological exhibition, and other conservation purposes consistent with the Act and in accordance with applicable State fish and wildlife conservation laws and regulations; 2) take on private lands provided that such taking is not intentional or willful, or is in defense of that person’s own life or the lives of others; 3) take on Federal, State, of local government lands provided that such taking is incidental to lawful activities, is unavoidable, unintentional, and not exhibiting a lack of reasonable care, or is in defense of that person’s own life or lives of others; 4) harassing provided that all such harassment is by methods that are not lethal or physically injurious to the red wolf; 5) take by private landowner on their property after efforts by project personnel to capture such animals have been abandoned and such actions are approved in writing; and 6) take by any employee or agent of the Service or State conservation agency if the action is necessary to: aid a sick, injured, or orphaned specimen, dispose of a dead specimen, or salvage a dead specimen which may be used for scientific study; take an animal that constitutes a demonstrable but non-immediate threat to human safety or that is responsible for depredations to lawfully present domestic animals or other personal property; and move an animal for genetic purposes.



Under the exceptions described above, take is required to be reported (except take with a valid permit and take by an employee or agent of the Service or State conservation agency). Reporting is not required but encouraged when take occurs outside the designated NEP area. Considering the increase in mortality by gunshot (SSA p. 29, 32-36) and a lack of corresponding reports of legal take, it appears that the NEP status is not effective at protecting the red wolf from illegal take.



Other natural or manmade factors

· Small population size and founder stock (USFWS 2017, pp. 32-33)

· Coyote introgression (USFWS 2017, pp. 33-37)

· Vehicle collision (USFWS 2017, p. 39)

· Gunshot mortality (USFWS 2017, p. 39)

· Poisoning and suspected illegal activity (USFWS 2017, p. 39)

· Fire (USFWS 2017, p. 41)

· Hurricanes and storms (USFWS 2017, p. 41)

· Sea-level rise and habitat inundation (USFWS 2017, pp. 41-49)

· Public perceptions (USFWS 2017, p. 50).

· Carcass use, dumping, and carnivore use of agricultural areas (USFWS 2017, p. 51).



Synthesis

Since 2007, the red wolf NEP has declined significantly. The primary factors affecting the future viability are anthropogenic mortality (wild populations), introgression (wild populations), and inbreeding depression (captive and wild populations). In addition, in time, sea level rise may limit available habitat on the Albemarle Peninsula and development could limit further westward expansion (USFWS 2017, p. 52). At present, in the North Carolina population, the birth rate is not sufficient to overcome the losses to mortality. This situation is further aggravated by introgression, which effectively reduces births of pure red wolves. There are now insufficient unrelated red wolves to replace lost breeders and therefore, the population cannot recover from their losses and overcome mortality resulting in a steadily declining population (USFWS 2017, p. 52). Without substantial intervention, complete loss of the NEP will likely occur within as few as eight years (Faust et al. 2016, p. 15). The NEP could avoid extinction and be viable (<10% chance of extinction in 125 years) as a population with intervention (Faust et al. 2016, p. 3) (See also USFWS 2017, p. 69). 



[bookmark: 4._Discussion][bookmark: bookmark0]It is important to emphasize that many factors affecting the species in North Carolina have been managed through various management strategies (see USFWS 2017, pp. 13-14, 34-35) within the recovery program (either in the NEP or the SSP). The interventions have been implemented to maintain purity of the genetic stock and ensure survival of wolves both in the SSP and in the NEP. However, some factors have proven particularly difficult to control. The Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (USFWS 2013, entire) appeared in 2015 to be effectively limiting genetic introgression (< 4% coyote ancestry from introgression since the reintroduction began) into the red wolf population, though hybridization is seen as an ongoing challenge (Gese et al., 2015, p. 191, 200; USFWS 2017, pp 47-48). 



With regard to the SSP, “While the SSP has been maintained at a relatively large population size of more than 150 animals for over 20 years, it needs to increase breeding and increase its population size/space to ensure long-term viability and its ability to serve as a strong source for animals to release to the wild” (Faust et al. 2016, p. 3; USFWS 2017, p. 65).



Currently, only one wild population of the species exists and at present, without substantial intervention, it is likely to go extinct within decades. Without additional reintroduction sites the species is unlikely to have significant redundancy in the wild in the future. It could be argued that some level of redundancy is present in captivity because the species is held at multiple facilities throughout the U.S., however, this does not constitute a functioning, wild population (USFWS 2017, p. 65).



The SSP represents the genetic fail-safe for the entire population and any future recovery potential for the species. All twelve of the original lines are still represented and Faust et al. (2016) provide several scenarios through which the SSP could be expanded, genetic diversity maintained, and future release efforts supported. While any future reintroductions would require a consideration of SSP capacity to support these efforts, it is clear that the SSP effort has maintained a genetically-diverse stock from which to grow the population and release the most diverse animals possible (USFWS 2017, p. 70). 



Considering the declining status of the red wolf NEP, continuing factors impacting viability, and future conditions, without intervention, that will negatively impact the red wolf, we recommend the red wolf remain an endangered species under the Act.



Conclusion:

☐Reclassify

☐ To a threatened species

☐ To an endangered species

☐ Delist (Indicate reasons for delisting per 50 CFR 424.11):

☐ Extinction

	☐ Recovery

	☐ Original data for classification in error

☒ No change is needed



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE ACTIONS 

In a 2016 Service Memorandum, Recommended Decisions in Response to Red Wolf Recovery Program Evaluation, the Service committed to completing a SSA for red wolf and using it guide recovery actions, including updating the Red Wolf Recovery Plan. The Recovery Plan will facilitate the development of a vision of what recovery means for the species, what the impediments to recovery are, and possible ways to achieve it. The recovery plan will include: (1) clear, objective and measurable criteria for what recovery looks like for the species, so we know when to pursue delisting; (2) site specific management actions that describe, at a strategic and higher level, what needs to be done to accomplish the goal of recovery; and (3) the time and costs for implementing those actions.



The actual on-the-ground, prioritized activities for implementing the actions in the recovery plan will be described in a separate document, the Recovery Implementation Strategy (RIS). The RIS provides specific, prioritized activities to implement the recovery actions in the plan in the near term and affords us the ability to modify these activities in real time to reflect changes in the information available and progress towards recovery. 



As with any species for which only one wild population exists, even if it is viable, we know that additional populations are essential to red wolf viability and, therefore, its ability to persist in the wild. While the Service has not yet conducted an analysis of potential reintroduction sites, various aspects of red wolf reintroductions have been evaluated, including identifying factors for release success (van Manen et al. 2000), evaluating specific sites for suitability (Shaffer 2007; Jacobs 2009), and evaluating the historic range of the red wolf for potential reintroduction sites (Dellinger, in prep; Toivonen, pers. comm.).



The studies that are available have used slightly different criteria for evaluating suitability or release success of potential reintroduction sites. We intend to use this available information as a basis in which to begin our analysis for potential reintroduction sites. We know that reintroductions will need a large federal land anchor and will include many stakeholders; for example, other federal agencies, state agencies, industry land holdings, conservation lands, and private land owners. Therefore, the recovery planning process, including identifying potential reintroduction sites, will include a diverse team of species experts and stakeholders. Our goal is to build a network of partnerships that will work together to establish recovery goals, an implementation plan, and execute on the ground work to reach the jointly-established recovery goals for the red wolf.



PEER REVIEW

A large part of the red wolf SSA involved seeking expert input on wolf biology, stressors, and current and future condition of the NEP and SSP. A draft SSA Report went through an extensive review process with peer reviewers and North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission. The final SSA Report, on which this 5-year review is based, has been revised in response to the comments and suggestions received from our peer reviewers and State agency reviewers.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Edit to NOI
Date: Tuesday, January 17, 2017 8:29:24 AM
Attachments: 20170117_NOI_EIS_Red Wolf.docx

If we're able to get access (from landowner), this rule will allow the removal of those packs. I've made the
following change to the document:

These revisions will allow removal of isolated packs of animals from lands to which the
Service lacks access, if access is granted, incorporation of these animals into the captive-
breeding program, and better management of the remaining animals in accessible areas to
minimize risks of hybridization. 

Will this go to Jeff today? I have a standing weekly update call this afternoon, I'd like to give everyone an
update on where it is.

thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
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Fish and Wildlife Service



50 CFR Part 17



[Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; FF04E00000 167 FXES11130400000]



RIN 1018–BB98



Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina



AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.



ACTION: Advance notice of proposed rulemaking; notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement.



SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), will prepare a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. We are also announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.



DATES: Comment submission: Public scoping will begin with the publication of this document in the Federal Register and will continue through [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]. We will consider all comments on the scope of the EIS analysis that are received or postmarked by that date. Comments received or postmarked after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.

Public meetings: We will conduct two public scoping meetings during the scoping period. The scoping meetings will provide the public with an opportunity to ask questions, discuss issues with Service staff regarding the EIS, and provide written comments. The meetings will be held on the following dates:

· February 21, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Swan Quarter, NC; and

· February 23, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Manteo, NC. 



ADDRESSES: Comment submission: You may submit written comments by one of the following methods:

(1) Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  Search for FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, which is the docket number for this action.  You may submit a comment by clicking on “Comment Now!”

(2) By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to: Public Comments Processing, Attn: FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041–3803.

We request that you send comments only by the methods described above.  We will post all comments on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see Information Requested below in SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION).  To increase our efficiency in downloading comments, groups providing mass submissions should submit their comments in an Excel file.

Public meetings: We will hold two public scoping meetings on the dates specified above in DATES at the following locations:

· Mattamuskeet High School; 20392 US–264, Swan Quarter, NC 27885. The meeting will be held in the cafeteria.

· Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge; 100 Conservation Way, Manteo, NC 27954. The meeting will be held in the auditorium.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Pete Benjamin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office, 551F Pylon Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606, or by telephone 919–856–4520, extension 11. If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), please call the Federal Relay Service (FIRS) at 800–877–8339.



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:



Background

	The red wolf was originally listed as a species threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (32 FR 4001; March 11, 1967). This species is currently listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The demise of the red wolf was directly related to human activities, such as drainage of vast wetland areas for agricultural purposes; construction of dam projects that inundated prime habitat; and predator control efforts at the private, State, and Federal levels. 

Historically, the red wolf range included Texas and Louisiana to the Ohio River Valley and up the Atlantic Coast into northern Pennsylvania or southern New York, and perhaps further north (Wildlife Management Institute 2014; for reference, see docket number FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006 in www.regulations.gov). However, by the mid-1970s, the only remaining population occurred in southeastern Texas and southwestern Louisiana (Wildlife Management Institute 2014).

	In 1975, it became apparent that the only way to save the red wolf from extinction was to capture as many wild animals as possible and place them in a secured captive-breeding program. This decision was based on the critically low numbers of animals left in the wild, poor physical condition of those animals due to disease and internal and external parasites, the threat posed by an expanding coyote (Canis latrans) population, and consequent inbreeding problems. The Service removed the remaining red wolves from the wild and used them to establish a breeding program with the objective of restoring the species to a portion of its former range. Forty adult red wolves were captured from the wild and provided to the established Red Wolf Captive Breeding Program with the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium in Tacoma, Washington. By 1986, the captive-breeding program held 80 red wolves in 7 facilities and public and private zoos across the United States.

	With the red wolf having been extirpated from its entire historic range, the Service took action to reestablish a wild population.  In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves into Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (Alligator River), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790, November 19, 1986). Alligator River was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species. The red wolf population in Dare County (Alligator River) and adjacent Tyrrell, Hyde, and Washington Counties was determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the Act (a “10(j) rule”). In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325, November 4, 1991). From 1987 through 1992, recovery officials released 42 red wolves to establish this NEP. In 1993, the experimental population was expanded with reintroductions at Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina. The 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940, April 13, 1995). Today, the only population of red wolves in the wild is the NEP established around Alligator River in North Carolina. All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country.

The NEP has been closely monitored and managed since the first introductions in 1986. Management of this population includes fitting animals with radio collars and vaccinating prior to release against diseases prevalent in canids. Some management actions involve take, as defined under section 3 of the Act, of red wolves including recapture of wolves to:  replace transmitter or capture collars; provide routine veterinary care; return to the refuge animals that move off Federal lands; or return to captivity animals that are a threat to human safety or property or severely injured or diseased. In the early 1990s, expansion of coyotes into the area of the NEP resulted in interbreeding and coyote gene introgression into the wolf population. To reduce hybridization, an adaptive management plan was developed that used sterilized coyotes as territorial “placeholders.” Placeholders do not interbreed with red wolves and exclude other coyotes from their territories. The placeholder coyotes were eventually replaced by red wolves via natural displacement or management actions (i.e., removal).



Proposed Action and Possible Alternatives

	In 2013, acknowledging growing concerns from private landowners regarding management of the NEP, the Service and North Carolina Resources Commission entered into a broad canid management agreement, recognizing steps were needed to improve management of the population. Subsequently, the Service contracted an independent evaluation of the NEP project in 2014 and of the entire red wolf recovery program in 2015. From these evaluations, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders as a population viability analysis (PVA) indicates that continuing under current management would likely lead to the extirpation of the NEP in as few as 8 years.

As a result of the findings from the evaluations, the Service is considering a potential revision of the 1995 NEP final rule. Risks of continued hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline are high and have led to poor prospects for the NEP. Further, the most recent PVA indicates that the viability of the captive population is below and declining from the original recovery plan diversity threshold of 90 percent and could be enhanced by breeding captive wolves with wolves from the NEP project area. Therefore, the Service has recommended that the NEP be managed with the captive population as one meta-population, whereby individuals could be moved not only from captivity into the wild but also from the wild into captivity. Incorporating the NEP into a meta-population with the captive population will increase the size of the population and introduce the natural selection occurring in the NEP back into the captive population. Therefore, the Service is proposing to change the goals and objectives of the current NEP project from establishing a self-sustaining population to a goal of directly supporting the captive wolves of the red wolf breeding program (proposed action). Maintaining a smaller, more manageable non-captive population will remain important in fostering the species in the wild. Maintaining a smaller wild population fully integrated with the captive wolves also will: (1) allow for animals removed from the wild to support the necessary expansion of future wild reintroduced populations and to improve the genetic health of the captive-breeding program; (2) preserve red wolf natural instincts and behavior in the captive population gene pool; (3) serve as a small stock source for future reintroduction efforts across the species’ historical range; and (4) provide a population for continued research on wild behavior.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The proposed revision would change the size, scope, and management of the NEP to protect the species by increasing the number of wolves in captivity. To reestablish management control over the NEP, the size will be reduced and restricted to Federal lands within Dare County, North Carolina. These revisions will allow removal of isolated packs of animals from lands to which the Service lacks access, if access is granted, incorporation of these animals into the captive-breeding program, and better management of the remaining animals in accessible areas to minimize risks of hybridization. Management of wolves occupying Federal lands in Dare County will include population monitoring, animal husbandry, control of coyotes and hybrids, and removal of animals from private lands at landowners’ requests in accordance with the 10(j) rule.

The proposal would seek to authorize the movement of animals between the captive and wild populations in order to increase the number of wolves in the captive-breeding program and maintain genetic diversity for both captive and wild wolves. This means the captive wolves and the NEP will be managed as one single meta-population.

The EIS will consider consequences of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. We have identified several management alternatives for the NEP:

(1)  Maintain the NEP project in its current state.  In other words, we would make no revisions to the current 10(j) rule. 

(2) Publish a rule eliminating the NEP project. Under this alternative, the red wolves found in the wild would retain their status as a federally listed “endangered” species under the Act.

(3)  Revise the existing NEP. We may consider revisions to the current 10(j) rule that vary from the proposed action. 



Information Requested

Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP

	We seek comments or suggestions from the public, governmental agencies, Tribes, the scientific community, industry, or any other interested parties. To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. To ensure that any proposed rulemaking to revise the existing NEP effectively evaluates all potential issues and impacts, we are seeking comments and suggestions on the following for consideration in preparation of a proposed revision to the NEP final rule for the red wolf:

(a) Contribution of the NEP to recovery goals for the red wolf;

(b) Tools for population management;

(c) Management strategies to address hybridization with coyotes;

(d) Appropriate  provisions for “take” of red wolves; and

(e) Protocols for red wolves that leave the NEP area, including, but not limited to, requests for removal of animals from private lands.

The Service will act as the lead Federal agency responsible for completion of the EIS (40 CFR 1508.16). Therefore, we are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by revising the 10(j) rule for red wolves. You may wish to consider the following issues when providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

(c) Impacts on human health and safety;

(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations;

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.

To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. Please note that submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the proposed action and alternatives under consideration, without providing supporting information, will be noted but not considered by the Service in making a determination.  Please consider the following when preparing your comments:

· Be as succinct as possible.

· Be specific. Comments supported by logic, rationale, and citations are more useful than opinions.

· State suggestions and recommendations clearly with an expectation of what you would like the Service to do.

· If you propose an additional alternative for consideration, please provide supporting rationale and why you believe it to be a reasonable alternative that would meet the purpose and need for our proposed action.

· If you provide alternate interpretations of science, please support your analysis with 

appropriate citations.

The alternatives we develop will be analyzed in our draft EIS pursuant to NEPA.  We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS for public comment when it is completed.  We may hold public hearings and informational sessions so that interested and affected people may comment on the draft EIS and provide input into the final decision.

You may submit your comments and materials by one of the methods listed in ADDRESSES.  We request that you send comments only by the methods described in ADDRESSES.

If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If your submission is made via a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Comments and materials we receive, as well as supporting documentation we use in preparing the draft EIS, will be available for public inspection on http://www.regulations.gov, at Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, or by appointment, during normal business hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authors		

	The primary authors of this document are the staff members of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authority

	The authority for this action is the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).





Dated:           _________________________________.





	_________________________________________

		

	Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks.

8





From: Weller, Emily
To: Devolder, Andy; Fahey, Colleen; Carey Galst; Beth Forbus; Ron Vandervort; Caitlin Snyder; Hornaday, Kelly; Amy

Brisendine
Subject: examples of taxonomy evaluation
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2017 12:04:12 PM

Hello All. I'm looking for examples in which the Service has assessed an entity to determine whether it is a
species/meets the definition of a species. So far I have the coastal CA gnatcatcher and wolf. Any others?

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:andy_devolder@fws.gov
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mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Bridget Fahey; Jeff Newman; Janine Van Norman; Quamme, Sarah; Don Morgan
Subject: Filepath for 90-day guidance docs
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2017 1:04:13 PM

You'll find everything here: R:\DCC\Batched 90-day guidance

The folder with the current docs is Finalized Guidance

Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:bridget_fahey@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov
mailto:Janine_VanNorman@fws.gov
mailto:sarah_quamme@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Leopoldo Miranda; Jeffrey M Fleming; Michelle Eversen; Aaron Valenta; Pete Benjamin; Madison, Joseph; Amy

Brisendine; Philip Kloer; Chebib, Liz; Lilibeth Serrano; Don Morgan
Subject: Final RW Plan...
Date: Thursday, May 11, 2017 3:24:48 PM

at least as of now:

We are confirmed for the High School on June 6. ARNWR is available for June 8. We are on the books.
Therefore...

FRIDAY:
The mailers have been cancelled; therefore, I will not rush to send the NOI to the OFR first thing in the
morning.

There is an outreach meeting at 1:00 ET. 

After that meeting, I will ask Don to send the package to the OFR. The letter will request a publication
date of May 23rd. This will give HQ EA time to clear the outreach.

We should get confirmation of the pub date Friday or Monday, along with the public comment end date.

Plans have changed many times today. Hopefully, we have a solid path forward, but as always, I will keep
you all updated with any changes.

Em
-- 

Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:Jeffrey_M_Fleming@fws.gov
mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Bridget Fahey; Jeff Newman
Cc: Janine Van Norman
Subject: For Your Review: 90-day Guidance
Date: Monday, January 9, 2017 7:41:41 AM
Attachments: 20161222_FWS Guidance_90d Findings&Batching.docx

20161222_FWS Guidance_90d Findings&Batching_clean w appendices.pdf

Good morning! I have incorporated the comments I received from the Branch Chiefs.

Attached you will find a Word version with track changes. You will see that there are a few comments in
Chapter 1: Process Overview that I need your assistance in addressing.

I've also attached a pdf version with all appendices included. This is what the final guidance will look like.

After your review and I incorporate your edits, this will be ready for SOL review.

Please have comments to me by Friday, January 20th.

Thank you!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:bridget_fahey@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov
mailto:Janine_VanNorman@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
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Purpose: This document outlines pre-finding procedures and the basic process for completing 90- day findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and publishing the finding in the Federal Register. You will be referred to the specific documents needed for each step of the process.



[bookmark: _Toc466014023]Introduction



The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) allows members of the public to petition agencies for rulemaking 5 U.S.C. § 553(e). The ESA overlays various substantive and procedural requirements for responding to petitions for certain types of rulemaking under the ESA. Therefore, we receive two types of petition requests for rulemaking under the ESA: (1) petitions for actions governed by section 4(b)(3) of the ESA, and (2) petitions for actions governed only by the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). Actions petitionable under section 4(b)(3) of the ESA include petitions to add or remove (list or delist) a species from the List of Endangered or Threatened Wildlife (50 CFR 17.11) or Plants (50 CFR 17.12), to change (reclassify) the classification of a species (Threatened or Endangered), list, reclassify, or delist species and petitions to revise listed entities (split taxonomy, apply different statuses to each entity; revise boundaries of distinct population segments (DPS); conform listing to new taxonomic info, etc.) and existing critical habitat for a listed species. The regulations for petitions governed by section 4(b)(3) are found at 50 CFR 424.14 (Appendix A). Under the ESA, we must make an initial finding (the 90-day finding) on these petitions within 90 days of the receipt of the petition, to the maximum extent practicable. If our initial finding is that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted, we must then commence a review of the status of the species concerned and make a determination on whether the petitioned action is warranted, warranted but precluded by higher priority actions, or not warranted within 12 months of receiving the petition.



Actions that are not petitionable under sSection 4(b)(3) of the ESA does not provide for petitions to take actions on an “emergency” basis, nor does it provide for petitions to designate critical habitat. Petitions requesting we list or delist a species on an emergency basis are therefore treated as standard listing/delisting petitions. However, our standard procedure in the initial review and assessment of a petition is to make a determination on whether it requires emergency action. If it is determined that the petitioned action requires emergency action, we would then follow the procedures outlined under section 4(b)(7) of the ESA (see Emergency Listing below). Regarding critical habitat, we always consider the need for designation (domestic and United States transboundary species only) when listing species.



include emergency action (e.g., emergency listing) and designation of critical habitat. We always consider the need for critical habitat designation (domestic and United States transboundary species only) when listing species. Since the ESA does not provide for emergency listing petitions, we treat petitions to emergency list a species as standard listing petitions, and will consider whether the species warrants emergency listing as part of the standard process for making the petition finding when emergency listing is requested. We also consider any petitions that are not expressly authorized under section 4(b)(3) of the ESA—such as petitions to designate critical habitat or to adopt or revise a species-specific rule under section 4(d) for the conservation of a species—to be petitions under the APA.  The general Departmental regulations for addressing APA petitions, 43 CFR part 14, apply to these petitions, as does 50 CFR 424.14(d). Although there are no specific statutory deadlines for making petition findings under the APA, the APA does impose a general timeframe—that petitions be addressed within a reasonable time. The United State Code (5 U.S.C. §706(1)) authorizes courts to “compel agency action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed.” The remainder of this guidance does not apply to petitions governed solely by the APA.





1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be addressed in separate guidance.

unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed”). The remainder of this guidance does not apply to petitions governed solely by the APA.



[bookmark: _Toc466014024]Process



To reach our goal of making 90-day and 12-month petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA within the statutory time frames, while ensuring that we conduct an adequate review of the information provided in the petition, we have developed a process to streamline initial petition findings. This streamlined process includes the use of a Petition Review Form (PRF) to determine whether a petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating the petition action may be warranted.  The PRF will constitute the 90-day petition finding.



The ESA, our regulations (50 CFR 424.14), and our policies do not specify how much information we must include in petition findings and notices; therefore, we have great discretion in defining our process. To improve our implementation of the ESA, we will batch summaries of substantial and not-substantial 90-day petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) (listing, reclassification, and delisting for domestic and foreign species) into a single Federal Register notice on a quarterly basis (see table below under Making a 90-day Finding) . The advantages of batching 90-day findings are:

· A more efficient process that will allow us to complete more our 90-day findings within the statutory timeframe;

· Simplified review and approval process for Regions, Headquarters, and the Department of the Interior, and

· Reduced Federal Register publication costs.

The process for pre-finding proceduresinitial evaluation of the petition, completing 90-day petition findings, and publishing a batched petition finding notice in the Federal Register is provided in the chapters and appendices of thisis document.  
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[bookmark: _Toc466014025][bookmark: _Toc462404841][bookmark: _Toc466011275][bookmark: _Toc466014026]Initial Steps (completed within 30 days of receipt of petition)



When we receive a document purporting to be a petition for a domestic species, a United States transboundary species, or a foreign species, Headquarters will complete an initial evaluation of the petition.  and upload the document into the Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS).  First, Headquarters staff determines whether the action requested in the document is an action that is petitionable under the ESA. Any person or organization can petition the Service to add or remove a species from the Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, revise the listed status of a species (section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA,), or revise a critical habitat designation for a listed species (section 4(b)(3)(D); addressed under separate guidance) (see also 50 CFR 424.14(a)).



NextSecond, Headquarters staff should checks the document for required information (the below requirements are subject to change following publication of the revised petition regulationssee 424.14(c)). The document must Cclearly identify itself as a petition under the ESA and be dated, and contain:

· Contain theThe name, signature, address, telephone number, if any, and the association, institution, or business affiliation, if any, of the petitioner.;

· The scientific name and any common name of the species that is the subject of the petition (one species/subspecies/distinct population segment (vertebrates only) per petition);

· A clear request for the action being requested (e.g., listing or revision of critical habitat);

· A detailed narrative justifying the requested action;

· Literature citations that are specific enough to readily locate the information cited, including page numbers or chapters, as applicable

· Electronic or hard copies of supporting materials or  appropriate excerpts, or quotations from those materials;

· Copies of notifications letters or electronic communication provided to the State agency(ies) responsible for management and conservation of the subject species of the petition.



If the petition does not meet the requirements above, we will reject the request without making a finding and Headquarters staff will notify the petitioner(s), via a letter or email, providing an explanation for the rejection.



If the document requests an action that is petitionable under the ESA and contains the required information, or is in considerable compliance with the requirements (i.e., contains the majority of the required information, particularly information critical to the petition), it qualifies as an ESA petition and should wthen be uploaded into ECOS. e will acknowledge receipt of the petition by posting the petition to the Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS). The public can view the ECOS petition report; therefore, acknowledgement letters are not necessary.



Headquarters will determine the lead Region for petitions for domestic or United States transboundary species and send the petition to them; petitions for foreign species will be assigned to the Branch of Foreign Species (BFS). In instances where the species crosses multiple Regions, Headquarters will send the petition to all of the affected Regions and the Regional Offices will determine which Region will take the lead.



The lead Region will confer with the lead Field Office to determine whether the Field Office or Regional Office can review the petition and draft a recommended finding (i.e., complete the PRF) within the given timeframe (see Table below under Submitting Documents to Headquarters). If neither the Field Office nor the Regional Office is able to complete the petition finding within the given timeframe, the lead Region should contact Headquarters for assistance in considering alternative arrangements. Alternative arrangements could include a revised timeframe (i.e., batching the finding in a later FY Quarter) or assistance from Headquarters or other Regions in completing the finding.  

Once it is determined which quarterly batch the petition will be included, Regional staff should fill out the tracking spreadsheet (found here). This document is used by Headquarters to determine the number of petitions that will be included in each batch, the species, and collect other information used in the batching process. It should be updated with any changes.



[bookmark: _Toc466014027]Emergency Listing

When we receive a petition requesting emergency listing, we will consider whether the species first review the petition to determine whether the information suggestswarrants emergency listing is warranted as part of the standard petition finding process.  A species should be considered for emergency listing when the immediacy of a threat is so great to a significant proportion of the total population of the species that, within the time needed to follow the standard statutorily required listing process, the species will be faced with significant risk of extinction (see Section 4(b)(7) of the ESA; 50 CFR 424.20; Endangered Species Listing Handbook 1994, p. 109, click here for access).



The purpose of the emergency-rule provision of the ESA is to prevent species from becoming extinct by affording them immediate protection while the normal rulemaking procedures are followed. If the Field Office, Regional Office, and Headquarters agree emergency listing is warranted, the lead office prepares an emergency listing rule will be prepared instead of a PRF. See the Listing Handbook for more information on emergency listing guidance and process.



Petition Acknowledgement (subject to change following publication of the revised petition regulations)

Within 30 days of receiving the petition, the lead office will send a letter acknowledging receipt of the petition to the petitioner as required under 50 CFR 424.14(a). The acknowledgement letter should include confirmation of the exact date of receipt of the petition and, if requested emergency listing, our determination on whether emergency listing is warranted for the petitioned entity (See Appendix A for a template).



[bookmark: _Toc466014028]Making a 90-day Finding



Use the Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3) of the Endangered Species Act (Chapter 2) to conduct a review of the petition and make a 90-day petition finding.  This guidance includes instructions on completing a PRF (for petitions requesting listing a species or reclassifying a species to an endangered species, (Chapter 3;) removing a species or reclassifying a species to a threatened species, Chapter 4). Links to examples of completed Petition Review Forms can be found in Appendix C (highlight is for linking once appendices are added).



[bookmark: _Toc466014029]Surname and Signature Authority

Pursuant to the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum on procedures for developing substantial 90-day petition findings (Appendix B), PRFs with substantial 90-day findings for domestic and transboundary species will be signed by the Regional Director for the lead Region. PRFs with 90-day substantial 90-day findings for foreign species will be signed by the Assistant Director for Ecological Services. As noted in the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum, individual substantial 90-day findings do not require Solicitor’s Office surname.



The PRF is also used for not-substantial” findings and the process for completing them is the same as substantial findings. However, because not-substantial 90-day findings are final agency actions and may be challenged in court, the form must be reviewed and surnamed by an attorney in the Solicitor’s Office and must be signed by the Director.



To expedite the surname and signature process for foreign species petition findings, the BFS will schedule a briefing with reviewers (e.g., Branch chief and Division of Conservation and Classification chief) on the petition finding(s) made in a given quarter.

Regional Offices will decide whether to follow the same process to obtain surname/signature or create their own process to expedite their review of findings on petitions for domestic or transboundary species.



Regional Offices will submit signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial findings) PRFs to Headquarters for batching following the schedule summarized in the table below. For petitions to list a species or reclassify a species from threatened to endangered, the PRF is sent to the Branch of Listing. For petitions to delist or reclassify a species from endangered to threatened, the PRF is sent to the Branch of Recovery and State Grants. Not-substantial findings will be reviewed and surnamed by the appropriate Branch staff and Branch Chief before being batched in the Federal Register notice (see Review Process for 90-day Not-Substantial Petition Findings at the end of this document). Substantial findings may be reviewed for formatting consistency.



If a finding for domestic or transboundary species petition is completed in Headquarters, the lead Regional Office will be notified of the outcome of the finding (substantial or not-substantial) in a sufficient timeframe to assess and prepare for outreach needs. A copy of the completed PRF will be sent to the Regional Office after it has received an initial surname (i.e., after the Branch Chief surnames). The PRF will follow a similar process as petitions for foreign species to obtain surname and signature (see Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings flow charts at the end of this document). Copies of revised not-substantial PRF may be sent to the Regional Office following review by the Solicitor’s Office. Substantial PRFs completed in Headquarters will be signed by the Assistant Director for Ecological Services; not-substantial PRFs will be signed by the Director.  Final versions of PRFs will be available for download on www.regulations.gov.



See also Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Notices flow charts at the end of this document.



[bookmark: _Toc466014030]Submitting Documents to Headquarters



Signed (substantial finding) or surnamed (not-substantial finding) PRFs are to be sent to Headquarters for batching according to the schedule below.





		FY Quarter

		Petitions Received In

		PRFs Due to HQ

		Notice Delivered to OFR



		1

		Oct, Nov, Dec

		Jan 1

		February



		2

		Jan, Feb, Mar

		Apr 1

		May



		3

		Apr, May, Jun

		Jul 1

		August



		4

		Jul, Aug, Sep

		Oct 1

		November





Two months before documents are due to Headquarters, Headquarters will send an email data call as a reminder to Regional staff to check the tracking spreadsheet (found here) to ensure that entries are accurate. Any species that will not be completed during that quarter’s batching should be moved to the correct quarter.



The following documents are needed for each petition finding submitted to Headquarters.

		NOT-SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS

		SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS



		PRF*

		PRF*



		SOL surname page (RSOL or BFS SOL) 

		RD signature page



		RO/BFS surname page

		Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 54)



		Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 54)

		





*Submit in WORD format so that the docket number can be added.

[bookmark: _Toc466014031]Batching 90-day Findings for Publication



Headquarters will be responsible for batching quarterly petition findings into a single Federal Register notice and drafting a single briefing paper. The Guidance on Batching 90-day Findings for Publication in the Federal Register (Chapter 6) includes instructions on quarterly gathering of petition findings, instructions for completing the Federal Register notice template (Chapter 7), and details of the surname process.  Links to examples of published Federal Register Nnotices can be found in Appendix C. See also Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Notices flow charts at the end of this document.



Weekly status updates for the package should be sent to Regional staff and include where the package is in surname, the target Federal Register date, any changes to dates, and potential publication timeframe given the target Federal register date.

[bookmark: _Toc466014032]Publication in the Federal Register	Comment by Weller, Emily: From Sarah Q: Is this paragraph necessary?  This is general practice for all publications.  Nothing really special about the 90-days.

Emily Response: That is true. Nothing different than other publications, but this guidance is for experienced biologists as well as those making a 90-day finding for the first time. I want to include this for their knowledge. Otherwise, I think it would appear that we’re missing a step.

**Bridget/Jeff – Let me know that you’d like to do here and the next comment.




Once the notice is signed by the Director and cleared by the Department of the Interior, and a publication date is coordinated with Regions to ensure staff are available to conduct outreach efforts, Headquarters staff will send the notice to the Office of the Federal Register. Once a publication date is confirmed, Headquarters will notify the affected Regions of the publication date; for notices that include foreign species, International Affairs and Law Enforcement may also be notified. The lead Field Office or Regional Office (for domestic and transboundary species) and the BFS (for foreign species) are responsible for notifying petitioners and other interested stakeholders of the publication of petition findings.



Because the Federal Register notice is a Headquarters action, Headquarters’ External Affairs program will send out a basic news bulletin covering all species in the batched notice to news media. to those Regions may additionally distribute that news release to their media contacts in coordination with Headquarters’ External Affairs, but additional separate news releases on individual species in the batch are not required.

with species in the batched Federal Register notice.  Outreach for each species will be the responsibility of the Regions.



The Office of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs (PPMP) in Headquarters will collect the information the public submits in response to the notice and post it to the assigned docket on www.regulations.gov. For substantial findings that trigger a status review, it will be the responsibility of the designated lead Field Office or Regional Office contact to download information specific to their species from the appropriate docket (see the published Federal Register batch notice for docket number) at www.regulations.gov for use in the status review and subsequent 12-month finding. PPMP is also available to facilitate export of the comments for you.  You may send a request for a bulk extract to Marcia_cash@fws.gov or michel_bagbonon@fws.gov. Please provide the Docket Number and the time period for the comments you want. The extract is usually available for download the next day.	Comment by Weller, Emily: From Sarah Q: Again, none of this is unique to batching.  I think this guidance would read more cleanly if we focused it and removed some of this kind of stuff.

Emily Response: same as above. It is not unique, but to leave it out seems like we’re missing a step in the process.

Procedures for Making 90-day Petition Findings



[bookmark: _Toc466014033]Review Process for 90-day Substantial Petition Findings





Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs

Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQ



Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQ





[image: ] 	Field or Regional Office Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF

Responsible Branch in HQ Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF
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Regional Office *

Review and surname





 Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname
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[image: ]Regional Director

Review and sign





Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching
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[image: ]Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching





Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname





















* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process.

** PRFs surnamed by the Branch Chief will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal Register notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below.



[bookmark: _Toc466014034]Review Process for 90-day Not-Substantial Findings



[image: ]Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQField or Regional Office Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF

Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs



[image: ]Responsible Branch in HQ Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF
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Regional Solicitor

Review and surname





[image: ]Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname
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[image: ]Foreign Species or HQ Solicitor

Review and Surname

Regional Director

Review and surname
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Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching



[image: ]Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching

Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname















* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process.

** PRFs surnamed by the Branch Chief will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal Register notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below.



[bookmark: _Toc466014035]Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms	Comment by Weller, Emily: From Sarah Q: Again, this is all normal process.  Not really unique to 90-day findings.  We could streamline the guidance by removing this.

From Emily: Same as above.  If you’re new, can this process be found somewhere else? I feel like this is a complete guidance that stands on it own. However, Bridget/Jeff, let me know if you’d like this removed.
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Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI to Branch Chiefs 

Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname FR notice





Policy, Performance, and Management Programs

Review and surname FR notice





Division Chief(s)*

Briefed by HQ staff





Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) Review and surname FR notice
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Asst. Director of Ecological Services

Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR notice and not-substantial PRFs













[image: ][image: ]Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Office of the                  Federal Register

Exec Secretary (DOI)

Clearance

Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Review and surname













* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being petitioned). Briefings for domestic/transboundary species may take place after the Petition Review Form is sent to Asst. Director of Ecological Services.Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.

Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on Making 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3)(A)1 of the Endangered Species Act[bookmark: _Chapter_2:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014037]CHAPTER 2: 90-Day PETITION FINDING GUIDANCE







[bookmark: _Toc466014038]Statutory and Regulatory Background



Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the public may petition us to list, delist, or reclassify a species. Under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA, we must “to the maximum extent practicable, within 90 days after receiving the petition… make a finding as to whether the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.”



[bookmark: _Toc466014039]Petition Review



The Petition Review Forms (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) provides the template for conducting a 90-day petition finding for petitionable actions under section 4(b)(3)(A), including “boilerplate” language and specific directions. Appendix C provides links to examples of recent 90-day listing and delisting petition findings. The information in these attachments is intended to illustrate the key elements of substantial and not-substantial findings described below.



The following sections provide guidance on completing the Petition Review Form.



[bookmark: _Toc466014040]Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding



Neither the ESA nor our implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14 directs us to consider information beyond that presented in the petition. For us to find that a petition presents substantial information that the petitioned action may be warranted, the petition must itself present that information. We need not, and should not, resort to information outside of the petition to bolster, plug gaps in, or otherwise supplement a petition that is inadequate on its face. However, it is appropriate for us to consider information readily available that we are aware of at the time the determination is made that provides context in which to evaluate whether the information that a petition presents is substantial. For example, if a petition presents information that superficially appears to support the conclusion that listing may be warranted, but we are aware that the information presented is out of date, unreliable, or unrepresentative of the great bulk of available data, we may consider this contextual information in making our determination as to whether the petition presents substantial information. Note that if we determine that it is appropriate to consider such contextual information, we it must also consider the information representative of totality of contextual informationa great bulk of the information (in other words, we should not ourselves rely on unrepresentative information to rebut information presented in the petition).





1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be addressed in separate guidance.



We are not required to consider any supporting materials cited by the petitioner if the cited document is not provided (50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(ii)). If the petitioner refers to supporting information but does not provide an electronic or hard copy of a reference or appropriate excerpts of a reference, it is not considered “available” and will not be used in our evaluation of the petition. In the case of copyrighted material, the petitioner may only provide direct quotes within the petition.For the most part, we expect petitioners to provide the supporting information to substantiate their claims. However, due to copyright laws, we may not require them to do so in call cases. The regulations say that in the case of copyrighted material, it is acceptable for the petitioner to provide direct quotes within the petition rather than the actual source. If you have a petition finding that hinges on a reference that you do not have, please contact your regional liaison for assistance.

	

The approach outlined above is consistent with our regulations in that the petition should contain a detailed justification for the actions based on available information (i.e., the petitioner is responsible for making a case that the petitioned action may be warranted). It also prevents us from unnecessarily finding information to be substantial when we have information to the contrary.



[bookmark: _Toc466014041]Listable Entity Evaluation



When evaluating a petition, we must consider whether the petitioned entity is a listable entity under the ESA, i.e., a species, a subspecies, or a potential distinct population segment (DPS) of a vertebrate species or subspecies. The evaluation of the taxonomic status of a species, subspecies, or DPS, centers on whether the information presented reaches the substantial information threshold. Substantial information is that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the requested action may be warranted. It is not within our purview to determine taxonomic status in a 90-day petition evaluation, but rather to evaluate information submitted by the petitioners to determine whether the information indicates the petitioned entity may be a “listable entity” under the ESA.



A petition to list, delist, or reclassify a generally recognized species or subspecies need not present information on the validity of the taxon. Additionally, a petition to list, delist, or reclassify an entity that the Service has already recognized as being a species, subspecies, or DPS need not present information that the entity is a listable entity. On the other hand, if the petition alleges that an entity is a species or subspecies, but that taxonomic status is not generally recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the entity may indeed be a valid species or subspecies. Similarly, if the petitioned entity is alleged to be a DPS that the Service has not already recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the petitioned entity may satisfy both the “discreteness” and “significance” elements of our DPS policy (61 FR 4722; February 7, 1996; See Appendix D).



With respect to alleged taxa that are not generally recognized, we will continue to follow the November 30, 1995, Director’s memorandum clarifying the standard for evaluating petitions on undescribed species. A taxon will be considered to be described for the purposes of a 90-day finding if a description has been prepared and has passed scientific peer review, either as part of acceptance for publication or through some other equivalent review. This same standard should be applied to petitions to reclassify,  or delist, or revise an entity due to taxonomic changes (e.g., taxonomic split or combining of taxa). The petition should include this type of information to support the validity of the taxon. If the petition is found to be substantial, we will include an evaluation of the taxonomic status as part of our status review in preparation of the 12-month finding.



If the petitioned entity is found not to be a listable entity under the ESA, a detailed full explanation of the basis for that determination is required. An evaluation of the five factors is unnecessary if the basis for our not-substantial finding is that the petitioned entity is not a valid listable entity.

[bookmark: _Toc466014042]Scope of Petitions



At the 90-day stage, we will make a finding based on the listable entity (species, subspecies, or DPS) the petitioner includes in the petition. We will not expand the scope of our evaluation beyond this entity, including various combinations of a DPS. For example, if we receive a petition to list a subspecies, we evaluate information for the subspecies but will not do any evaluation at the species level if it was not requested by the petitioner. However, if we find the petition to be substantial, we may at the 12-month stage find that the petitioned entity is part of a larger taxon (or combinations of DPSs) that may warrant listing and conduct our assessment on the larger entity, or DPSs.



[bookmark: _Toc466014043]Multiple Petitions for the Same Action



Petition Supplements



When a petitioner, after filing a petition with us, submits additional information relevant to the petitioned action and requests us to consider this information in our 90-day finding, we will treat the new information as a new petition that supersedes the original petition. The statutory timeframes will be recalculated based on the date that we received the supplemental information. When making our 90-day finding, we will base our evaluation of the petition on the information originally submitted along with the supplementary information.



Secondary Petitions



A petition is considered a secondary petition when it requests the same action for the same entity as a petition received previously.  For a secondary petition that is equivalent to aon a previously  petitioned species for which a 90- day finding has not yet been made, the later petition will be combined with the earlier petition, and a combined 90-day finding will be prepared in time to meet the earlier 90-day due date, if possible. If not, the combined finding should be prepared in time to meet the deadline for the next quarter. If a substantial 90-day finding has been made on the first petition and a 12-month finding is pending, the petitioner will be notified, either through letter or email, that a status review is being conducted on the entity petitioned and that the information submitted with the petition will be considered in the status review.



A secondary petition to list a candidate species that is already a candidate (one for which sufficient information is available to indicate that a listing proposal is appropriate but precluded) will be addressed requires an entry in the annual Candidate Notice of Review (CNOR), ). The in which we review available information on candidates to ensure that a proposed listing is justified, reevaluates the listing priority number for each candidate species, and evaluates the need to emergency list any candidates. The information in the petition can be used for the annual candidate notice of review. The entry should articulate the reasons the species warrants listing and indicate that this entry in the CNOR should note that it constitutes a 90-day and 12-month finding on the secondary petition. New information included in the secondary petition can be incorporated into the candidate assessment form as appropriate.

[bookmark: _Toc466014044]Petition Finding



In addition to the requirements listed in the Listable Entity Evaluation section above, we must determine whether there is substantial information presented in the petition to support the petitioned action. Implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(i) define substantial information as “credible scientific or commercial information in support of the petition’s claims that a reasonable person conducting an impartial scientific review would conclude that the action proposed in the petition may be warranted.” The word “substantial” refers to the quality of the information (scientific methods and results) and not the quantity or aggregate size of publications or reports.



The substantial information should be relevant to one or more of the following five listing factors in section 4(a) of the ESA that are used to determine whether a listable entity is a threatened species or an endangered species:



(A) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;



(B) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;



(C) Disease or predation;



(D) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or



(E) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.



The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms (Factor D) should be evaluated in terms of the effect of any existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts may have on the threats claimed by the petitioner to be acting on the species. That is, the effect of regulatory mechanisms that are ameliorating or exacerbating impacts to the species. Factor D is not an independent basis for listing. We evaluate regulatory mechanisms, regardless of the mechanism’s design or intent, together with conservation efforts to evaluate their effect on the threats claimed by the petitioner under the other Factors (A, B, C, and E) and the status of the species. For more information see the September 12, 2016 Guidance Regarding the Treatment of Factor D in Status Assessments (Appendix E).



Petitions to list a species must present substantial information that the petitioned entity may be a “threatened species” or “endangered species” as defined by the ESA. It is not enough for the petition to just indicate that threats to the species or its habitat exist, without providing some information to reasonably connect those threats to the negative impact on the status of the species. That is, the petition must present sufficient information to suggest that factors may be negatively acting on the species or its habitat such that the species may be in danger of extinction (endangered species) or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future (threatened species). Additionally, it is not sufficient for a petitioner to provide only supporting materials and request that the Service draw a conclusion that the petitioned action may be warranted, without articulating in the petition itself how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing.



Petitions to list a species that is widely accepted as extinct would likely result in a not-substantial petition finding unless the petition presents substantial information that the species may be extant. However, where information submitted with the petition indicates only that the species may be extinct in the wild, but the species is not widely accepted to be extinct, the 90-day finding should be based on the assumption that the species is extant, and should result in a substantial petition finding if the petition presents substantial information indicating that the species may warrant listing. A determination of whether the species is extinct or extant will be made in the 12-month finding.



Petitions to reclassify either a listed entity or a subset of a listed entity (e.g., subspecies or DPS) must provide substantial information that the listed entity’s current status may no longer be applicable and may warrant a different listing classification, not merely that the species may warrant listing.



We may delist a species according to 50 CRF 424.11(d) if the best available scientific and commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor threatened for one or more of the following reasons:

(1) The species is extinct;

(2) The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or

(3) The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was classified, or the interpretation of such data, was in error.



We must consider the same five factors listed above in delisting a species due to recovery or due to new information or an error in original information (e.g., threats are not as significant as we believed when the species was listed; there is a greater abundance of them than we previously  believed)an error in the available data on the species and/or threats to the species, or the interpretation of such data, when the species was listed. Petitions to delist a species for these reasons must include substantial information relevant to the above five factors. To result in a substantial finding, the petition must present information indicating that all threats may be ameliorated, or may no longer be relevant to the species, such that the listed entity may no longer meet the definition of an endangered species or threatened species and removal from the list may be warranted.



To determine if the petition presents substantial information, the person reviewing the petition (the reviewer) should evaluate the sources cited in the petition to determine if the information supports the claims of the petitioner. The reviewer is encouraged to do an thorough analysis of the full petition and address each factor the petitioner claims to be a threat. However, legally we may determine that a petition to list or reclassify a species is substantial as long as there is information under at least one threat factor that would lead a reasonable person to conclude that the petitioned action may be warranted.



We may determine a petition to delist a species is substantial as long as there is substantial information that supports that the species may be neither an endangered species nor a threatened species due to extinction, error in the original data for classification, or recovery (50 CFR 424.11(d)). If we are petitioned to delist a species because the petitioner believes it is extinct or there was an error in the data available when the species was listed, or the interpretation of such data,that information indicates an the listed entity is not a valid listable entity, we must consider whether the information reaches the substantial information threshold. Evidence that supports that the entity may be extinct or may not be a listable entity would be the basis for a substantial finding and an evaluation of the five factors would be unnecessary. If we find that the petitioner did not provide substantial information indicating the species may be extinct or may not be a listable entity, a detailed explanation of the basis for that determination is required. Proceed to the Petition Finding section of the Petition Review Form.



When we determine that sources provide substantial information, only citations with relevant page numbers need to be provided in the Petition Review Form (Chapters 3 and 4). ); however, a brief summary of the substantial information, including citations of references, may also be provided. When we determine that sources cited in the petition do not provide substantial information, a detailed explanation, including citations of references, is required. In some instances, the information in a single source may not be considered substantial, but when combined with information in other citations may be considered substantial. In this situation, the “+” sign should can be used as a shorthand to string a series of citations together (e.g., Smith 2014, p. 3 + Connor et al. 2010, pp 4-5 + Johnson 2009, p. 14).



The information provided in a petition does not have to present conclusive evidence. The courts have stated that a standard requiring conclusive evidence to support a particular action is inappropriate for a 90-day finding. Courts have also indicated that when evaluating information presented in a petition for a 90-day finding, the absence of other information is not enough to render the information presented not-substantial.  In other words, when a petition presents credible information to support the petitioned action, the failure to provide a greater level of evidence is not grounds for making a not-substantial finding. (See Appendix FG for a summary of relevant court rulings.) Thus, in making a 90-day finding, we are evaluating the information to determine if it would lead a reasonable person to believe the petitioned action may be warranted.



It is possible for information in the petition to be contradicted by other information in the petition or in our files. If the issue has not been resolved in the literature, we should take into consideration: (1) whether the information is outdated; (2) whether study results have been duplicated; (3) whether the information is based on new, potentially more reliable technology or methodology; (4) how the information is generally treated by the relevant scientific community; and (5) other factors as appropriate to the situation. The number of publications supporting a conclusion may or may not be an important factor when considering apparent contradictions. If the contradictory information is not reconciled through this examination, we will document the contradiction, but will not use the contradiction as a basis for a 90-day finding that the petition fails to present substantial information. If we find that the petition presents substantial information, we will undertake further analysis of this contradictory information as part of a status review for the 12-month finding.



Based on the evaluation of the information presented in the petition and, in appropriate limited cases, the information readily available at the time the determination is made, we indicate our determination by completing the Petition Finding section of the PRF. A substantial petition is one in which the petitioner has made an argument that the petitioned action may be warranted and that argument is supported by substantial information contained in the petition. All of the information provided in the petition does not have to be substantial for the petition as a whole to be substantial.



The detailed explanations required when we find that the petition does not present substantial information in the PRF should provide clear support for our determinations to ensure that the finding is legally defensible.



Links to examples of completed substantial and not-substantial Petition Review Forms can be found in Appendix C.



[bookmark: _Toc466014045]Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding

If we determine that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted, we will solicit information from the States, Tribes, federal agencies, applicable foreign countries, and the public to help us complete a status review for the species. (Note: since we are not initiating rulemaking procedures, this is neither a public comment period nor a formal request for public comments.) In the Federal Register notice of our 90-day finding, we will state that in order to have sufficient time to complete the status review, the information should be submitted within 60 days after the date of publication. However, information can be accepted at any time and if there is a significant delay between the 90-day and 12-month findings, we may publish an additional request for information to ensure the best available data is used to make a classification determination.



[bookmark: _Toc466014046]Specific Requests for Information



In the Petition Review Form, list any information that is needed in addition to the following standard information requests:

(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including:

a. Habitat requirements;



b. Genetics and taxonomy;



c. Historical and current range, including distribution patterns;



d. Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and



e. Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both.



(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting determination for a species under section 4(a) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), which are:

a. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;



b. Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;



c. Disease or predation;



d. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or



e. Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.



(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat.





[bookmark: _Toc466014047]References Cited



Refer to Appendix G: Guidance for References Memo
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Guidance on Making 90-day Findings

[An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_3:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014049]CHAPTER 3: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE: 

[bookmark: _Toc466011299][bookmark: _Toc466014050]LISTING, RECLASSIFICATION TO ENDANGERED





Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted as PRF is complete); Highlighted = Insert Something; Highlighted = To be inserted by batching biologist; Examples] 



Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX 

90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE



Background

	

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).



Petition History



On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species common name(s) be [listed// reclassified/emergency listed as threatened or endangered or reclassified as endangered/ and if applicable critical habitat be designated for this/these species] or [delisted due to recovery/ extinction/error in information] under the Act.  The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(c).  [If petitioner requests emergency listing: Because the Act does not provide for petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition to list [species].  However, we did consider the immediacy of possible threats to the species and whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the information presented in the petition and did not find that the petition warranted an emergency listing.]  This finding addresses the petition.

On November 15, 2013, we received a petition from the Animal Welfare Institute requesting that we emergency list the pygmy three-toed sloth as endangered under the Act. The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the identification information for the petitioner required by 50 CFR 424.14(a). Because the Act does not provide for petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition to list. However, we did consider the immediacy of possible threats to the species and whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the information presented in the petition and did not find that the species warranted an emergency listing. This finding addresses the petition.





Evaluation of a Petition to List/Delist/Reclassify the Species [for listing: as an Endangered or Threatened Species for reclassifying: as a(n) Endangered/Threatened Species] Under the Act 

Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act

Evaluation of a Petition to Delist List the Golden ConureAfrican Lion Under the Act



When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial information. 



Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance.



Does the petition identify an entity that may be eligible for [listing/ reclassifyingication/removal from listing (delisting)] to and endangered species (i.e., is the entity a species, subspecies, or DPS)? 

☐Yes

☐ No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.





White-necked crow (Corvus leucognaphalus);

Historical range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic) and Puerto Rico

Current range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic)



Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana)

Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California

Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California





DPS:

North American wild horse (population of Equus caballus); U.S. Federal public lands



Discreteness

· Snyder 2004, pp 14-15

· Dallas et al. 2009, p. 451



Significance

· Berry 2010, p. 137





Information in the Petition Use one of the following three templates. See Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and Petition Finding sections of the Guidance 





Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range 



1. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassificationying] based on the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (Factor A)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 1 is yes:

Identify the activity(ies) claimed by the petitioner under present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range to [be a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not be a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted.

· Logging

· Agriculture



b. If the answer to 1 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No.

	☐Yes

	☐No

If yes, indicate for which activity(ies) present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (e.g., logging, agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Logging

· Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427

· Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310



The petitioner provided substantial information that logging is destroying nesting habitat for the Eunice macaw (Johnson et al. 1999, p. 30). Loss of this habitat has resulted in reduced reproduction rates and recruitment of the species, and has led to decreases in the population (Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427).



Agriculture

The petitioner claims that this species has been extirpated from, or has greatly declined in, some areas as a result of urbanization or conversion of habitat to agricultural uses.  Some populations can persist in areas with minor disturbance and in nearby undisturbed habitats, however, habitat loss threatens to severely fragment remaining populations. 



While Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) confirms that the species has been extirpated from, or has greatly declined, in some areas due to urbanization and conversion for agricultural use, Hammerson also states that the species exists in moderately or heavily disturbed areas (e.g., around buildings in parks and rural landfills) .and that the distribution is probably not fragmented at the moment. Furthermore, because the species has good reproductive potential, and can tolerate moderate levels of alteration, the species may also be able to survive in relatively small patches of suitable habitat (Hammerson 2007, unpaginated). Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) also indicates that populations in natural areas appear to be stable and the current trend for this species is not well documented.  



The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are acting on this species’ habitat such that it is threatened by present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of its habitat or range. Therefore, we find that the petition does not provide substantial information indicating listing the Colorado checkered whiptail may warrant listing based on Factor A.



c. Provide additional comments, if any.     





Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes

 

2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication] based on overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes (Factor B)?

☐Yes

	☐No



a. If the answer to 2 is yes, overutilization for which purpose(s) does the petitioner claim is/are [a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted (check all that apply):

☐Commercial

☐Recreational

☐Scientific

☐Educational

☐Other: [Claim by petitioner] Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the above four categories should be addressed in Factor E)

  

b. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Commercial

The petitioners claim that Ricord’s rock iguanas are harvested for subsistence throughout its range, but that harvesting is most pronounced in the Haitian population. The petitioners further assert that this population has been nearly extirpated due in part to harvesting of adults and eggs (Rupp and Accimé 2011). 



The literature cited by the petitioner states only that the population in Haiti is small and holding on only in places not easily accessible by people, a reflection of intense hunting pressure (Rupp and Accimé 2011, p. 150). Although there may be a fear of poaching of these iguanas (Rupp and Accimé 2011, p. 152), the literature provided no information that harvesting or poaching of Ricord’s rock iguana is occurring in the Haitian population or is negatively impacting the status of the species.





c. Provide additional comments, if any.    





Disease or predation



3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassificationying] based on disease or predation (Factor C)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Which does the petitioner claim is [a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted (check all that apply)

☐Disease

☐Predation



b. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both Yes and No.

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate disease and/or predation and provide an explanation. Include a concluding statement.

Disease

The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial.



Predation

· Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42, 74

· Guedes 2004, p. 7



The petitioners provided substantial information indicating predation is a factor affecting the reproductive success of the hyacinth macaw. Predation by toco toucans, purplish joys, white-eared opossums, and coatis accounted for 52 percent of lost hyacinth eggs in a 10-year study (Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 74). Predation of hyacinth macaw eggs is directly affecting the reproductive rate of hyacinth macaws and the ability of the species to recover from reductions in population size (Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42; Guedes 2004, p. 7).



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 

 



Other natural or manmade factors



4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication] based on other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence (Factor E)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner to [be a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not be a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted.



· Climate change

· Road mortality

· Small population dynamics



b. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some factors to contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., climate change, road mortality, or small population dynamics) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each factor. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. Use bullets to list citations. If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Climate Change

· Aubrey 2012, p. 55

· Camper 2000, p. 85



Road Mortality

· Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192



Small Population Dynamics

· Soule 1997, p. 23



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 





Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms

5. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts exacerbate impacts of any of the purported threats on the species (Factor D)?

☐Yes

☐No

a. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Identify the purported threats claimed by the petitioner to be exacerbated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts.

b. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? 

Yes

No

If yes, indicate which purported threat(s) are exacerbated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the regulatory mechanism or conservation effort exacerbates impacts any of the purported threats on the species. If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.

c. Provide additional comments, if any.





Cumulative Effects



6. Does the petitioner claim that the threats they have identified may have synergistic or cumulative effects such that the entity may warrant [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication]?

☐Yes

      ☐No



a. If the answer to 5 6 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations.  If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how cumulative effects are negatively impacting the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and explain. Include a concluding statement.



b. Provide additional comments, if any. 





Emergency Listing

7. Did the petitioner request emergency listing?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 7 is yes:

Does the species warrant emergency listing?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, provide a brief summary, with citations, of the information indicating emergency listing of the species is warranted. If no, please provide a justification. Include a concluding statement.

The Miami blue butterfly is currently restricted to a few small insular areas in the extreme southern portion of its historical range. The range of this butterfly, which once extended from the Keys north along the Florida coasts to about St. Petersburg and Daytona, is now substantially reduced with an estimated >99 percent decline in area occupied. The population size is unknown but estimated to be in the hundreds. Since only one or possibly two small metapopulations remain among the islands within Key West National Wildlife Refuge, the Miami blue butterfly is imminently threatened by its restricted range and the combined influences of habitat destruction or modification, impacts by iguanas, accidental harm from humans, loss of genetic heterogeneity, and catastrophic environmental events.  Illegal collection could cause severe impacts, given the few populations and individuals remaining. Therefore, we find that these threats constitute an immediate and significant risk to the well-being of the species and that extinction of the Miami blue butterfly may occur at any time. By emergency listing this subspecies as an endangered subspecies, we believe the protections and recognition that immediately become available to the subspecies will increase the likelihood that it can be saved from extinction and ultimately recovered.



The Service’s review of the petition found that the main stressors to Yucca brevifolia identified in the petition are habitat loss and the effects of climate change. Although the petitioners state that habitat loss and the effects of climate change are currently occurring, the information presented and reviewed indicates that these stressors are acting on the species on a long-term basis and not to the degree at which immediate conservation action is necessary. Also the petitioner is requesting to list Yucca brevifolia as a “threatened” species. By definition a threatened species under the Act is a species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future. Emergency listing determinations are for those species where the stressors impacting the species currently pose a significant risk to the well-being of a species. Because the most significant effects of habitat loss and climate change on the species are characterized as happening in the future they do not currently pose a significant risk to the species. As a result, the Service is not implementing its emergency listing procedures for Yucca brevifolia



According to the petition, the stressors facing the species are not immediate or predictable in nature and include vegetation encroachment, climate change, and wildfire. In addition, a population viability analysis (PVA) for the species has been conducted and it states that the population has a 50 percent chance of becoming extinct within the next 50 years (Kurkjiam 2012a, p. 32). Although the petition cites declines in the species population, the potential stressors facing the species are not imminent and not likely to occur in a timeframe which is outside our normal listing determination process. Therefore, we are not implementing our emergency listing procedures for this species.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance

Select one, delete the others.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information in our files, we find that the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act. For  Ppetitions that do not provide information indicating the entity may qualify as a DPS: Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available  information in our files, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that thepetitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, a listable entity under the Act.

 

Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available  information, in our files we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information in our files, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name (Scientific name) [for listing, reclassification, or delisting due to recovery] based on factors [from above (e.g., A, B, and E)].  



Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/not included in FR notice template language. See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding section of the Guidance. If none, indicate that below.

Information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the markhor in the Torghar Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS).

Author



The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.





FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx

 

Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx







Date:	_______________________________



_______________________________________ 

Regional Director Name                        

Regional Director, Region Name,           

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                    



For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ 

Gary Frazer,

Assistant Director for Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



For not-substantial findings

Daniel M. Ashe,

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service





References See Appendix G for format
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Petition Review Form Template: Listing, Reclassification

Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX [bookmark: _Chapter_4:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014051]CHAPTER 43: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE: 

[bookmark: _Toc466014052]DELISTING, RECLASSIFICATION TO THREATENED, REVISION TO LISTED ENTITY





90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE





Petitioned action being requested:

☐Reclassify from Endangered to Threatened species

☐Remove from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (or Plants) (i.e., “Delist”)

☐Due to recovery

☐Due to extinction

☐Due to original data for classification in error 

☐Revise listed entity (split listing, apply different statuses to each entity; revise boundaries of DPS; conform listing to new taxonomic info, etc.)  

Petitioned entity:

☐ Species

☐ Subspecies

☐ DPS of vertebrates

☐ Subset of listed entity (species, subspecies, DPS, etc.) 



Background

	

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).



Petition History



On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species common name(s) be [reclassified to threatened or delisted due to recovery/extinction/error in information] under the Act.  The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(a).  This finding addresses the petition.



On June 30, 2015, we received a petition dated June 29, 2015, from Nancie G. Marzulla (Marzulla Law, LLC – Washington, DC) and Robert Henneke (Texas Public Policy Foundation – Austin, TX) requesting that the golden-cheeked warbler be removed from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife ( “delisted”) due to recovery or error in information.  The petition clearly identified itself as a petition and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, as required by 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(a).  This finding addresses the petition.





Evaluation of a Petition to Delist or Reclassify the Species [for reclassifying: as a Threatened Species] Under the Act 



Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act

Evaluation of a Petition to Delist the Golden-cheeked Warbler Under the Act



When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial information. 



Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance.

	Does the petition identify an entity for reclassifying to threatened/ delisting that is currently listed under the Act (i.e., the petitioned entity is identical to the entity currently listed)?  

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species then proceed to Information in the Petition section. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. If no, answer next question.



Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana)

Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California

Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California



DPS – Northern population of the bog turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii)

Historical range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD

Current range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD



Does the petition identify a portion of a listed entity that may be eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting (i.e., is the petitioned entity a species, subspecies or potential DPS)? 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



DPS:

Loggerhead turtle in Western North Atlantic Ocean (population of Caretta caretta); Western North Atlantic Ocean



Discreteness

· Author, Year, pp ##

· Author et al. Year, p. #



Significance

· Author Year, p. #



Information in the Petition Use one of the following three templates. See Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and Petition Finding sections of the Guidance 



I. For petitions to delist due to extinction, use the following template: 

1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity may warrant delisting due to extinction?  

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. If no, please explain. Include a concluding statement.

· Collins et al. 2010, p. 571

· Hatcher 2008, pp 291-293



a.	Provide additional comments, if any.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



II. For petitions to delist due to “Original data for classification in error” because information indicates the entity is not a valid entity, use the following template:

1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity may warrant delisting because it is not a valid entity (i.e., does not meet the Act’s definition of species)?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  If no, please explain. Include a concluding statement.

· Foust 2014, pp. 678-679

· Snow et al. 2013, p. 14



a. Provide additional comments, if any.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



III. For petitions to reclassify or delist due to recovery or due to new information or an error in original information (e.g., threats are not as significant as we believed when the species was listed; there is a greater abundance of them than we previously believed), indicate reason:



Recovery Criteria



1. If applicable, does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because recovery criteria for reclassifying to threatened/delisting have been met?  

☐Yes

☐No (If no, indicate if the species does not have a recovery plan then skip to #2)



a. If the answer to 1 is yes: 

Identify the basis for which the petitioner claims criteria have been met.  



b. If the answer to 1 is yes: 

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If substantial information has been provided for some criteria but not others, mark both yes and no.

		☐Yes

		☐No





Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range



2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (Factor A) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

	☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Identify why the petitioner indicates threats related to the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range are reduced or are not (or are no longer) a threat.  

· Habitat improvement 

· Habitat protection 



b. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No.

	☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which activity(ies) (e.g., logging, agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose.  Use bullets to list citations.  If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Logging (no longer a threat)

· Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427

· Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310



Agriculture (no longer a threat) 

The petition asserts that none of the statutory factors pose a significant threat to the continued existence of the warbler (p. 15) and that “the warbler was either listed in error or has recovered since listing” (p. 13).  The petition states that because the numbers of warblers and extent of warbler habitat is far greater than the Service determined in 1990, the warbler should not have been listed as endangered, and further cites several studies known to the Service (2014) indicating the species is not in danger of extinction throughout all or any significant portion of its range and requests that the warbler be removed from the federal endangered species list (Petition, p. 29). 



The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are no longer acting on this species’ habitat such that it is no longer threatened by present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of its habitat or range.  Therefore, we find that the petition does not provide substantial information indicating listing the golden cheeked warbler may warrant delisting because of threats related to Factor A.



c. Provide additional comments, if any.     



Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes



3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes (Factor B) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

	☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 3 is yes, overutilization for which purposes does the petitioner claim are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply):  

☐Commercial 

☐Recreational 

☐Scientific

☐Educational

☐Other (Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the above four categories should be addressed under “Other natural or manmade factors”.)



b. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization is reduced or is no longer a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain.  Include a concluding statement.

	

Commercial

· Cobra 2011, p. 99



c. Provide additional comments, if any.    



Disease or predation



4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to disease or predation (Factor C) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Which does the petitioner claim is reduced or is not (or no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply)

☐Disease

☐Predation



b. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both Yes and No.

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims is reduced or is not (or  no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate disease and/or predation and provide an explanation.  Include a concluding statement.



Disease



The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial.



Predation

· McGrath 2011, p. 1

· Perälä 2006, p. 62, 63

· Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a, p. D10, D15, D 34



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 



 

Other natural or manmade factors



5. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because other natural or manmade factors are reduced or are not (or are no longer) affecting its continued existence (Factor E)?  

☐Yes

☐No



a.	If the answer to 5 is yes:

Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner are reduced or are not or (are no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted.



· Forest management practices 

· Demographics (increase in population numbers; evidence of new or previously unknown occurrences)

· Road mortality

· Small population dynamics



b. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some factors to contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., road mortality, or small population dynamics) the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or are no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each factor.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated.  If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain.  Include a concluding statement.



	Road Mortality

· Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192



	Small Population Dynamics

· Soule 1997, p. 23



c. 	Provide additional comments, if any. 





Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms



6. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts have ameliorated impacts of any of the above threat factors to the species (Factor D)?

☐Yes 

☐No



a. If the answer to 6 is yes:

Identify the factors claimed by the petitioner to be ameliorated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts.



b. If the answer to 6 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which factors are ameliorated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.

[bookmark: _GoBack]

c. Provide additional comments, if any.



Cumulative Effects



7. Does the petitioner claim that the entity may warrant reclassifying to threatened/delisting because identified synergistic or cumulative effects are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat?

☐Yes

	☐No



a. If the answer to 7 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat resulting in a reduction or elimination of synergistic and/or cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  The summary should include how the previously identified cumulative and/or synergistic effects of threats have been ameliorated.  If no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and explain.  Include a concluding statement.



b. Provide additional comments, if any. 

 

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance

Select one, delete the others.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petitioned entity is not eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting because the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act (i.e., the entity is not a species, subspecies, or potential DPS).  For Petitions that do not provide information indicating the petitioned entity may qualify as a DPS:  Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that thepetitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, an entity eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting under the Act.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name (Scientific name) [for reclassification or delisting due to recovery or original data for classification in error: based on factors from above (e.g., A, B, and E)].  



	Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action to delist the species common name (Scientific name) due to extinction may be warranted. 

Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/that is not included in FR notice template language (e.g., information related to the extent to which recovery criteria have been met).  See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding section of the Guidance.  If none, indicate that below.

We are requesting information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the markhor in the Torghar Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS).

Author



The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.





FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx

 

Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx







Date:	_______________________________



_______________________________________ 

Regional Director Name                        

Regional Director, Region Name,           

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                    



For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ 

Gary Frazer,

Assistant Director for Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



For not-substantial findings

Daniel M. Ashe,

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service







References See Appendix H for format
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[ An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_5:_Federal][bookmark: _Toc462404270][bookmark: _Toc462404312][bookmark: _Toc462404360][bookmark: _Toc462404402][bookmark: _Toc462404444][bookmark: _Toc462404486][bookmark: _Toc462404804][bookmark: _Toc466014054]CHAPTER 54: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE SUMMARY TEMPLATE





Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted); Highlighted = Insert Something; Examples] 





Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form] 

 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition Review Form

	species common name (scientific name); range

Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

For not-substantial petitions: 

	Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

For substantial petitions: Note – for substantial petitions requesting a delisting due to extinction or not a listable entity would not request information on the 5 factors; therefore this section should be revised accordingly. 

Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information).

Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting Documents section.



Potential Issues/Controversy for Briefing Paper



Leave this field BLANK if the action is not expected to be controversial. 

For potential issues, do not list every interested party and their opinions; include only major stakeholders who have a specific concern with the finding or anything that may be litigated. You should be specific but not too detailed in any of the issues. Include major players and their main concern. If the action is expected to be controversial, you should include additional information to help describe the issues. For the potential issues section, tThink about if there will be constituents contacting the White House, Congress, or the Director’s office. If so, please briefly describe who and what their issues are. 



Template for Potential Issues: 

[Insert general overview and include interested parties and their concerns from their perspective. If they were contacting (Director/Congress/WH), what would they say the issue is?] 

Example Potential Issues: 

1. Designated critical habitat falls on lands owned by the State of Hawaii, County of Maui, and private interests, including the Maui Land and Pineapple Company and Castle and Cooke, and Pūlama Lāna‘i, the private landowners of the island of Lanai. FWS is coordinating with landowners on finalizing conservation agreements as the basis for exclusions from the final critical habitat designation. 



2. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) has concerns regarding the designation of critical habitat within Isabel and Santa Inez reservoirs. The RO and FO have been meeting with regional BOR staff to work through these concerns prior to finalization. 

3. FWS expects this rule to garner attention because of concerns relating to trout stocking and land management. 



4. Petitioners (Safari Club International and Exotic Wildlife Association), game ranchers of these species and the State of Texas, where most of the game ranches occur, will oppose the FWS's finding because they believe the listing of these species will limit their ability to operate their game ranches and impact revenue. 



5. FWS has received opposition to the proposed listing and critical habitat designation for Gierisch mallow from gypsum mining companies and local livestock ranchers. 



6. Issues could arise from the need to implement measures to improve water quality on private land and monitor proposed locations of industrial sand mining operations, but FWS does not expect these issues to be widespread.
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Procedure for Batching 90-day Petitions and Publishing a Federal Register Notice[bookmark: _Chapter_6:_Batching][bookmark: _Toc462404272][bookmark: _Toc462404314][bookmark: _Toc462404362][bookmark: _Toc462404404][bookmark: _Toc462404446][bookmark: _Toc462404488][bookmark: _Toc462404806][bookmark: _Toc466014055]CHAPTER 56: BATCHING AND FEDERAL REGISTER PUBLICATION GUIDANCE





All 90-day petition findings, including domestic/transboundary species and foreign species, will be batched into a single Federal Register notice each quarter. Regional Offices are responsible for sending Petition Review Forms, signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial findings) by the Regional Director, to the appropriate branches in Headquarters following the schedule summarized in the table below. Petitions to list or reclassify species as endangered should to the Branch of Listing; petitions to delist or reclassify species as threatened should go to the Branch of Recovery and State Grants).







		FY Quarter

		Petitions Received In

		Petition Review Forms Due to HQ

		Notice Delivered to OFR



		1

		Oct, Nov, Dec

		Jan 1

		February



		2

		Jan, Feb, Mar

		Apr 1

		May



		3

		Apr, May, Jun

		Jul 1

		August



		4

		Jul, Aug, Sep

		Oct 1

		November









Once submitted to the appropriate branch in Headquarters, not-substantial findings will be reviewed and surnamed by the appropriate Branch staff and Branch Chief; substantial findings may be reviewed for formatting consistency. Each branch will then submit the Petition Review Forms to the branch responsible for batching findings that quarter. Responsibility for batching all petition findings will rotate each quarter between BFS, Branch of Listing, and Branch of Recovery and State Grants.





The staff person responsible for batching the Petition Review Forms should:

· Organize all Petition Review Forms in alphabetical order.

· Use the template located in Chapter 7 to draft the Federal Register notice.

o Complete the template using information from the Species and Range, Petition History, and Finding sections in the Petition Review FormsFederal Register Notice Summary template (see Appendix C for examples).

· Use the template located in Chapter 8 to draft a briefing paper.

· Potential Issues from the Federal register Summary template should be included in the briefing paper.

· Assemble the package for surname.

· Table of Contents: (template located in Chapter 98)

· Tab 1: Briefing Paper

· Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature

· Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature

· Tab 4: Not-substantial Findings

· Tab 5: FR notice

· Enter the package in PackTrack following the Standard Operating Procedure and update entry over time as appropriate.



[bookmark: _Toc466014057]Surname Process

See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms flow chart at the end of this document.

· Chief of the responsible Branch reviews and surnames the Federal Register notice

· The following information should be submitted to the Office of Policy Performance, and Management Programs (PPMP) for surname:

· Document Review Request Form (Appendix H) for each petition

· If the Region and contact information is the same for multiple petition findings, fill out one document Review Request Form for those petitionsfindings. In the “Document Title” box, state that the request is for multiple 90-day findings and include a list of the species names.

· Request that each Docket title contain the name of the species (e.g., Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Northern Spotted Owl).

· Email the Document Review Request Forms to marcia_cash@fws.gov. In the email, provide the full docket title for each petition that is being batched.

· Federal Register Notice.

· PPMP will send back the Docket numbers that correspond to each petition finding.

· Insert the correct Docket numbers, as appropriate, in both the FR notice and the Petition Review Forms

· Brief Division Chiefs in Headquarters on the quarterly batch of petition findings.

· Solicitor will review and surname not-substantial findings completed in Headquarters and the Federal Register notice.

· Substantial comments or edits should be sent to the lead Regional Office or lead Branch in Headquarters to address.

· Include the Solicitor’s Legal Review in the package

· Assistant Director of Ecological Services signs substantial findings completed in Headquarters and reviews and surnames not-substantial findings and the Federal Register notice.

· Director reviews and signs the not-substantial findings and the Federal Register notice.

· The package goes to Exec Secretary for Clearance

· Once the package has cleared, it can be sent to the Office of the Federal Register.

· Publication date should be coordinated with Regions to ensure staff is available to conduct outreach efforts.



[bookmark: _Toc466014058]Posting Petition Review Forms on Regulations.gov

Each Petition Review Form should be saved as a pdf and include the signature of the signing official (Regional Director, Assistant Director for Ecological Services, or Director). Send these documents to marcia_cash@fws.gov for posting to www.regulations.gov.








[bookmark: _Toc466014059]Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms

[image: ]HQ Lead for Batching

Draft FR notice and briefing paper



[image: ]

Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI to Branch Chiefs 

Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname FR notice





Policy, Performance, and Management Programs

Review and surname FR notice





Division Chief(s)*

Briefed by HQ staff





Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) Review and surname FR notice



[image: ]















[image: ]









Asst. Director of Ecological Services

Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR notice and not-substantial PRFs













[image: ][image: ]Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Office of the                  Federal Register

Exec Secretary (DOI)

Clearance

Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Review and surname











* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being petitioned). Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.	Comment by Weller, Emily: From Sarah: I thought the Branch chiefs were getting briefings with courtesy copies as a rule.  Division Chiefs get a briefing only if there’s something controversial.

Response from Emily: This is what I had in my notes, but can change if that’s the way the chief’s want it.
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[An electronic file of this template can be found in the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_7:_Federal][bookmark: _Toc462404277][bookmark: _Toc462404319][bookmark: _Toc462404367][bookmark: _Toc462404409][bookmark: _Toc462404451][bookmark: _Toc462404493][bookmark: _Toc462404811][bookmark: _Toc466014060]CHAPTER 76: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE TEMPLATE





Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something; Green = Example]





Billing Code 4333-15



DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR



Fish and Wildlife Service



50 CFR Part 17



[Docket No(s). FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; etc.]

[COST CODE/ABC STRUCTURE]

[bookmark: h.gjdgxs]Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions 

AGENCY:  Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.

ACTION:  Notice of petition findings [if applicable and initiation of status reviews].

SUMMARY:  We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on various petitions to [list, reclassify, or delist, or revise the listings of fish, wildlife, or plants] under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).  As appropriate: Based on our review, we find that [number of petitions] petition(s) [does/do not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted,] or [we find that the petitioned entity(ies) presented in [number of petitions] is/are not a listable entity(ies) under the Act,] and we are not initiating a status review(s) in response to this/these petition(s).  We refer to this/these as a “not-substantial petition finding(s).”  We also find that [number of petition(s)] petition(s) present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted.  Therefore, with the publication of this notice, we are initiating a review of the status of these species to determine if the petitioned action(s) is/are warranted.  If applicable: The status review(s) for [number of species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these species. To ensure that these status reviews are comprehensive, we are requesting scientific and commercial data and other information regarding these species.  Based on the status reviews, we will issue 12-month findings on the petitions, which will address whether the petitioned action is warranted, as provided in section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act.

DATES:  To allow us adequate time to conduct the status review(s), we request that we receive information no later than [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER].  Information submitted electronically using the Federal eRulemaking Portal (see ADDRESSES, below) must be received by 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on the closing date.

ADDRESSES:  Not-substantial petition finding(s): The not-substantial petition finding(s) announced in this document is/are available on http://www.regulations.gov under the appropriate docket number (see table, below).  Supporting information in preparing this/these finding(s) is available for public inspection, by appointment, during normal business hours by contacting the appropriate person, as specified under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.

 	Status review(s):  You may submit information on species for which a status review is being initiated by one of the following methods:

(1)  Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  In the Search box, enter the appropriate docket number (see table below).  You may submit information by clicking on “Comment Now!” If your information will fit in the provided comment box, please use this feature of http://www.regulations.gov, as it is most compatible with our information review procedures. If you attach your information as a separate document, our preferred file format is Microsoft Word. If you attach multiple comments (such as form letters), our preferred format is a spreadsheet in Microsoft Excel.



(2)  By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to:  Public Comments Processing, Attn: [Insert appropriate docket number; see table below]; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike; Falls Church, VA 22041-3803.



We request that you send information only by the methods described above.  We will post all information received on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see the Request for Information section below for more details). 

Table 1.  List of “substantial” findings for which a status review is being initiated.

		Common Name

		Docket Number

		Docket Link



		Petition species or title #1

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX



		Petition species or title #2

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX







Table 2.  List of “not substantial” findings.

		Common Name

		Docket Number

		Docket Link



		Petition species or title #1

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX



		Petition species or title #2

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX







FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  

		Common Name

		Contact Information



		Petition species or title #1

		[Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; email@fws.gov



		Petition species or title #2

		[Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; email@fws.gov







If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), pleaseIndividuals who are hearing-impaired or speech-impaired may call the Federal Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 800–877–8339 for TTY assistance 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Request for Information

When we make a finding that a petition presents substantial information indicating that listing, reclassification, or delisting a species may be warranted, we are required to promptly review the status of the species (status review).  For the status review to be complete and based on the best available scientific and commercial information, we request information on these species from governmental agencies, Native American Tribes, the scientific community, industry, and any other interested parties.  We seek information on: 

(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including:

(a) Habitat requirements; 

(b) Genetics and taxonomy; 

(c) Historical and current range, including distribution patterns; 

(d) Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and

	(e) Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both.

(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting determination for a species under section 4(a) of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), which are:

(a) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;

(b) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;

	(c) Disease or predation;

	(d) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or

	(e) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.

(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat.

[(4) Information specific to a species (e.g., information about its status in a particular area or information that may be used in a potential 4(d) rule).]  



If petitions request listing a domestic species, insert the following:  

	If, after the status review, we determine that listing is warranted, we will propose critical habitat (see definition in section 3(5)(A) of the Act) for domestic (U.S.) species under section 4 of the Act, to the maximum extent prudent and determinable at the time we propose to list the species.  Therefore, we also request data and information for [appropriate domestic species] on:

(1)  What may constitute “physical or biological features essential to the conservation of the species,” within the geographical range occupied by the species;

(2)  Where these features are currently found; 	

(3)  Whether any of these features may require special management considerations or protection;

(4)  Specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the species that are “essential for the conservation of the species”; and

(5)  What, if any, critical habitat you think we should propose for designation if the species is proposed for listing, and why such habitat meets the requirements of section 4 of the Act.

Please include sufficient information with your submission (such as scientific journal articles or other publications) to allow us to verify any scientific or commercial information you include.

Submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the actions under consideration without providing supporting information, although noted, will not be considered in making a determination.  Section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act directs that determinations as to whether any species is an endangered or threatened species must be made “solely on the basis of the best scientific and commercial data available.”  

You may submit your information concerning this/these status review(s) by one of the methods listed in the ADDRESSES section.  If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If you submit a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this personal identifying information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Information and supporting documentation that we received and used in preparing this finding will be available for you to review at http://www.regulations.gov, or you may make an appointment during normal business hours at the appropriate lead U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Background

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  To the maximum extent practicable, we are to make this finding within 90 days of our receipt of the petition and publish our notice of the finding promptly in the Federal Register.  

Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).  If we find that substantial scientific or commercial information was presented, we are required to promptly commence a review of the status of the species, which will be subsequently summarized in our 12-month finding.

Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1533) and its implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424 set forth the procedures for adding a species to, or removing a species from, the Federal Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.  A species may be determined to be an endangered or threatened species due to one or more of the five factors described in section 4(a)(1) of the Act (see (2) under Request For Information).  

	For petitions to delist [We may delist a species according to 50 CFR 424.11(d) if the best available scientific and commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor threatened for one or more of the following reasons: 

	(1)  The species is extinct; 

        	(2)  The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or 

        	(3)  The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was classified, or the interpretation of such data, were in error. ]

In considering what factors might constitute threats, we must look beyond the exposure of the species to a factor to evaluate whether the species may respond to the factor in a way that causes actual impacts to the species.  If there is exposure to a factor and the species responds negatively, the factor may be a threat.  However, the identification of factors that could affect a species negatively may not be sufficient to compel a finding that the information in the petition is substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Therefore, during the subsequent status review, we attempt to determine how significant a threat it is.  The threat is significant if it drives, or contributes to, the risk of extinction of the species such that the species may warrant listing as endangered or threatened as those terms are defined in the Act.    The information presented in the petition must include evidence sufficient to suggest that these factors may be operative threats that act on the species to the point that the species may meet the definition of an endangered or threatened species under the Act. 



Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form] 

 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition Review Form

	species common name (scientific name); range

Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

For not-substantial petitions: 

	Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

For substantial petitions: Note – for substantial petitions requesting a delisting due to extinction or not a listable entity would not request information on the 5 factors; therefore this section should be revised accordingly. 

Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information).

Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting Documents section.

Continue with other petitions…



Conclusion



On the basis of our evaluation of the information presented under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act, we have determined that the petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] does not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may be warranted.  Therefore, we are not initiating a status review(s) for this/these species.  

The petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may be warranted.  Because we have found that the petition(s) present(s) substantial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted, we are initiating a status review(s) to determine whether this/these actions under the Act is/are warranted.  At the conclusion of the status review(s), we will issue a 12-month finding in accordance with section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act, as to whether or not the Service believes listing, reclassification, or delisting, as appropriate, is warranted.  

It is important to note that the “substantial information” standard for a 90-day finding differs from the Act’s “best scientific and commercial data” standard that applies to a status review to determine whether a petitioned action is warranted.  A 90-day finding does not constitute a status review under the Act.  In a 12-month finding, we will determine whether a petitioned action is warranted after we have completed a thorough status review of the species, which is conducted following a substantial 90-day finding.  Because the Act’s standards for 90-day and 12-month findings are different, as described above, a substantial 90-day finding does not mean that the 12-month finding will result in a warranted finding.  

5-Year Review if applicable

The status review(s) of [list species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these species.  Section 4(c)(2)(A) of the Act requires that we conduct a review of listed species at least once every 5 years.  Our regulations at 50 CFR 424.21 require that we publish a notice in the Federal Register announcing those species under active review. For additional information about 5-year reviews, go to http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/recovery-overview.html, scroll down to “Learn More about 5-Year Reviews,” and click on our factsheet.  

References Cited

	A complete list of references cited is available on the Internet at http://www.regulations.gov and upon request from the appropriate lead Field Offices (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Author(s)

The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the [Appropriate Branch], Ecological Services Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Authority

The authority for these actions is the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).





Dated:	_____________________________________________



___________________________________________________

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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[An electronic file of this template can be found in the Templates folder of this guidance [bookmark: _Chapter_8:_Briefing][bookmark: _Toc462404279][bookmark: _Toc462404321][bookmark: _Toc462404369][bookmark: _Toc462404411][bookmark: _Toc462404453][bookmark: _Toc462404495][bookmark: _Toc462404813][bookmark: _Toc466014062]CHAPTER 78: BRIEFING PAPER TEMPLATE





Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something]



INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY	



FROM: 	Dan Ashe, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



CC:		Gary Frazer, AD, AES



SUBJECT:  	90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions 



I. INTRODUCTION 



We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on [# of petitions] petitions to list, delist, or reclassify fish, wildlife, or plants under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).  



Based on our review of the petitions, we have determined that [# of petitions] petition(s) present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested actions may be warranted and that [# of petitions] petition(s) do not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested actions may be warranted. 



II. BACKGROUND 



The petitions include the follow species and their ranges:



Substantial Findings

species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary



Not-substantial Findings

species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary



 

III. POTENTIAL ISSUES/CONTROVERSY Insert from Federal Register Notice Summary 



IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH



		Species Name

		Regional Outreach Contact

		Telephone
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Briefing Paper Template

90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions[bookmark: _Chapter_9:_Package][bookmark: _Toc462404281][bookmark: _Toc462404323][bookmark: _Toc462404371][bookmark: _Toc462404413][bookmark: _Toc462404455][bookmark: _Toc462404497][bookmark: _Toc462404815][bookmark: _Toc466014064]CHAPTER 98: PACKAGE TABLE OF CONTENTS TEMPLATE





Table of Contents:



Tab 1: Briefing Paper



Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature



Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature



Tab 4: Not-Substantial Findings

Surname: HQ SOL (if applicable), AES

Signature: Director



Tab 5: Federal Register Notice

Surname: Branch Chief, PPMP, SOL, AES
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Procedures for Making 90-day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3)(A)1 and Publication of 
Findings in the Federal Register 
 


Purpose: This document outlines pre-finding procedures and the basic process for completing 90- day 
findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and publishing the finding in 
the Federal Register. You will be referred to the specific documents needed for each step of the 
process. 
 


Introduction 
 


The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) allows members of the public to petition agencies for 
rulemaking 5 U.S.C. § 553(e). The ESA overlays various substantive and procedural requirements for 
responding to petitions for certain types of rulemaking under the ESA. Therefore, we receive two 
types of petition requests for rulemaking under the ESA: (1) petitions for actions governed by section 
4(b)(3) of the ESA, and (2) petitions for actions governed only by the Administrative Procedures Act 
(APA). Actions petitionable under section 4(b)(3) of the ESA include petitions to add or remove (list 
or delist) a species from the List of Endangered or Threatened Wildlife (50 CFR 17.11) or Plants (50 
CFR 17.12), to change (reclassify) the classification of a species (Threatened or Endangered), and to 
revise listed entities (split taxonomy, apply different statuses to each entity; revise boundaries of 
distinct population segments (DPS); conform listing to new taxonomic info, etc.) and existing critical 
habitat for a listed species. The regulations for petitions governed by section 4(b)(3) are found at 50 
CFR 424.14 (Appendix A). Under the ESA, we must make an initial finding (the 90-day finding) on 
these petitions within 90 days of the receipt of the petition, to the maximum extent practicable. If our 
initial finding is that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned action 
may be warranted, we must then commence a review of the status of the species concerned and make 
a determination on whether the petitioned action is warranted, warranted but precluded by higher 
priority actions, or not warranted within 12 months of receiving the petition. 
 
Section 4(b)(3) of the ESA does not provide for petitions to take actions on an “emergency” basis, 
nor does it provide for petitions to designate critical habitat. Petitions requesting we list or delist a 
species on an emergency basis are therefore treated as standard listing/delisting petitions. However, 
our standard procedure in the initial review and assessment of a petition is to make a determination 
on whether it requires emergency action. If it is determined that the petitioned action requires 
emergency action, we would then follow the procedures outlined under section 4(b)(7) of the ESA 
(see Emergency Listing below). Regarding critical habitat, we always consider the need for 
designation (domestic and United States transboundary species only) when listing species. 
 
We also consider any petitions that are not expressly authorized under section 4(b)(3) of the 
ESA—such as petitions to designate critical habitat or to adopt or revise a species-specific 
rule under section 4(d) for the conservation of a species—to be petitions under the APA.  The 
general Departmental regulations for addressing APA petitions, 43 CFR part 14, apply to 
these petitions, as does 50 CFR 424.14(d). Although there are no specific statutory deadlines 
for making petition findings under the APA, the APA does impose a general timeframe—that 
petitions be addressed within a reasonable time. The United State Code (5 U.S.C. §706(1)) 
authorizes courts to “compel agency action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed.” 
The remainder of this guidance does not apply to petitions governed solely by the APA. 


CHAPTER 1: PROCESS OVERVIEW 
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1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be 
addressed in separate guidance. 


Process 
 
To reach our goal of making 90-day and 12-month petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the 
ESA within the statutory time frames, while ensuring that we conduct an adequate review of the 
information provided in the petition, we have developed a process to streamline initial petition 
findings. This streamlined process includes the use of a Petition Review Form (PRF) to determine 
whether a petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating the petition 
action may be warranted.  The PRF will constitute the 90-day petition finding. 
 


The ESA, our regulations (50 CFR 424.14), and our policies do not specify how much information we 
must include in petition findings and notices; therefore, we have great discretion in defining our 
process. To improve our implementation of the ESA, we will batch summaries of substantial and not-
substantial 90-day petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) (listing, reclassification, and delisting for 
domestic and foreign species) into a single Federal Register notice on a quarterly basis (see table 
below under Making a 90-day Finding) . The advantages of batching 90-day findings are: 


● A process that will allow us to complete our 90-day findings within the statutory 
timeframe; 


● Simplified review and approval process for Regions, Headquarters, and the Department 
of the Interior, and 


● Reduced Federal Register publication costs. 


The process for initial evaluation of the petition, completing 90-day petition findings, and 
publishing a batched petition finding notice in the Federal Register is provided in the chapters and 
appendices of this document.   


 
Guidance Chapter Appendices Appendix 


90-day Petition Finding Guidance 2 Petition Regulations (50 CFR 424.14) A 
Batching and Federal register Publication 
Guidance 


6 2012 Director’s Memorandum B 


Templates  Examples of Petition Review Forms and 
Federal Register Notices 


C 


Petition Review Form: Listing and Reclassification 
from Threatened to Endangered 


3 1996 DPS Policy D 


Petition Review Form: Delisting and 
Reclassification from Endangered to Threatened; 
Revisions to Listed Entity 


4 Factor D Guidance E 


Federal Register Summary 5 Summary of 90-day Findings Case Law  F 


Federal Register Notice 7 2006 Guidance for References  G 
Briefing Paper 8 Document Review Request Form H 
Package Table of Contents 9     
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Initial Steps (completed within 30 days of receipt of petition) 
 


When we receive a document purporting to be a petition for a domestic species, a United States 
transboundary species, or a foreign species, Headquarters will complete an initial evaluation of the 
petition. First, Headquarters staff determines whether the action requested in the document is an action 
that is petitionable under the ESA. Any person or organization can petition the Service to add or 
remove a species from the Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, revise the listed 
status of a species (section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA,), or revise a critical habitat designation for a listed 
species (section 4(b)(3)(D); addressed under separate guidance) (see also 50 CFR 424.14(a)). 
 
Second, Headquarters staff checks the document for required information (see 424.14(c)). The 
document must clearly identify itself as a petition under the ESA and be dated, and contain: 


• The name, signature, address, telephone number, if any, and the association, 
institution, or business affiliation, if any, of the petitioner; 


• The scientific name and any common name of the species that is the subject of the 
petition (one species/subspecies/distinct population segment (vertebrates only) per 
petition); 


• A clear request for the action being requested (e.g., listing or revision of critical 
habitat); 


• A detailed narrative justifying the requested action; 
• Literature citations that are specific enough to readily locate the information cited, 


including page numbers or chapters, as applicable 
• Electronic or hard copies of supporting materials or  appropriate excerpts, or 


quotations from those materials; 
• Copies of notifications letters or electronic communication provided to the State 


agency(ies) responsible for management and conservation of the subject species of 
the petition. 


 
If the petition does not meet the requirements above, we will reject the request without making a 
finding and Headquarters staff will notify the petitioner(s), via a letter or email, providing an 
explanation for the rejection. 
 
If the document requests an action that is petitionable under the ESA and contains the required 
information, or is in considerable compliance with the requirements (i.e., contains the majority of 
the required information, particularly information critical to the petition), it qualifies as an ESA 
petition and we will acknowledge receipt of the petition by posting the petition to the 
Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS). The public can view the ECOS petition 
report; therefore, acknowledgement letters are not necessary. 
 
Headquarters will determine the lead Region for petitions for domestic or United States 
transboundary species and send the petition to them; petitions for foreign species will be assigned to 
the Branch of Foreign Species (BFS). In instances where the species crosses multiple Regions, 
Headquarters will send the petition to all of the affected Regions and the Regional Offices will 
determine which Region will take the lead. 
 


The lead Region will confer with the lead Field Office to determine whether the Field Office or 
Regional Office can review the petition and draft a recommended finding (i.e., complete the PRF) 
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within the given timeframe (see Table below under Submitting Documents to Headquarters). If 
neither the Field Office nor the Regional Office is able to complete the petition finding within the 
given timeframe, the lead Region should contact Headquarters for assistance in considering 
alternative arrangements. Alternative arrangements could include a revised timeframe (i.e., batching 
the finding in a later FY Quarter) or assistance from Headquarters or other Regions in completing the 
finding.   


Once it is determined which quarterly batch the petition will be included, Regional staff should fill 
out the tracking spreadsheet (found here). This document is used by Headquarters to determine the 
number of petitions that will be included in each batch, the species, and collect other information 
used in the batching process. It should be updated with any changes. 
 


Emergency Listing 
When we receive a petition, we will consider whether the species warrants emergency listing  as part 
of the standard petition finding process.  A species should be considered for emergency listing when 
the immediacy of a threat is so great to a significant proportion of the total population of the species 
that, within the time needed to follow the standard statutorily required listing process, the species will 
be faced with significant risk of extinction (see Section 4(b)(7) of the ESA; 50 CFR 424.20; 
Endangered Species Listing Handbook 1994, p. 109, click here for access). 
 
The purpose of the emergency-rule provision of the ESA is to prevent species from becoming extinct 
by affording them immediate protection while the normal rulemaking procedures are followed. If the 
Field Office, Regional Office, and Headquarters agree emergency listing is warranted, an emergency 
listing rule will be prepared instead of a PRF. See the Listing Handbook for more information on 
emergency listing guidance and process. 
 


Making a 90-day Finding 
 


Use the Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Chapter 2) to conduct a review of the petition and make a 90-day petition 
finding. This guidance includes instructions on completing a PRF (for petitions requesting listing a 
species or reclassifying a species to an endangered species, Chapter 3; removing a species or 
reclassifying a species to a threatened species, Chapter 4). Links to examples of completed Petition 
Review Forms can be found in Appendix C. 
 


Surname and Signature Authority 
Pursuant to the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum on procedures for developing substantial 
90-day petition findings (Appendix B), PRFs with substantial 90-day findings for domestic and 
transboundary species will be signed by the Regional Director for the lead Region. PRFs with 
substantial 90-day findings for foreign species will be signed by the Assistant Director for Ecological 
Services. As noted in the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum, individual substantial 90-day 
findings do not require Solicitor’s Office surname. 
 


The PRF is also used for not-substantial findings and the process for completing them is the same as 
substantial findings. However, because not-substantial 90-day findings are final agency actions and 
may be challenged in court, the form must be reviewed and surnamed by an attorney in the Solicitor’s 



https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1vD3CGc_CCGmZv0BxApXVm6fUXGAzx5esXPNRWUwrKGM/edit#gid=616105205

https://fishnet.fws.doi.net/regions/9/es/Listing/Docs/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=%2Fregions%2F9%2Fes%2FListing%2FDocs%2FGuidance%2C%20Policies%2C%20Help%2F1994%20Listing%20Handbook&amp;FolderCTID=0x01200022E1C053AF19FC46A986BC026E21F268&amp;View=%7b5D0CD572-AC39-4F55-B504-346184C88157%7d
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Office and must be signed by the Director. 
 


To expedite the surname and signature process for foreign species petition findings, the BFS will 
schedule a briefing with reviewers (e.g., Branch chief) on the petition finding(s) made in a given 
quarter. 
Regional Offices will decide whether to follow the same process to obtain surname/signature or 
create their own process to expedite their review of findings on petitions for domestic or 
transboundary species. 
 
Regional Offices will submit signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial findings) 
PRFs to Headquarters for batching following the schedule summarized in the table below.  
 


If a finding for domestic or transboundary species petition is completed in Headquarters, the lead 
Regional Office will be notified of the outcome of the finding (substantial or not-substantial) in a 
sufficient timeframe to assess and prepare for outreach needs. A copy of the completed PRF will be 
sent to the Regional Office after it has received an initial surname (i.e., after the Branch Chief 
surnames). The PRF will follow a similar process as petitions for foreign species to obtain surname 
and signature (see Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings flow charts at the end of this 
document). Copies of revised not-substantial PRF may be sent to the Regional Office following 
review by the Solicitor’s Office. Substantial PRFs completed in Headquarters will be signed by the 
Assistant Director for Ecological Services; not-substantial PRFs will be signed by the Director.  
Final versions of PRFs will be available for download on www.regulations.gov. 
 


Submitting Documents to Headquarters 
 
Signed (substantial finding) or surnamed (not-substantial finding) PRFs are to be sent to Headquarters 
for batching according to the schedule below. 
 
 


FY Quarter Petitions Received In PRFs Due to HQ Notice Delivered to 
OFR 


1 Oct, Nov, Dec Jan 1 February 


2 Jan, Feb, Mar Apr 1 May 


3 Apr, May, Jun Jul 1 August 


4 Jul, Aug, Sep Oct 1 November 


Two months before documents are due to Headquarters, Headquarters will send an email data call as a 
reminder to Regional staff to check the tracking spreadsheet (found here) to ensure that entries are 
accurate. Any species that will not be completed during that quarter’s batching should be moved to the 
correct quarter. 
 
The following documents are needed for each petition finding submitted to Headquarters. 
NOT-SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS 
PRF* PRF* 
SOL surname page (RSOL or BFS SOL)  RD signature page 



http://www.regulations.gov/

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1vD3CGc_CCGmZv0BxApXVm6fUXGAzx5esXPNRWUwrKGM/edit#gid=616105205
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RO/BFS surname page Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 5) 
Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 5)  


*Submit in WORD format so that the docket number can be added. 


Batching 90-day Findings for Publication 
 


Headquarters will be responsible for batching quarterly petition findings into a single Federal Register 
notice and drafting a single briefing paper. The Guidance on Batching 90-day Findings for Publication in 
the Federal Register (Chapter 6) includes instructions on quarterly gathering of petition findings, 
instructions for completing the Federal Register notice template (Chapter 7), and details of the surname 
process.  Links to examples of published Federal Register notices can be found in Appendix C. See 
also Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Notices flow charts at 
the end of this document. 
 
Weekly status updates for the package should be sent to Regional staff and include where the package is 
in surname, the target Federal Register date, any changes to dates, and potential publication timeframe 
given the target Federal register date. 


Publication in the Federal Register 
 
Once the notice is signed by the Director and cleared by the Department of the Interior, and a 
publication date is coordinated with Regions to ensure staff are available to conduct outreach efforts, 
Headquarters staff will send the notice to the Office of the Federal Register. Once a publication date 
is confirmed, Headquarters will notify the affected Regions of the publication date; for notices that 
include foreign species, International Affairs and Law Enforcement may also be notified. The lead 
Field Office or Regional Office (for domestic and transboundary species) and the BFS (for foreign 
species) are responsible for notifying petitioners and other interested stakeholders of the publication 
of petition findings. 
 
Because the Federal Register notice is a Headquarters action, Headquarters’ External Affairs will send 
out a basic news bulletin covering all species in the batched notice to news media. Regions may 
additionally distribute that news release to their media contacts in coordination with Headquarters’ 
External Affairs, but additional separate news releases on individual species in the batch are not 
required. 
 
The Office of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs (PPMP) in Headquarters will collect 
the information the public submits in response to the notice and post it to the assigned docket on 
www.regulations.gov. For substantial findings that trigger a status review, it will be the responsibility 
of the designated lead Field Office or Regional Office contact to download information specific to their 
species from the appropriate docket (see the published Federal Register batch notice for docket 
number) at www.regulations.gov for use in the status review and subsequent 12-month finding. PPMP 
is also available to facilitate export of the comments for you.  You may send a request for a bulk 
extract to Marcia_cash@fws.gov or michel_bagbonon@fws.gov. Please provide the Docket Number 
and the time period for the comments you want. The extract is usually available for download the next 
day.



http://www.regulations.gov/

http://www.regulations.gov/

mailto:Marcia_cash@fws.gov

mailto:michel_bagbonon@fws.gov
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Review Process for 90-day Substantial Petition Findings 
 


Domestic/Transboundary Species 
PRFs 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 


  
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process. 
** PRFs surnamed will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal 


Register notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below. 


Field or Regional Office 
Prepares PRF Responsible Branch in HQ 


Prepares PRF 


Regional Office * 
Review and surname 


Regional Director 
Review and sign 


Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ 
Review and surname 


HQ Lead for Batching** 
For Federal Register batching 


HQ Lead for Batching** 
For Federal Register batching 


Foreign Species PRFs or 
Domestic/Transboundary Species 


PRFs Completed in HQ 


Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ 
Review and surname 
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Review Process for 90-day Not-Substantial Findings 
 


Foreign Species PRFs or 
Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs 


Completed in HQ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 
* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process. 
** PRFs will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal Register 
notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below. 


Domestic/Transboundary Species 
PRFs 


HQ Lead for Batching** 
For Federal Register batching 


Foreign Species or HQ Solicitor 
Review and Surname 


Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ 
Review and surname 


Field or Regional Office 
Prepares PRF 


Regional Office,* including 
Regional Solicitor 
Review and surname 


Regional Director 
Review and surname 


HQ Lead for Batching 
For Federal Register batching 


Responsible Branch in HQ 
Prepares PRF 
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Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms 
 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation 
and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being 
petitioned). Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.


Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ 
Review and surname FR notice 


Policy, Performance, and Management Programs 
Review and surname FR notice 


Division Chief(s)* 
Briefed by HQ staff 


Headquarters Lead for Batching 
Draft FR notice and briefing paper 


Director, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs 


Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
Review and surname 


Exec Secretary (DOI) 
Clearance 


Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) 
Review and surname FR notice 


Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI 
to Branch Chiefs  


Office of the                  
Federal Register 


Asst. Director of Ecological Services 
Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR 


notice and not-substantial PRFs 
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Guidance on Making 90-day Findings 


Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on Making 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 
4(b)(3)(A)


1 of the Endangered Species Act 
 


Statutory and Regulatory Background 
 
Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the public may petition us to list, delist, or reclassify a 
species. Under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA, we must “to the maximum extent practicable, 
within 90 days after receiving the petition… make a finding as to whether the petition presents 
substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be 
warranted.” 
 


Petition Review 
 
The Petition Review Forms (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) provides the template for conducting a 90-
day petition finding for petitionable actions under section 4(b)(3)(A), including “boilerplate” 
language and specific directions. Appendix C provides links to examples of recent 90-day listing 
and delisting petition findings. The information in these attachments is intended to illustrate the 
key elements of substantial and not-substantial findings described below. 
 
The following sections provide guidance on completing the Petition Review Form. 
 


Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding 
 
Neither the ESA nor our implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14 directs us to consider 
information beyond that presented in the petition. For us to find that a petition presents 
substantial information that the petitioned action may be warranted, the petition must itself 
present that information. We need not, and should not, resort to information outside of the 
petition to bolster, plug gaps in, or otherwise supplement a petition that is inadequate on its face. 
However, it is appropriate for us to consider information readily available that we are aware of at 
the time the determination is made that provides context in which to evaluate whether the 
information that a petition presents is substantial. For example, if a petition presents information 
that superficially appears to support the conclusion that listing may be warranted, but we are 
aware that the information presented is out of date, unreliable, or unrepresentative of the great 
bulk of available data, we may consider this contextual information in making our determination 
as to whether the petition presents substantial information. Note that if we determine that it is 
appropriate to consider such contextual information, it must also represent a great bulk of the 
information (in other words, we should not ourselves rely on unrepresentative information to 
rebut information presented in the petition). 
 
 
1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be 
addressed in separate guidance. 
 


CHAPTER 2: 90-Day PETITION FINDING GUIDANCE 
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We are not required to consider any supporting materials cited by the petitioner if the cited 
document is not provided (50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(ii)). If the petitioner refers to supporting 
information but does not provide an electronic or hard copy of a reference or appropriate 
excerpts of a reference, it is not considered “available” and will not be used in our evaluation of 
the petition. For the most part, we expect petitioners to provide the supporting information to 
substantiate their claims. However, due to copyright laws, we may not require them to do so in 
call cases. The regulations say that in the case of copyrighted material, it is acceptable for the 
petitioner to provide direct quotes within the petition rather than the actual source. If you have a 
petition finding that hinges on a reference that you do not have, please contact your regional 
liaison for assistance. 
  
The approach outlined above is consistent with our regulations in that the petition should contain 
a detailed justification for the actions based on available information (i.e., the petitioner is 
responsible for making a case that the petitioned action may be warranted). It also prevents us 
from unnecessarily finding information to be substantial when we have information to the 
contrary. 
 


Listable Entity Evaluation 
 
When evaluating a petition, we must consider whether the petitioned entity is a listable entity 
under the ESA, i.e., a species, a subspecies, or a potential DPS of a vertebrate species or 
subspecies. The evaluation of the taxonomic status of a species, subspecies, or DPS, centers on 
whether the information presented reaches the substantial information threshold. Substantial 
information is that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the 
requested action may be warranted. It is not within our purview to determine taxonomic status in 
a 90-day petition evaluation, but rather to evaluate information submitted by the petitioners to 
determine whether the information indicates the petitioned entity may be a “listable entity” under 
the ESA. 
 
A petition to list, delist, or reclassify a generally recognized species or subspecies need not 
present information on the validity of the taxon. Additionally, a petition to list, delist, or 
reclassify an entity that the Service has already recognized as being a species, subspecies, or DPS 
need not present information that the entity is a listable entity. On the other hand, if the petition 
alleges that an entity is a species or subspecies, but that taxonomic status is not generally 
recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the entity may indeed be a valid 
species or subspecies. Similarly, if the petitioned entity is alleged to be a DPS that the Service has 
not already recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the petitioned entity 
may satisfy both the “discreteness” and “significance” elements of our DPS policy (61 FR 4722; 
February 7, 1996; See Appendix D). 
 
With respect to alleged taxa that are not generally recognized, we will continue to follow the 
November 30, 1995, Director’s memorandum clarifying the standard for evaluating petitions on 
undescribed species. A taxon will be considered to be described for the purposes of a 90-day 
finding if a description has been prepared and has passed scientific peer review, either as part of 
acceptance for publication or through some other equivalent review. This same standard should 
be applied to petitions to reclassify, delist, or revise an entity due to taxonomic changes (e.g., 
taxonomic split or combining of taxa). The petition should include this type of information to 
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support the validity of the taxon. If the petition is found to be substantial, we will include an 
evaluation of the taxonomic status as part of our status review in preparation of the 12-month 
finding. 
 
If the petitioned entity is found not to be a listable entity under the ESA, a full explanation of the 
basis for that determination is required. An evaluation of the five factors is unnecessary if the 
basis for our not-substantial finding is that the petitioned entity is not a valid listable entity. 


Scope of Petitions 
 
At the 90-day stage, we will make a finding based on the listable entity (species, subspecies, or 
DPS) the petitioner includes in the petition. We will not expand the scope of our evaluation 
beyond this entity, including various combinations of a DPS. For example, if we receive a 
petition to list a subspecies, we evaluate information for the subspecies but will not do any 
evaluation at the species level if it was not requested by the petitioner. However, if we find the 
petition to be substantial, we may at the 12-month stage find that the petitioned entity is part of a 
larger taxon (or combinations of DPSs) that may warrant listing and conduct our assessment on 
the larger entity, or DPSs. 
 


Multiple Petitions for the Same Action 
 
Petition Supplements 
 
When a petitioner, after filing a petition with us, submits additional information relevant to the 
petitioned action and requests us to consider this information in our 90-day finding, we will treat 
the new information as a new petition that supersedes the original petition. The statutory 
timeframes will be recalculated based on the date that we received the supplemental information. 
When making our 90-day finding, we will base our evaluation of the petition on the information 
originally submitted along with the supplementary information. 
 
Secondary Petitions 
 
A petition is considered a secondary petition when it requests the same action for the same entity 
as a petition received previously.  For a secondary petition on a previously petitioned species for 
which a 90-day finding has not yet been made, the later petition will be combined with the earlier 
petition, and a combined 90-day finding will be prepared in time to meet the earlier 90-day due 
date, if possible. If not, the combined finding should be prepared in time to meet the deadline for 
the next quarter. If a substantial 90-day finding has been made on the first petition and a 12-
month finding is pending, the petitioner will be notified, either through letter or email, that a 
status review is being conducted on the entity petitioned and that the information submitted with 
the petition will be considered in the status review. 
 
A secondary petition to list a species that is already a candidate (one for which sufficient 
information is available to indicate that a listing proposal is appropriate but precluded) will be 
addressed in the annual Candidate Notice of Review (CNOR). The CNOR should note that it 
constitutes a 90-day and 12-month finding on the secondary petition. New information included 
in the secondary petition can be incorporated into the candidate assessment form as appropriate. 
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Petition Finding 
 
In addition to the requirements listed in the Listable Entity Evaluation section above, we must 
determine whether there is substantial information presented in the petition to support the 
petitioned action. Implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(i) define substantial 
information as “credible scientific or commercial information in support of the petition’s claims 
that a reasonable person conducting an impartial scientific review would conclude that the action 
proposed in the petition may be warranted.” The word “substantial” refers to the quality of the 
information (scientific methods and results) and not the quantity or aggregate size of publications 
or reports. 
 
The substantial information should be relevant to one or more of the following five listing factors 
in section 4(a) of the ESA that are used to determine whether a listable entity is a threatened 
species or an endangered species: 
 


(A) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; 
 


(B) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; 
 


(C) Disease or predation; 
 


(D) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or 
 


(E) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence. 
 
The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms (Factor D) should be evaluated in terms of the 
effect any existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts may have on the threats 
claimed by the petitioner to be acting on the species. That is, the effect of regulatory mechanisms 
that are ameliorating or exacerbating impacts to the species. Factor D is not an independent basis 
for listing. We evaluate regulatory mechanisms, regardless of the mechanism’s design or intent, 
together with conservation efforts to evaluate their effect on the threats claimed by the petitioner 
under the other Factors (A, B, C, and E) and the status of the species. For more information see 
the September 12, 2016, Guidance Regarding the Treatment of Factor D in Status Assessments 
(Appendix E). 
 
Petitions to list a species must present substantial information that the petitioned entity may be a 
“threatened species” or “endangered species” as defined by the ESA. It is not enough for the 
petition to just indicate that threats to the species or its habitat exist, without providing some 
information to reasonably connect those threats to the negative impact on the status of the 
species. That is, the petition must present sufficient information to suggest that factors may be 
negatively acting on the species or its habitat such that the species may be in danger of extinction 
(endangered species) or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future 
(threatened species). Additionally, it is not sufficient for a petitioner to provide only supporting 
materials and request that the Service draw a conclusion that the petitioned action may be 
warranted, without articulating in the petition itself how the purported threats negatively impact 
the status of the species such that it may warrant listing. 
 
Petitions to list a species that is widely accepted as extinct would likely result in a not-substantial 
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petition finding unless the petition presents substantial information that the species may be 
extant. However, where information submitted with the petition indicates only that the species 
may be extinct in the wild, but the species is not widely accepted to be extinct, the 90-day finding 
should be based on the assumption that the species is extant, and should result in a substantial 
petition finding if the petition presents substantial information indicating that the species may 
warrant listing. A determination of whether the species is extinct or extant will be made in the 
12-month finding. 
 
Petitions to reclassify either a listed entity or a subset of a listed entity (e.g., subspecies or DPS) 
must provide substantial information that the listed entity’s current status may no longer be 
applicable and may warrant a different listing classification, not merely that the species may 
warrant listing. 
 
We may delist a species according to 50 CRF 424.11(d) if the best available scientific and 
commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor threatened for one or more of 
the following reasons: 


(1) The species is extinct; 
(2) The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or 
(3) The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was 


classified, or the interpretation of such data, was in error. 
 
We must consider the same five factors listed above in delisting a species due to recovery or 
due to new information or an error in original information (e.g., threats are not as significant as 
we believed when the species was listed; there is a greater abundance of them than we 
previously  believed). Petitions to delist a species for these reasons must include substantial 
information relevant to the above five factors. To result in a substantial finding, the petition 
must present information indicating that all threats may be ameliorated, or may no longer be 
relevant to the species, such that the listed entity may no longer meet the definition of an 
endangered species or threatened species and removal from the list may be warranted. 
 
To determine if the petition presents substantial information, the person reviewing the petition 
(the reviewer) should evaluate the sources cited in the petition to determine if the information 
supports the claims of the petitioner. The reviewer is encouraged to do an analysis of the full 
petition and address each factor the petitioner claims to be a threat. However, legally we may 
determine that a petition to list or reclassify a species is substantial as long as there is information 
under at least one threat factor that would lead a reasonable person to conclude that the petitioned 
action may be warranted. 
 
We may determine a petition to delist a species is substantial as long as there is substantial 
information that supports that the species may be neither an endangered species nor a threatened 
species due to extinction, error in the original data for classification, or recovery (50 CFR 
424.11(d)). If we are petitioned to delist a species because the petitioner believes it is extinct or 
there was an error in the data available when the species was listed, or that information indicates 
the listed entity is not a listable entity, we must consider whether the information reaches the 
substantial information threshold. Evidence that supports that the entity may be extinct or may 
not be a listable entity would be the basis for a substantial finding and an evaluation of the five 
factors would be unnecessary. If we find that the petitioner did not provide substantial 
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information indicating the species may be extinct or may not be a listable entity, a detailed 
explanation of the basis for that determination is required. Proceed to the Petition Finding 
section of the Petition Review Form. 
 
When we determine that sources provide substantial information, only citations with relevant 
page numbers need to be provided in the Petition Review Form (Chapters 3 and 4); however, 
a brief summary of the substantial information, including citations of references, may also be 
provided. When we determine that sources cited in the petition do not provide substantial 
information, a detailed explanation, including citations of references, is required. In some 
instances, the information in a single source may not be considered substantial, but when 
combined with information in other citations may be considered substantial. In this situation, 
the “+” sign can be used as a shorthand to string a series of citations together (e.g., Smith 
2014, p. 3 + Connor et al. 2010, pp 4-5 + Johnson 2009, p. 14). 
 
The information provided in a petition does not have to present conclusive evidence. The courts 
have stated that a standard requiring conclusive evidence to support a particular action is 
inappropriate for a 90-day finding. Courts have also indicated that when evaluating information 
presented in a petition for a 90-day finding, the absence of other information is not enough to 
render the information presented not-substantial.  In other words, when a petition presents 
credible information to support the petitioned action, the failure to provide a greater level of 
evidence is not grounds for making a not-substantial finding. (See Appendix F for a summary of 
relevant court rulings.) Thus, in making a 90-day finding, we are evaluating the information to 
determine if it would lead a reasonable person to believe the petitioned action may be warranted. 
 
It is possible for information in the petition to be contradicted by other information in the petition 
or in our files. If the issue has not been resolved in the literature, we should take into 
consideration: (1) whether the information is outdated; (2) whether study results have been 
duplicated; (3) whether the information is based on new, potentially more reliable technology or 
methodology; (4) how the information is generally treated by the relevant scientific community; 
and (5) other factors as appropriate to the situation. The number of publications supporting a 
conclusion may or may not be an important factor when considering apparent contradictions. If 
the contradictory information is not reconciled through this examination, we will document the 
contradiction, but will not use the contradiction as a basis for a 90-day finding that the petition 
fails to present substantial information. If we find that the petition presents substantial 
information, we will undertake further analysis of this contradictory information as part of a 
status review for the 12-month finding. 
 
Based on the evaluation of the information presented in the petition and, in appropriate limited 
cases, the information readily available at the time the determination is made, we indicate our 
determination by completing the Petition Finding section of the PRF. A substantial petition is 
one in which the petitioner has made an argument that the petitioned action may be warranted 
and that argument is supported by substantial information contained in the petition. All of the 
information provided in the petition does not have to be substantial for the petition as a whole to 
be substantial. 
 
The detailed explanations required when we find that the petition does not present substantial 
information in the PRF should provide clear support for our determinations to ensure that the 
finding is legally defensible. 







 


19 
Guidance on Making 90-day Findings 


 
Links to examples of completed substantial and not-substantial Petition Review Forms can be found in 
Appendix C. 
 


Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding 
If we determine that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned 
action may be warranted, we will solicit information from the States, Tribes, federal agencies, 
applicable foreign countries, and the public to help us complete a status review for the species. 
(Note: since we are not initiating rulemaking procedures, this is neither a public comment period 
nor a formal request for public comments.) In the Federal Register notice of our 90-day finding, 
we will state that in order to have sufficient time to complete the status review, the information 
should be submitted within 60 days after the date of publication. However, information can be 
accepted at any time and if there is a significant delay between the 90-day and 12-month findings, 
we may publish an additional request for information to ensure the best available data is used to 
make a classification determination. 
 


Specific Requests for Information 
 
In the Petition Review Form, list any information that is needed in addition to the following 
standard information requests: 


(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including: 
a. Habitat requirements; 


 
b. Genetics and taxonomy; 


 
c. Historical and current range, including distribution patterns; 


 
d. Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and 


 
e. Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both. 


 
(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting 


determination for a species under section 4(a) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), 
which are: 


a. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat 
or range; 


 
b. Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; 


 
c. Disease or predation; 


 
d. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or 


 
e. Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence. 


 
(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat. 
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[An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance 
Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted as PRF is complete); Highlighted = Insert Something; Highlighted 
= To be inserted by batching biologist; Examples]  
 


Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX  
90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE 


 


Background 
  


Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on 
whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial 
scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to 
a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to 
believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)). 


 


Petition History 
 
On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species 


common name(s) be [listed/emergency listed as threatened or endangered or reclassified as 
endangered/ and if applicable critical habitat be designated for this/these species] under the Act.  
The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite identification information 
for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(c).  [If petitioner requests emergency listing: 
Because the Act does not provide for petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition 
to list [species].  However, we did consider the immediacy of possible threats to the species and 
whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the information presented 
in the petition and did not find that the petition warranted an emergency listing.]  This finding 
addresses the petition. 
On November 15, 2013, we received a petition from the Animal Welfare Institute requesting that we emergency list 
the pygmy three-toed sloth as endangered under the Act. The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the 
identification information for the petitioner required by 50 CFR 424.14(a). Because the Act does not provide for 
petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition to list. However, we did consider the immediacy of 
possible threats to the species and whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the 
information presented in the petition and did not find that the species warranted an emergency listing. This finding 
addresses the petition. 
 
 
Evaluation of a Petition to List/Reclassify the Species as a(n) Endangered/Threatened 
Species Under the Act  
Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act 
Evaluation of a Petition to List the African Lion Under the Act 


CHAPTER 3: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE:  
LISTING, RECLASSIFICATION TO ENDANGERED 
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When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations 


together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial 
information.  


 


Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance. 
 


Does the petition identify an entity that may be eligible for listing/reclassification to and 
endangered species (i.e., is the entity a species, subspecies, or DPS)?  


☐Yes 
☐ No 


If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the 
species. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current 
and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly 
occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do 
not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other 
words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or 
continents. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); 
DPS range. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial 
information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these 
elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the 
remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form. 
 
 
White-necked crow (Corvus leucognaphalus); 
Historical range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic) and Puerto Rico 
Current range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic) 
 
Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana) 
Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California 
Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California 
 
 
DPS: 
North American wild horse (population of Equus caballus); U.S. Federal public lands 
 
Discreteness 


• Snyder 2004, pp 14-15 
• Dallas et al. 2009, p. 451 


 
Significance 


• Berry 2010, p. 137 
 
 
Information in the Petition See Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and 
Petition Finding sections of the Guidance  
 


 
Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range  
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1. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants listing/reclassification based on the present or 


threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (Factor 
A)? 
☐Yes 
☐No 


 
a. If the answer to 1 is yes: 


Identify the activity(ies) claimed by the petitioner under present or threatened 
destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range to be a threat 
such that listing/reclassification] may be warranted. 


• Logging 
• Agriculture 


 
b. If the answer to 1 is yes: 


Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No. 


 ☐Yes 
 ☐No 


If yes, indicate for which activity(ies) present or threatened destruction, 
modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (e.g., logging, 
agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the 
citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list citations. If 
needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with 
citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the 
species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for 
which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement. 
 
Logging 


• Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427 
• Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310 
 


The petitioner provided substantial information that logging is destroying nesting habitat for the 
Eunice macaw (Johnson et al. 1999, p. 30). Loss of this habitat has resulted in reduced reproduction 
rates and recruitment of the species, and has led to decreases in the population (Smith 2013, pp. 219, 
427). 
 
Agriculture 
The petitioner claims that this species has been extirpated from, or has greatly declined in, some 
areas as a result of urbanization or conversion of habitat to agricultural uses.  Some populations can 
persist in areas with minor disturbance and in nearby undisturbed habitats, however, habitat loss 
threatens to severely fragment remaining populations.  
 
While Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) confirms that the species has been extirpated from, or has 
greatly declined, in some areas due to urbanization and conversion for agricultural use, Hammerson 
also states that the species exists in moderately or heavily disturbed areas (e.g., around buildings in 
parks and rural landfills) .and that the distribution is probably not fragmented at the moment. 
Furthermore, because the species has good reproductive potential, and can tolerate moderate levels 
of alteration, the species may also be able to survive in relatively small patches of suitable habitat 
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(Hammerson 2007, unpaginated). Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) also indicates that populations in 
natural areas appear to be stable and the current trend for this species is not well documented.   
 
The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are acting on this species’ 
habitat such that it is threatened by present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of 
its habitat or range. Therefore, we find that the petition does not provide substantial information 
indicating listing the Colorado checkered whiptail may warrant listing based on Factor A. 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any.      


 
 
Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes 
  


2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants listing/reclassification based on 
overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes (Factor B)? 
☐Yes 


 ☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 2 is yes, overutilization for which purpose(s) does the petitioner claim is/are a 
threat such that listing/reclassification may be warranted (check all that apply): 


☐Commercial 
☐Recreational 
☐Scientific 
☐Educational 
☐Other: [Claim by petitioner] Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the 
above four categories should be addressed in Factor E) 
   


b. If the answer to 2 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No.  
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization may be a 
threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list 
citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial 
information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact 
the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, 
please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement. 
 
Commercial 
The petitioners claim that Ricord’s rock iguanas are harvested for subsistence throughout its range, 
but that harvesting is most pronounced in the Haitian population. The petitioners further assert that 
this population has been nearly extirpated due in part to harvesting of adults and eggs (Rupp and 
Accimé 2011).  
 
The literature cited by the petitioner states only that the population in Haiti is small and holding on 
only in places not easily accessible by people, a reflection of intense hunting pressure (Rupp and 
Accimé 2011, p. 150). Although there may be a fear of poaching of these iguanas (Rupp and Accimé 
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2011, p. 152), the literature provided no information that harvesting or poaching of Ricord’s rock 
iguana is occurring in the Haitian population or is negatively impacting the status of the species. 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any.     


 
 
Disease or predation 


 
3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants listing/reclassification based on 


disease or predation (Factor C)? 
☐Yes 
☐No 


 
a. If the answer to 3 is yes: 


Which does the petitioner claim is a threat such that listing/reclassification may be 
warranted (check all that apply) 
☐Disease 
☐Predation 
 


b. If the answer to 3 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both 
Yes and No. 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims may be a 
threat and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. 
If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, 
with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of 
the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate 
disease and/or predation and provide an explanation. Include a concluding 
statement. 
Disease 
The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly 
concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The 
desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and 
population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred 
individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to 
assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially 
if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not 
make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the 
petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also 
constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in 
captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. 
Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial. 


 
Predation 


• Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42, 74 
• Guedes 2004, p. 7 
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The petitioners provided substantial information indicating predation is a factor affecting the 
reproductive success of the hyacinth macaw. Predation by toco toucans, purplish joys, white-eared 
opossums, and coatis accounted for 52 percent of lost hyacinth eggs in a 10-year study (Guedes 
2009, pp. 5, 74). Predation of hyacinth macaw eggs is directly affecting the reproductive rate of 
hyacinth macaws and the ability of the species to recover from reductions in population size 
(Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42; Guedes 2004, p. 7). 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any.  


  
 
Other natural or manmade factors 
 


4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants listing/reclassification based on other natural 
or manmade factors affecting its continued existence (Factor E)? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 4 is yes: 
Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner to be a 
threat such that listing/reclassification may be warranted. 
 


• Climate change 
• Road mortality 
• Small population dynamics 


 
b. If the answer to 4 is yes: 


Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If some factors contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No.  
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., climate change, 
road mortality, or small population dynamics) the petitioner claims may be a threat 
and list the citations with page numbers for each factor. If needed, you may also 
provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including 
how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it 
may warrant listing or reclassification. Use bullets to list citations. If no, please 
indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement. 
 
Climate Change 


• Aubrey 2012, p. 55 
• Camper 2000, p. 85 


 
Road Mortality 


• Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192 
 


Small Population Dynamics 
• Soule 1997, p. 23 
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c. Provide additional comments, if any.


Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms 


5. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts
exacerbate impacts of any of the purported threats on the species (Factor D)?
☐Yes
☐No


a. If the answer to 5 is yes:
Identify the purported threats claimed by the petitioner to be exacerbated by 
existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts. 


b. If the answer to 5 is yes:
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  
☐Yes
☐No
If yes, indicate which purported threat(s) are exacerbated by existing regulatory 
mechanisms or conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for 
each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary 
of the substantial information, with citations, including how the regulatory 
mechanism or conservation effort exacerbates impacts of any of the purported 
threats on the species. If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. 
Include a concluding statement. 


c. Provide additional comments, if any.


Cumulative Effects 


6. Does the petitioner claim that the threats they have identified may have synergistic or
cumulative effects such that the entity may warrant listing/reclassification?
☐Yes
☐No


a. If the answer to 6 is yes:
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? 
☐Yes
☐No
If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or
cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list
citations.  If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial
information, with citations, including how cumulative effects are negatively
impacting the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or
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reclassification. If no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have 
synergistic or cumulative effects and explain. Include a concluding statement. 
 


b. Provide additional comments, if any.  
 
 
Emergency Listing 


7. Did the petitioner request emergency listing? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 7 is yes: 
Does the species warrant emergency listing? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, provide a brief summary, with citations, of the information indicating 
emergency listing of the species is warranted. If no, please provide a justification. 
Include a concluding statement. 
The Miami blue butterfly is currently restricted to a few small insular areas in the extreme southern 
portion of its historical range. The range of this butterfly, which once extended from the Keys north 
along the Florida coasts to about St. Petersburg and Daytona, is now substantially reduced with an 
estimated >99 percent decline in area occupied. The population size is unknown but estimated to be 
in the hundreds. Since only one or possibly two small metapopulations remain among the islands 
within Key West National Wildlife Refuge, the Miami blue butterfly is imminently threatened by its 
restricted range and the combined influences of habitat destruction or modification, impacts by 
iguanas, accidental harm from humans, loss of genetic heterogeneity, and catastrophic 
environmental events.  Illegal collection could cause severe impacts, given the few populations and 
individuals remaining. Therefore, we find that these threats constitute an immediate and significant 
risk to the well-being of the species and that extinction of the Miami blue butterfly may occur at any 
time. By emergency listing this subspecies as an endangered subspecies, we believe the protections 
and recognition that immediately become available to the subspecies will increase the likelihood that 
it can be saved from extinction and ultimately recovered. 
 
The Service’s review of the petition found that the main stressors to Yucca brevifolia identified in 
the petition are habitat loss and the effects of climate change. Although the petitioners state that 
habitat loss and the effects of climate change are currently occurring, the information presented and 
reviewed indicates that these stressors are acting on the species on a long-term basis and not to the 
degree at which immediate conservation action is necessary. Also the petitioner is requesting to list 
Yucca brevifolia as a “threatened” species. By definition a threatened species under the Act is a 
species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future. Emergency 
listing determinations are for those species where the stressors impacting the species currently pose 
a significant risk to the well-being of a species. Because the most significant effects of habitat loss 
and climate change on the species are characterized as happening in the future they do not currently 
pose a significant risk to the species. As a result, the Service is not implementing its emergency 
listing procedures for Yucca brevifolia 
 
According to the petition, the stressors facing the species are not immediate or predictable in nature 
and include vegetation encroachment, climate change, and wildfire. In addition, a population 
viability analysis (PVA) for the species has been conducted and it states that the population has a 50 
percent chance of becoming extinct within the next 50 years (Kurkjiam 2012a, p. 32). Although the 
petition cites declines in the species population, the potential stressors facing the species are not 
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imminent and not likely to occur in a timeframe which is outside our normal listing determination 
process. Therefore, we are not implementing our emergency listing procedures for this species. 


Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition 
Review Form. 
 


Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance 
Select one, delete the others. 
 


Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 
available information, we find that the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act. For
petitions that do not provide information indicating the entity may qualify as a DPS: Based on our 
review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we 
find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating 
that thepetitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, a listable entity under the Act. 


  
Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 


available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or 
commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.    


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 


available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name 
(Scientific name) based on factors from above (e.g., A, B, and E).   
 


Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/not included 
in FR notice template language. See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day 
Finding section of the Guidance. If none, indicate that below. 


Information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the markhor in the Torghar 
Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS). 


Author 
 


The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or 
Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx 
  
Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx 
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Date: _______________________________ 


 


_______________________________________  


Regional Director Name                         
Regional Director, Region Name,            
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                     
 
For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ  
Gary Frazer, 
Assistant Director for Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
For not-substantial findings 
Daniel M. Ashe, 
Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
 
References See Appendix G for format 







 


31 
Petition Review Form Template: Delisting, Reclassification 


Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX  
90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE 
 
 
Petitioned action being requested: 
☐Reclassify from Endangered to Threatened species 


☐Remove from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (or Plants) (i.e., “Delist”) 
☐Due to recovery 
☐Due to extinction 
☐Due to original data for classification in error  


☐Revise listed entity (split listing, apply different statuses to each entity; revise boundaries of 
DPS; conform listing to new taxonomic info, etc.)   


Petitioned entity: 
☐ Species 
☐ Subspecies 
☐ DPS of vertebrates 
☐ Subset of listed entity (species, subspecies, DPS, etc.)  


 


Background 
  


Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on 
whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial 
scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to 
a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to 
believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)). 


 


Petition History 
 
On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species 


common name(s) be [reclassified to threatened or delisted due to recovery/extinction/error in 
information] under the Act.  The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite 
identification information for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(a).  This finding addresses 
the petition. 
 
On June 30, 2015, we received a petition dated June 29, 2015, from Nancie G. Marzulla (Marzulla Law, LLC – 
Washington, DC) and Robert Henneke (Texas Public Policy Foundation – Austin, TX) requesting that the golden-
cheeked warbler be removed from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife ( “delisted”) due to recovery or error 


CHAPTER 4: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE:  
DELISTING, RECLASSIFICATION TO THREATENED, REVISION TO LISTED ENTITY 
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in information.  The petition clearly identified itself as a petition and included the requisite identification information 
for the petitioner, as required by 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(a).  This finding addresses the petition. 
 
 
Evaluation of a Petition to Delist or Reclassify the Species [for reclassifying: as a Threatened 
Species] Under the Act  
 
Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act 
Evaluation of a Petition to Delist the Golden-cheeked Warbler Under the Act 
 


When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations 
together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial 
information.  


 


Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance. 


 Does the petition identify an entity for reclassifying to threatened/ delisting that is currently 
listed under the Act (i.e., the petitioned entity is identical to the entity currently listed)?   


☐Yes 
☐No 


If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the 
species then proceed to Information in the Petition section. In describing the range of the species, 
consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This 
should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a 
reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly 
unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional 
judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. For DPSs, use the 
following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. If no, answer next 
question. 
 
Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana) 
Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California 
Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California 
 
DPS – Northern population of the bog turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii) 
Historical range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD 
Current range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD 
 
Does the petition identify a portion of a listed entity that may be eligible for reclassifying to 
threatened/delisting (i.e., is the petitioned entity a species, subspecies or potential DPS)?  


☐Yes 
☐No 


If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the 
species. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); 
DPS range. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable 
current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly 
occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do 
not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other 
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words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or 
continents. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial 
information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these 
elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the 
remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form. 
 
DPS: 
Loggerhead turtle in Western North Atlantic Ocean (population of Caretta caretta); Western North Atlantic Ocean 
 
Discreteness 


● Author, Year, pp ## 
● Author et al. Year, p. # 


 
Significance 


● Author Year, p. # 
 
Information in the Petition Use one of the following three templates. See Information Considered 
in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and Petition Finding sections of the Guidance  
 
I. For petitions to delist due to extinction, use the following template:  


1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity 
may warrant delisting due to extinction?   
☐Yes 
☐No 


If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may 
also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. If no, please 
explain. Include a concluding statement. 


● Collins et al. 2010, p. 571 
● Hatcher 2008, pp 291-293 


 
a. Provide additional comments, if any. 


Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition 
Review Form. 
 
II. For petitions to delist due to “Original data for classification in error” because information 


indicates the entity is not a valid entity, use the following template: 
1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity 


may warrant delisting because it is not a valid entity (i.e., does not meet the Act’s 
definition of species)? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may 
also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  If no, please 
explain. Include a concluding statement. 


● Foust 2014, pp. 678-679 
● Snow et al. 2013, p. 14 


 
a. Provide additional comments, if any. 
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Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition 
Review Form. 
 
III. For petitions to reclassify or delist due to recovery or due to new information or an error in 


original information (e.g., threats are not as significant as we believed when the species 
was listed; there is a greater abundance of them than we previously believed), indicate 
reason: 


 
Recovery Criteria 
 


1. If applicable, does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to 
threatened/delisting because recovery criteria for reclassifying to threatened/delisting have 
been met?   
☐Yes 
☐No (If no, indicate if the species does not have a recovery plan then skip to #2) 


 
a. If the answer to 1 is yes:  


Identify the basis for which the petitioner claims criteria have been met.   
 


b. If the answer to 1 is yes:  
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? If substantial information has been provided for some criteria but not 
others, mark both yes and no. 


  ☐Yes 
  ☐No 
 
 
Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range 
 


2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because 
threats related to the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the 
species habitat or range (Factor A) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the 
species? 


 ☐Yes 
☐No 


 
a. If the answer to 2 is yes: 


Identify why the petitioner indicates threats related to the present or threatened 
destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range are reduced 
or are not (or are no longer) a threat.   


● Habitat improvement  
● Habitat protection  


 
b. If the answer to 2 is yes: 


Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No. 
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 ☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate which activity(ies) (e.g., logging, agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the 
petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat and list the 
citations with page numbers for each purpose.  Use bullets to list citations.  If 
needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with 
citations.  The summary should include how the previously identified threats have 
been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for 
which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement. 
 
Logging (no longer a threat) 


● Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427 
● Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310 


 
Agriculture (no longer a threat)  
The petition asserts that none of the statutory factors pose a significant threat to the continued 
existence of the warbler (p. 15) and that “the warbler was either listed in error or has recovered since 
listing” (p. 13).  The petition states that because the numbers of warblers and extent of warbler 
habitat is far greater than the Service determined in 1990, the warbler should not have been listed as 
endangered, and further cites several studies known to the Service (2014) indicating the species is 
not in danger of extinction throughout all or any significant portion of its range and requests that the 
warbler be removed from the federal endangered species list (Petition, p. 29).  
 
The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are no longer acting on this 
species’ habitat such that it is no longer threatened by present or threatened destruction, 
modification or curtailment of its habitat or range.  Therefore, we find that the petition does not 
provide substantial information indicating listing the golden cheeked warbler may warrant delisting 
because of threats related to Factor A. 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any.      


 
Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes 
 


3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because 
threats related to overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes (Factor B) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species? 


 ☐Yes 
☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 3 is yes, overutilization for which purposes does the petitioner 
claim are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to 
threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply):   
☐Commercial  
☐Recreational  
☐Scientific 
☐Educational 
☐Other (Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the above four categories 
should be addressed under “Other natural or manmade factors”.) 
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b. If the answer to 3 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No.  
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization is reduced 
or is no longer a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose.  
Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the 
substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the 
previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer 
exist.  If no, please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain.  Include a 
concluding statement. 


  
Commercial 


● Cobra 2011, p. 99 
 


c. Provide additional comments, if any.     
 
Disease or predation 


 
4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because 


threats related to disease or predation (Factor C) are reduced or are not (or no longer) 
acting on the species? 
☐Yes 
☐No 


 
a. If the answer to 4 is yes: 


Which does the petitioner claim is reduced or is not (or no longer) a threat such that 
reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply) 
☐Disease 
☐Predation 
 


b. If the answer to 4 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both 
Yes and No. 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims is reduced 
or is not (or  no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each.  
Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the 
substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the 
previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer 
exist.  If no, please indicate disease and/or predation and provide an explanation.  
Include a concluding statement. 
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Disease 
 
The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly 
concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The 
desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and 
population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred 
individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to 
assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially 
if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not 
make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the 
petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also 
constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in 
captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. 
Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial. 


 
Predation 


● McGrath 2011, p. 1 
● Perälä 2006, p. 62, 63 
● Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a, p. D10, D15, D 34 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any.  


 
  
Other natural or manmade factors 
 


5. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because 
other natural or manmade factors are reduced or are not (or are no longer) affecting its 
continued existence (Factor E)?   
☐Yes 
☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 5 is yes: 
Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner are reduced 
or are not or (are no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting 
may be warranted. 
 


● Forest management practices  
● Demographics (increase in population numbers; evidence of new or previously unknown 


occurrences) 
● Road mortality 
● Small population dynamics 


 
b. If the answer to 5 is yes: 


Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim?  If some factors to contain substantial information and others do not, mark 
both Yes and No.  
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., road mortality, or 
small population dynamics) the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or are no 
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longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each factor.  Use 
bullets to list citations. If needed, you may provide a brief summary of the 
substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the 
previously identified threats have been ameliorated.  If no, please indicate for 
which factor(s) and explain.  Include a concluding statement. 
 


 Road Mortality 
• Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192 


 
 Small Population Dynamics 


• Soule 1997, p. 23 
 


c.  Provide additional comments, if any.  
 
 
Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms 
 


6. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts have 
ameliorated impacts of any of the above threat factors to the species (Factor D)? 
☐Yes  
☐No 
 


a. If the answer to 6 is yes: 
Identify the factors claimed by the petitioner to be ameliorated by existing 
regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts. 
 


b. If the answer to 6 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate which factors are ameliorated by existing regulatory mechanisms or 
conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to 
list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial 
information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously 
identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, 
please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement. 


 
c. Provide additional comments, if any. 


 
Cumulative Effects 
 


7. Does the petitioner claim that the entity may warrant reclassifying to threatened/delisting 
because identified synergistic or cumulative effects are reduced or are not (or no longer) a 
threat? 
☐Yes 


 ☐No 
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a. If the answer to 7 is yes: 
Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the 
claim? 
☐Yes 
☐No 
If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no 
longer) a threat resulting in a reduction or elimination of synergistic and/or 
cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list 
citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial 
information, with citations.  The summary should include how the previously 
identified cumulative and/or synergistic effects of threats have been ameliorated.  If 
no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or 
cumulative effects and explain.  Include a concluding statement. 
 


b. Provide additional comments, if any.  
  


Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition 
Review Form. 
 


Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance 
Select one, delete the others. 
 


Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 
available information, we find that the petitioned entity is not eligible for reclassifying to 
threatened/delisting because the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act (i.e., the 
entity is not a species, subspecies, or potential DPS).  For Petitions that do not provide 
information indicating the petitioned entity may qualify as a DPS:  Based on our review of the 
petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the 
petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the
petitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, an entity eligible for reclassifying to 
threatened/delisting under the Act. 


 
Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 


available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or 
commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.   


 
Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 


available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name 
(Scientific name) [for reclassification or delisting due to recovery or original data for 
classification in error: based on factors from above (e.g., A, B, and E)].   
 
 Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily 
available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial 
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information indicating that the petitioned action to delist the species common name (Scientific 
name) due to extinction may be warranted.  


Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/that is not 
included in FR notice template language (e.g., information related to the extent to which recovery 
criteria have been met).  See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding 
section of the Guidance.  If none, indicate that below. 


We are requesting information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the 
markhor in the Torghar Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS). 


Author 
 


The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or 
Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx 
  
Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx 
 
 


 
Date: _______________________________ 


 


_______________________________________  


Regional Director Name                         
Regional Director, Region Name,            
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                     
 
For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ  
Gary Frazer, 
Assistant Director for Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
For not-substantial findings 
Daniel M. Ashe, 
Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
 
 
References See Appendix G for format 
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[ An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance 
Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted); Highlighted = Insert Something; Examples]  
 
 
Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form]  
 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition 


Review Form 


 species common name (scientific name); range 


Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form 


Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form 


For not-substantial petitions:  


 Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] 


the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  


Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated 


in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  


However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available 


concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER 


INFORMATION CONTACT). 


For substantial petitions: Note – for substantial petitions requesting a delisting due to extinction 


or not a listable entity would not request information on the 5 factors; therefore this section should 


be revised accordingly. 


Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 


4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information). 


CHAPTER 5: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE SUMMARY TEMPLATE 
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Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at 


http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting 


Documents section. 


 
Potential Issues/Controversy for Briefing Paper 
 
Leave this field BLANK if the action is not expected to be controversial.  
For potential issues, do not list every interested party and their opinions; include only major 
stakeholders who have a specific concern with the finding or anything that may be litigated. You 
should be specific but not too detailed in any of the issues. Include major players and their main 
concern. If the action is expected to be controversial, you should include additional information to 
help describe the issues. Think about if there will be constituents contacting the White House, 
Congress, or the Director’s office. If so, please briefly describe who and what their issues are.  
 
Template for Potential Issues:  
[Insert general overview and include interested parties and their concerns from their perspective. If 
they were contacting (Director/Congress/WH), what would they say the issue is?]  
Example Potential Issues:  
1. Designated critical habitat falls on lands owned by the State of Hawaii, County of Maui, and private interests, 
including the Maui Land and Pineapple Company and Castle and Cooke, and Pūlama Lāna‘i, the private landowners 
of the island of Lanai. FWS is coordinating with landowners on finalizing conservation agreements as the basis for 
exclusions from the final critical habitat designation.  
 
2. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) has concerns regarding the designation of critical habitat within Isabel and Santa 
Inez reservoirs. The RO and FO have been meeting with regional BOR staff to work through these concerns prior to 
finalization.  


3. FWS expects this rule to garner attention because of concerns relating to trout stocking and land management.  
 
4. Petitioners (Safari Club International and Exotic Wildlife Association), game ranchers of these species and the State 
of Texas, where most of the game ranches occur, will oppose the FWS's finding because they believe the listing of 
these species will limit their ability to operate their game ranches and impact revenue.  
 
5. FWS has received opposition to the proposed listing and critical habitat designation for Gierisch mallow from 
gypsum mining companies and local livestock ranchers.  


6. Issues could arise from the need to implement measures to improve water quality on private land and monitor 
proposed locations of industrial sand mining operations, but FWS does not expect these issues to be widespread.
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Procedure for Batching 90-day Petitions and Publishing a Federal Register Notice 


All 90-day petition findings, including domestic/transboundary species and foreign species, will 
be batched into a single Federal Register notice each quarter. Regional Offices are responsible 
for sending Petition Review Forms, signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial 
findings) by the Regional Director, to Headquarters following the schedule summarized in the 
table below.  
 
 
 


FY Quarter Petitions Received In Petition Review 
Forms Due to HQ 


Notice Delivered to 
OFR 


1 Oct, Nov, Dec Jan 1 February 


2 Jan, Feb, Mar Apr 1 May 


3 Apr, May, Jun Jul 1 August 


4 Jul, Aug, Sep Oct 1 November 


 
 
The staff person responsible for batching the Petition Review Forms should: 


• Organize all Petition Review Forms in alphabetical order. 


• Use the template located in Chapter 7 to draft the Federal Register notice. 


o Complete the template using information from the Federal Register Notice 
Summary template. 


• Use the template located in Chapter 8 to draft a briefing paper. 


o Potential Issues from the Federal register Summary template should be included in 
the briefing paper. 


• Assemble the package for surname. 


o Table of Contents: (template located in Chapter 9) 


o Tab 1: Briefing Paper 


o Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature 


o Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature 


o Tab 4: Not-substantial Findings 


o Tab 5: FR notice 


CHAPTER 6: BATCHING AND FEDERAL REGISTER PUBLICATION 
GUIDANCE 
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• Enter the package in PackTrack following the Standard Operating Procedure and update 
entry over time as appropriate. 


 


Surname Process 


See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms flow 
chart at the end of this document. 


• The following information should be submitted to the Office of Policy Performance, and 
Management Programs (PPMP) for surname: 


o Document Review Request Form (Appendix H) for each petition 


 If the Region and contact information is the same for multiple petition 
findings, fill out one document Review Request Form for those 
findings. In the “Document Title” box, state that the request is for 
multiple 90-day findings and include a list of the species names. 


 Request that each Docket title contain the name of the species (e.g., 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 90-Day Finding on a 
Petition to List the Northern Spotted Owl). 


 Email the Document Review Request Forms to marcia_cash@fws.gov. In 
the email, provide the full docket title for each petition that is being 
batched. 


o Federal Register Notice. 


• PPMP will send back the Docket numbers that correspond to each petition finding. 


o Insert the correct Docket numbers, as appropriate, in both the FR notice and the 
Petition Review Forms 


 


Posting Petition Review Forms on Regulations.gov 


Each Petition Review Form should be saved as a pdf and include the signature of the signing 
official (Regional Director, Assistant Director for Ecological Services, or Director). Send these 
documents to marcia_cash@fws.gov for posting to www.regulations.gov. 


 
 


  



mailto:marcia_cash@fws.gov

mailto:marcia_cash@fws.gov

http://www.regulations.gov/
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Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation 
and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being 
petitioned). Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.


Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ 
Review and surname FR notice 


Policy, Performance, and Management Programs 
Review and surname FR notice 


Division Chief(s)* 
Briefed by HQ staff 


HQ Lead for Batching 
Draft FR notice and briefing paper 


Director, Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs 


Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
Review and surname 


Exec Secretary (DOI) 
Clearance 


Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) 
Review and surname FR notice 


Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI 
to Branch Chiefs  


Office of the                  
Federal Register 


Asst. Director of Ecological Services 
Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR 


notice and not-substantial PRFs 
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[An electronic file of this template can be found in the Templates folder of this guidance 
Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something; Green = Example] 
 
 
Billing Code 4333-15 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
50 CFR Part 17 
 
[Docket No(s). FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-


XXXX-XXXX; etc.] 


[COST CODE/ABC STRUCTURE] 


Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] 


Petitions  


AGENCY:  Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior. 


ACTION:  Notice of petition findings [if applicable and initiation of status reviews]. 


SUMMARY:  We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on 


various petitions to [list, reclassify, delist, or revise the listings of fish, wildlife, or plants] under 


the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).  As appropriate: Based on our review, we 


find that [number of petitions] petition(s) [does/do not present substantial scientific or commercial 


information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted,] or [we find that the 


petitioned entity(ies) presented in [number of petitions] is/are not a listable entity(ies) under the 


Act,] and we are not initiating a status review(s) in response to this/these petition(s).  We refer to 


this/these as a “not-substantial petition finding(s).”  We also find that [number of petition(s)] 


petition(s) present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned 


action(s) may be warranted.  Therefore, with the publication of this notice, we are initiating a 


CHAPTER 7: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE TEMPLATE 
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review of the status of these species to determine if the petitioned action(s) is/are warranted.  If 


applicable: The status review(s) for [number of species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these 


species. To ensure that these status reviews are comprehensive, we are requesting scientific and 


commercial data and other information regarding these species.  Based on the status reviews, we 


will issue 12-month findings on the petitions, which will address whether the petitioned action is 


warranted, as provided in section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act. 


DATES:  To allow us adequate time to conduct the status review(s), we request that we receive 


information no later than [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE 


FEDERAL REGISTER].  Information submitted electronically using the Federal eRulemaking 


Portal (see ADDRESSES, below) must be received by 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on the closing 


date. 


ADDRESSES:  Not-substantial petition finding(s): The not-substantial petition finding(s) 


announced in this document is/are available on http://www.regulations.gov under the appropriate 


docket number (see table, below).  Supporting information in preparing this/these finding(s) is 


available for public inspection, by appointment, during normal business hours by contacting the 


appropriate person, as specified under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. 


  Status review(s):  You may submit information on species for which a status review is 


being initiated by one of the following methods: 


(1)  Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  In 


the Search box, enter the appropriate docket number (see table below).  You may submit 


information by clicking on “Comment Now!” If your information will fit in the provided comment 


box, please use this feature of http://www.regulations.gov, as it is most compatible with our 


information review procedures. If you attach your information as a separate document, our 







 


48 
Federal Register Notice Template 
 


preferred file format is Microsoft Word. If you attach multiple comments (such as form letters), 


our preferred format is a spreadsheet in Microsoft Excel. 


 
(2)  By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to:  Public Comments 


Processing, Attn: [Insert appropriate docket number; see table below]; U.S. Fish and Wildlife 


Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike; Falls Church, VA 22041-3803. 


 


We request that you send information only by the methods described above.  We will post 


all information received on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post 


any personal information you provide us (see the Request for Information section below for 


more details).  


Table 1.  List of “substantial” findings for which a status review is being initiated. 


Common Name Docket Number Docket Link 
Petition species or 


title #1 


FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX http://www.regulations.gov/#!d


ocketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-


XXXX-XXXX 


Petition species or 


title #2 


FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX http://www.regulations.gov/#!d


ocketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-


XXXX-XXXX 


 


Table 2.  List of “not substantial” findings. 


Common Name Docket Number Docket Link 
Petition species or 


title #1 


FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX http://www.regulations.gov/#!d


ocketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-



http://www.regulations.gov/
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XXXX-XXXX 


Petition species or 


title #2 


FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX http://www.regulations.gov/#!d


ocketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-


XXXX-XXXX 


 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:   


Common Name Contact Information 
Petition species or title #1 [Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; 


email@fws.gov 


Petition species or title #2 [Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; 


email@fws.gov 


 


Individuals who are hearing-impaired or speech-impaired may call the Federal Relay Service at 


800–877–8339 for TTY assistance 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 


 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Request for Information 


When we make a finding that a petition presents substantial information indicating that 


listing, reclassification, or delisting a species may be warranted, we are required to promptly 


review the status of the species (status review).  For the status review to be complete and based on 


the best available scientific and commercial information, we request information on these species 


from governmental agencies, Native American Tribes, the scientific community, industry, and any 


other interested parties.  We seek information on:  


(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including: 
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(a) Habitat requirements;  


(b) Genetics and taxonomy;  


(c) Historical and current range, including distribution patterns;  


(d) Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and 


 (e) Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both. 


(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting determination 


for a species under section 4(a) of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), which are: 


(a) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or 


range; 


(b) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; 


 (c) Disease or predation; 


 (d) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or 


 (e) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence. 


(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat. 


[(4) Information specific to a species (e.g., information about its status in a particular area or 
information that may be used in a potential 4(d) rule).]   
 


If petitions request listing a domestic species, insert the following:   


 If, after the status review, we determine that listing is warranted, we will propose critical 


habitat (see definition in section 3(5)(A) of the Act) for domestic (U.S.) species under section 4 of 


the Act, to the maximum extent prudent and determinable at the time we propose to list the 


species.  Therefore, we also request data and information for [appropriate domestic species] on: 


(1)  What may constitute “physical or biological features essential to the conservation of 


the species,” within the geographical range occupied by the species; 


(2)  Where these features are currently found;   
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(3)  Whether any of these features may require special management considerations or 


protection; 


(4)  Specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the species that are “essential 


for the conservation of the species”; and 


(5)  What, if any, critical habitat you think we should propose for designation if the species 


is proposed for listing, and why such habitat meets the requirements of section 4 of the Act. 


Please include sufficient information with your submission (such as scientific journal 


articles or other publications) to allow us to verify any scientific or commercial information you 


include. 


Submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the actions under consideration 


without providing supporting information, although noted, will not be considered in making a 


determination.  Section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act directs that determinations as to whether any species 


is an endangered or threatened species must be made “solely on the basis of the best scientific and 


commercial data available.”   


You may submit your information concerning this/these status review(s) by one of the 


methods listed in the ADDRESSES section.  If you submit information via 


http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying 


information—will be posted on the website.  If you submit a hardcopy that includes personal 


identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this 


personal identifying information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will 


be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.   


Information and supporting documentation that we received and used in preparing this 


finding will be available for you to review at http://www.regulations.gov, or you may make an 



http://www.regulations.gov/
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appointment during normal business hours at the appropriate lead U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).  


Background 


Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, 


delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating 


that the petitioned action may be warranted.  To the maximum extent practicable, we are to make 


this finding within 90 days of our receipt of the petition and publish our notice of the finding 


promptly in the Federal Register.   


Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of 


Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information 


that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be 


warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).  If we find that substantial scientific or commercial information 


was presented, we are required to promptly commence a review of the status of the species, which 


will be subsequently summarized in our 12-month finding. 


Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1533) and its implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424 set 


forth the procedures for adding a species to, or removing a species from, the Federal Lists of 


Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.  A species may be determined to be an 


endangered or threatened species due to one or more of the five factors described in section 4(a)(1) 


of the Act (see (2) under Request For Information).   


 For petitions to delist [We may delist a species according to 50 CFR 424.11(d) if the best 


available scientific and commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor 


threatened for one or more of the following reasons:  


 (1)  The species is extinct;  


         (2)  The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or  
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         (3)  The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was classified, 


or the interpretation of such data, were in error. ] 


In considering what factors might constitute threats, we must look beyond the exposure of 


the species to a factor to evaluate whether the species may respond to the factor in a way that 


causes actual impacts to the species.  If there is exposure to a factor and the species responds 


negatively, the factor may be a threat.  However, the identification of factors that could affect a 


species negatively may not be sufficient to compel a finding that the information in the petition is 


substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Therefore, during 


the subsequent status review, we attempt to determine how significant a threat it is.  The threat is 


significant if it drives, or contributes to, the risk of extinction of the species such that the species 


may warrant listing as endangered or threatened as those terms are defined in the Act.    The 


information presented in the petition must include evidence sufficient to suggest that these factors 


may be operative threats that act on the species to the point that the species may meet the 


definition of an endangered or threatened species under the Act.  


 
Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form]  
 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition 


Review Form 


 species common name (scientific name); range 


Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form 


Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form 


For not-substantial petitions:  
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 Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] 


the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  


Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated 


in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  


However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available 


concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER 


INFORMATION CONTACT). 


For substantial petitions: Note – for substantial petitions requesting a delisting due to extinction 


or not a listable entity would not request information on the 5 factors; therefore this section should 


be revised accordingly.  


Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 


4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information). 


Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at 


http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting 


Documents section. 


Continue with other petitions… 


 


Conclusion 


 


On the basis of our evaluation of the information presented under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the 


Act, we have determined that the petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] does not 


present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may 
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be warranted.  Therefore, we are not initiating a status review(s) for this/these species.   


The petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] present substantial scientific or 


commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may be warranted.  Because we 


have found that the petition(s) present(s) substantial information indicating that the petitioned 


action(s) may be warranted, we are initiating a status review(s) to determine whether this/these 


actions under the Act is/are warranted.  At the conclusion of the status review(s), we will issue a 


12-month finding in accordance with section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act, as to whether or not the 


Service believes listing, reclassification, or delisting, as appropriate, is warranted.   


It is important to note that the “substantial information” standard for a 90-day finding 


differs from the Act’s “best scientific and commercial data” standard that applies to a status review 


to determine whether a petitioned action is warranted.  A 90-day finding does not constitute a 


status review under the Act.  In a 12-month finding, we will determine whether a petitioned action 


is warranted after we have completed a thorough status review of the species, which is conducted 


following a substantial 90-day finding.  Because the Act’s standards for 90-day and 12-month 


findings are different, as described above, a substantial 90-day finding does not mean that the 12-


month finding will result in a warranted finding.   


5-Year Review if applicable 


The status review(s) of [list species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these species.  


Section 4(c)(2)(A) of the Act requires that we conduct a review of listed species at least once 


every 5 years.  Our regulations at 50 CFR 424.21 require that we publish a notice in the Federal 


Register announcing those species under active review. For additional information about 5-year 


reviews, go to http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/recovery-overview.html, scroll down to 


“Learn More about 5-Year Reviews,” and click on our factsheet.   


References Cited 
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 A complete list of references cited is available on the Internet at 


http://www.regulations.gov and upon request from the appropriate lead Field Offices (see FOR 


FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 


 


Author(s) 


The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the [Appropriate Branch], 


Ecological Services Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Authority 


The authority for these actions is the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 


U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


 


 


Dated: _____________________________________________ 


 


___________________________________________________ 


Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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[An electronic file of this template can be found in the Templates folder of this guidance  
Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something] 
 
INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY  
 
FROM:  Dan Ashe, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
CC:  Gary Frazer, AD, AES 
 
SUBJECT:   90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions  
 


I. INTRODUCTION  
 
We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on [# of petitions] 
petitions to list, delist, or reclassify fish, wildlife, or plants under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended (Act).   
 
Based on our review of the petitions, we have determined that [# of petitions] petition(s) present 
substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested actions may be 
warranted and that [# of petitions] petition(s) do not present substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that the requested actions may be warranted.  
 


II. BACKGROUND  
 
The petitions include the follow species and their ranges: 
 
Substantial Findings 
species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary 
 
Not-substantial Findings 
species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary 
 
  


III. POTENTIAL ISSUES/CONTROVERSY Insert from Federal Register Notice Summary  
 


IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH 
 


Species Name Regional Outreach 
Contact 


Telephone 
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90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions 
Table of Contents: 


 


Tab 1: Briefing Paper 


 


Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature 


 


Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature 


 


Tab 4: Not-Substantial Findings 
Surname: HQ SOL (if applicable), AES 


Signature: Director 


 


Tab 5: Federal Register Notice 
Surname: Branch Chief, PPMP, SOL, AES 
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APPENDIX A: PETITION REGULATIONS (50 CFR 424.14) 
 







§ 424.14 Petitions.  


(a) Ability to petition.  Any interested person may submit a written petition to the 


Services requesting that one of the actions described in § 424.10 be taken for a species.   


(b) Notification of intent to file petition.  For a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a 


species, or for petitions to revise critical habitat, petitioners must provide notice to the State 


agency responsible for the management and conservation of fish, plant, or wildlife resources in 


each State where the species that is the subject of the petition occurs.  This notification must be 


made at least 30 days prior to submission of the petition.  This notification requirement shall not 


apply to any petition submitted pertaining to a species that does not occur within the United 


States.   


(c) Requirements for petitions.  A petition must clearly identify itself as such, be dated, 


and contain the following information: 


(1) The name, signature, address, telephone number, if any, and the association, 


institution, or business affiliation, if any, of the petitioner; 


(2) The scientific name and any common name of a species of fish or wildlife or plants 


that is the subject of the petition.  Only one species may be the subject of a petition, which may 


include, by hierarchical extension based on taxonomy and the Act, any subspecies or variety, or 


(for vertebrates) any potential distinct population segments of that species; 


(3) A clear indication of the administrative action the petitioner seeks (e.g., listing of a 


species or revision of critical habitat); 


(4) A detailed narrative justifying the recommended administrative action that contains 


an analysis of the information presented;  







(5) Literature citations that are specific enough for the Services to readily locate the 


information cited in the petition, including page numbers or chapters as applicable;  


(6) Electronic or hard copies of supporting materials or appropriate excerpts or quotations 


from those materials (e.g., publications, maps, reports, letters from authorities) cited in the 


petition;   


(7) For a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species, information to establish whether 


the subject entity is a “species” as defined in the Act;  


(8) For a petition to list a species, or for a petition to delist or reclassify a species in cases 


where the species’ range has changed since listing, information on the current and historical 


geographic range of the species, including the States or countries intersected, in whole or part, by 


that range; and 


(9) For a petition to list, delist or reclassify a species, or for petitions to revise critical 


habitat, copies of the notification letters or electronic communication which petitioners provided 


to the State agency or agencies responsible for the management and conservation of fish, plant, 


or wildlife resources in each State where the species that is the subject of the petition currently 


occurs.   


(d) Information to be included in petitions to add or remove species from the lists, or 


change the listed status of a species.  The Service’s determination as to whether the petition 


provides substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action 


may be warranted will depend in part on the degree to which the petition includes the following 


types of information:   


(1) Information on current population status and trends and estimates of current 


population sizes and distributions, both in captivity and the wild, if available; 







(2) Identification of the factors under section 4(a)(1) of the Act that may affect the 


species and where these factors are acting upon the species;  


(3) Whether and to what extent any or all of the factors alone or in combination identified 


in section 4(a)(1) of the Act may cause the species to be an endangered species or threatened 


species (i.e., the species is currently in danger of extinction or is likely to become so within the 


foreseeable future), and, if so, how high in magnitude and how imminent the threats to the 


species and its habitat are; 


(4) Information on adequacy of regulatory protections and effectiveness of conservation 


activities by States as well as other parties, that have been initiated or that are ongoing, that may 


protect the species or its habitat; and  


(5) A complete, balanced representation of the relevant facts, including  


information that may contradict claims in the petition.   


(e) Information to be included in petitions to revise critical habitat.  The Services’ 


determinations as to whether the petition provides substantial scientific information indicating 


that the petitioned action may be warranted will depend in part on the degree to which the 


petition includes the following types of information:  


(1) A description and map(s) of areas that the current designation does not include that 


should be included, or includes that should no longer be included, and a description of the 


benefits of designating or not designating these specific areas as critical habitat.  Petitioners 


should include sufficient supporting information to substantiate the requested changes, which 


may include GIS data or boundary layers that relate to the request, if appropriate;  


(2) A description of physical or biological features essential for the conservation of the 


species and whether they may require special management considerations or protection;  







(3) For any areas petitioned to be added to critical habitat within the geographical area 


occupied by the species at time it was listed, information indicating that the specific areas 


contain one or more of the physical or biological features (including characteristics that support 


ephemeral or dynamic habitat conditions) that are essential to the conservation of the species and 


may require special management considerations or protection.  The petitioner should also 


indicate which specific areas contain which features;  


(4) For any areas petitioned for removal from currently designated critical habitat within 


the geographical area occupied by the species at the time it was listed, information indicating that 


the specific areas do not contain the physical or biological features (including characteristics that 


support ephemeral or dynamic habitat conditions) that are essential to the conservation of the 


species, or that these features do not require special management considerations or protection;  


(5) For areas petitioned to be added to or removed from critical habitat that were outside 


the geographical area occupied by the species at the time it was listed, information indicating 


why the petitioned areas are or are not essential for the conservation of the species; and 


(6) A complete, balanced representation of the relevant facts, including  


information that may contradict claims in the petition.   


(f) Response to petitions.  


(1) If a request does not meet the requirements set forth at paragraph (c) of this section, 


the Services will generally reject the request without making a finding, and will, within a 


reasonable timeframe, notify the sender and provide an explanation of the rejection.  However, 


the Services retain discretion to process a petition where the Services determine there has been 


substantial compliance with the relevant requirements. 







(2) If a request does meet the requirements set forth at paragraph (c) of this section, the 


Services will acknowledge receipt of the petition by posting information on the respective 


Service’s website. 


(g) Supplemental information.  If the petitioner provides supplemental information before 


the initial finding is made and states that it is part of the petition, the new information, along with 


the previously submitted information, is treated as a new petition that supersedes the original 


petition, and the statutory timeframes will begin when such supplemental information is 


received.   


(h) Findings on petitions to add or remove a species from the lists, or change the listed 


status of a species.  


(1) To the maximum extent practicable, within 90 days of receiving a petition to add a 


species to the lists, remove a species from the lists, or change the listed status of a species, the 


Services will make a finding as to whether the petition presents substantial scientific or 


commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  The Services 


will publish the finding in the Federal Register. 


(i) For the purposes of this section, “substantial scientific or commercial information” 


refers to credible scientific or commercial information in support of the petition’s claims such 


that a reasonable person conducting an impartial scientific review would conclude that the action 


proposed in the petition may be warranted.  Conclusions drawn in the petition without the 


support of credible scientific or commercial information will not be considered “substantial 


information.”   


(ii) In reaching the initial finding on the petition, the Services will consider the 


information referenced at paragraphs (c), (d), and (g) of this section.  The Services may also 







consider information readily available at the time the determination is made.  The Services are 


not required to consider any supporting materials cited by the petitioner if the cited document is 


not provided in accordance with paragraph (c)(6) of this section.   


(iii) The “substantial scientific or commercial information” standard must be applied in 


light of any prior reviews or findings the Services have made on the listing status of the species 


that is the subject of the petition.  Where the Services have already conducted a finding on, or 


review of, the listing status of that species (whether in response to a petition or on the Services’ 


own initiative), the Services will evaluate any petition received thereafter seeking to list, delist, 


or reclassify that species to determine whether a reasonable person conducting an impartial 


scientific review would conclude that the action proposed in the petition may be warranted 


despite the previous review or finding.  Where the prior review resulted in a final agency action, 


a petitioned action generally would not be considered to present substantial scientific and 


commercial information indicating that the action may be warranted unless the petition provides 


new information not previously considered.   


(2) If the Services find that a petition presents substantial information indicating that the 


petitioned action may be warranted, the Services will commence a review of the status of the 


species concerned.  At the conclusion of the status review and within 12 months of receipt of the 


petition, the Services will make one of the following findings: 


(i) The petitioned action is not warranted, in which case the Service shall publish a 


finding in the Federal Register.   


(ii) The petitioned action is warranted, in which case the Services shall publish in the 


Federal Register a proposed regulation to implement the action pursuant to § 424.16; or 


(iii) The petitioned action is warranted, but: 







(A) The immediate proposal and timely promulgation of a regulation to implement 


the petitioned action is precluded because of other pending proposals to list, delist, or change 


the listed status of species; and 


(B) Expeditious progress is being made to list, delist, or change the listed status of 


qualified species,  


in which case such finding will be published in the Federal Register together with a 


description and evaluation of the reasons and data on which the finding is based.  The Secretary 


will make any determination of expeditious progress in relation to the amount of funds available 


after complying with nondiscretionary duties under section 4 of the Act and court orders and 


court-approved settlement agreements to take actions pursuant to section 4 of the Act. 


(3) If a finding is made under paragraph (h)(2)(iii) of this section with regard to any 


petition, the Services will, within 12 months of such finding, again make one of the findings 


described in paragraph (h)(2) of this section with regard to such petition. 


(i) Findings on petitions to revise critical habitat.   


(1) To the maximum extent practicable, within 90 days of receiving a petition to revise a 


critical habitat designation, the Services will make a finding as to whether the petition presents 


substantial scientific information indicating that the revision may be warranted.  The Services 


will publish such finding in the Federal Register. 


(i) For the purposes of this section, “substantial scientific information” refers to credible 


scientific information in support of the petition’s claims such that a reasonable person 


conducting an impartial scientific review would conclude that the revision proposed in the 


petition may be warranted.  Conclusions drawn in the petition without the support of credible 


scientific information will not be considered “substantial information.”   







(ii) The Services will consider the information referenced at paragraphs (c), (e), and (g) 


of this section.  The Services may also consider other information readily available at the time 


the determination is made in reaching its initial finding on the petition.  The Services are not 


required to consider any supporting materials cited by the petitioner if the cited documents are 


not provided in accordance with paragraph (b)(6) of this section.  


(2) If the Services find that the petition presents substantial information that the requested 


revision may be warranted, the Services will determine, within 12 months of receiving the 


petition, how to proceed with the requested revision, and will promptly publish notice of such 


intention in the Federal Register.  That notice may, but need not, take a form similar to one of 


the findings described under paragraph (h)(2) of this section. 


(j) Petitions to designate critical habitat or adopt rules under sections 4(d), 4(e), or 10(j) 


of the Act.  The Services will conduct a review of petitions to designate critical habitat or to 


adopt a rule under section 4(d), 4(e), or 10(j) of the Act in accordance with the Administrative 


Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 553) and applicable Departmental regulations, and take appropriate 


action. 


(k) Withdrawal of petition.  A petitioner may withdraw the petition at any time during the 


petition process by submitting such request in writing.  If a petition is withdrawn, the Services 


may, at their discretion, discontinue action on the petition finding, even if the Services have 


already made a 90-day finding that there is substantial information indicating that the requested 


action may be warranted.  
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APPENDIX C: EXAMPLES OF PETITION REVIEW FORMS AND 
FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICES 


 







Federal Register Notices 


 


http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-04-10/pdf/2015-07837.pdf 


http://www.fws.gov/policy/library/2015/2015-16001.pdf 


 


 


Not-Substantial 90-day Petition Review Forms: 


Blue Ridge gray-cheeked salamander 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0042-0003 


 


DPS of North American wild horse 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R8-ES-2015-0049-0003 


 


Wingtail crayfish 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0067-0002 


 


 


 


Substantial 90-day Petition Review Forms: 


 


Cedar Key mole skink 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0047-0003 


 


Green salamander 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0052-0003 


 


Southern hog-nosed snake 


http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0063-0003 
 



http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-04-10/pdf/2015-07837.pdf

http://www.fws.gov/policy/library/2015/2015-16001.pdf

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0042-0003

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R8-ES-2015-0049-0003

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0067-0002

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0047-0003

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0052-0003

http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=FWS-R4-ES-2015-0063-0003
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APPENDIX D: 1996 DPS POLICY 
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APPENDIX E: FACTOR D GUIDANCE 
 







Guidance Regarding the Treatment of Factor D in Status Assessments September 12, 2016 


Background:  FWS seeks to develop a uniform interpretation of the ESA’s Factor D (regarding the 
inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms) to ensure consistency in all status determinations.  In 
2016, a team of 14 staff from ES and SOL regional and headquarters offices convened to develop a 
consistent path forward regarding Factor D interpretation and implementation. 
 
The team examined past practices, statutory language, case law, and legislative history; identified 
several issues that have been interpreted or applied inconsistently in the past; and developed the 
following recommendations to be used as standard guidance: 
 
Recommended Approach for Addressing ESA’s 4(a)(1) Factors in Status Determinations:   
In determining whether or not any species meets the definition of an endangered species or a 
threatened species as defined under the Act, we must consider all the factors under section 4(a)(1) and 
assess the cumulative effect that the stressors identified within the factors—as ameliorated or 
exacerbated by any existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts—will have on the species 
now and in the foreseeable future.  We are not required to make findings or determinations on whether 
any factor or stressor individually causes the species to be an endangered species or a threatened 
species; however, we must show that we considered all of the section 4(a)(1) factors.  Our discussion of 
the status of the species will clearly identify the biological needs of the species, the stressors acting on 
the species, and the effect of any existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts that are 
ameliorating or exacerbating these impacts and, if any, the biological needs not being met. We will also 
correlate the various stressors to factors listed in section 4(a)(1), including Factor D, or indicate that 
there are no stressors to the species associated with a particular factor to ensure that our analysis meets 
the statutory requirements.  We will avoid making any legal or binding conclusion about an individual 
stressor or factor except in the Federal Register (or decision) document’s finding or determination 
section, and we will indicate in that section which stressor and associated factor or combination of 
stressors and associated factors contribute to our determination that the species does or does not meet 
the definition of an endangered species or a threatened species. 
 
Recommendations Specific to Factor D: 
Issue 1: Are we required to draw a conclusion on whether an existing regulatory mechanism is 
adequate or inadequate, or whether an inadequacy constitutes a threat to the species?   


Recommendation:   As with any of the 4(a)(1) factors, no conclusion needs to be drawn as to 
whether Factor D as a whole, or individual existing regulatory mechanisms, are (in)adequate or a 
threat to the species.  Rather, we evaluate existing regulatory mechanisms and conservation 
measures for their effect on the stressors and the status of the species.   


 
Issue 2: Can Factor D be an independent basis for listing? 


Recommendation:  Factor D is not an independent basis for listing.  We discuss regulatory 
mechanisms, together with conservation efforts, to evaluate their effect on the stressors under the 
other Factors (A, B, C, and E) and the status of the species.   


 
Issue 3:  How do we address the situation where there are no regulatory mechanisms in place to 
address a particular stressor (i.e., lack of regulatory mechanisms)? 


Recommendation:  It is not necessary to determine whether a lack of a regulatory mechanism 
means that existing regulatory mechanisms are inadequate or whether the lack of a regulatory 
mechanism contributes to a species meeting the definition of an endangered species or a 
threatened species.  Rather, we acknowledge that no regulatory mechanisms address a particular 
stressor, and then evaluate the existing regulatory mechanisms and conservation measures and 







Guidance Regarding the Treatment of Factor D in Status Assessments September 12, 2016 


their effect on the stressors and the status of the species.  Just as we should not conclude that the 
inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms is a threat, we should not conclude that the lack of regulatory 
mechanisms is a threat.   


 
Issue 4:  How do we decide which existing regulatory mechanisms to evaluate in the status 
assessment? 


Recommendation:   We will focus on the effect of a particular regulatory mechanism on the 
species regardless of the mechanism’s design or intent.  As part of that review, we consider 
whether existing regulatory mechanisms (e.g., Federal, State, or local regulations) are at a 
sufficient scale, individually or in combination, to have an effect on the stressors or the status of 
the species. 


 
Next Steps upon approval: 


- Coordinate with FWS field and regional office staff and attorneys in the DOI regional solicitor’s 
offices to ensure they are aware of our unified approach, address comments or concerns, and 
incorporate changes as appropriate. 


- Share our approach with NMFS. 
- Include these recommendations in the updates of the Listing Handbook. 
- Update templates and boilerplate to be consistent with this approach. 
- Develop any additional guidance that the team or staff feel are necessary. 
- Present this standard guidance in a Brown Bag webinar for all staff. 
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APPENDIX F: SUMMARY OF 90-DAY FINDINGS CASE LAW 







Appendix G: Court Summaries Related to 90-day Findings 
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Gila chub/Chiricahua leopard frog 


CBD v. Babbitt 


254 F.3d 833 (9
th
 Cir. June 20, 2001) 


 


 


Background and Summary: 


 


The Plaintiff challenged the district court's conclusion that the Petition Management Guidance policy is consistent with 


the requirements of the ESA and the court's subsequent decision granting summary judgment in favor of the Secretary. 


At the heart of this case is the relationship between two methods prescribed in the statute for listing species for 


protection as endangered or threatened under the ESA. One method allows the Secretary to act on her own initiative to 


identify species for protection. The second allows interested citizens to compel the Secretary's consideration of a species 


by filing a petition. The end result in either case is the same: the Secretary must issue a final determination stating 


whether circumstances warrant listing a species as endangered or threatened. There are, however, important differences 


between the two methods that dictate how (and when) the Secretary reaches that conclusion.  


In 1996, the Fish and Wildlife Service ("FWS") adopted a new policy governing its treatment of citizen-sponsored 


petitions. (The policy is described in the 1996 "Petition Management Guidance" manual and is hereafter referred to as 


the "PMG policy.") The policy provides that "[a] petition for an action on a species or critical habitat `identical' or 


`equivalent' to a petition still pending (or active) requires only a prompt (i.e., within 30 days) response informing the 


submitter of the prior petition and its status; Federal Register publication of this response is not required." (Emphasis in 


the original.) The PMG policy equates species identified as candidates for listing with those designated "warranted but 


precluded" under 16 U.S.C. §§ 1533(b)(3)(B)(iii). Candidate species are thus "consider[ed] . . . as under petition, " and a 


petition to list a candidate species is deemed "redundant." Consequently, the Secretary now treats petitions to list species 


already identified as candidates for protection as second petitions and does not -ever -fulfill the statutory obligations 


described above that ordinarily attach to initial petitions. 


FWS argued that inclusion of species in the 1999 CNOR constituted 12-month findings on petitions.  Court held that 


one-line entries in the CNOR did not comply with the technical requirements for 12-month findings because (1) they did 


not fulfill the requirement of section 4(b)(3)(B)(iii) that FWS publish “a description and evaluation of the reasons and 


data on which the finding is based”; (2) they did not provide an adequate basis for judicial review; and (3) FWS’s policy 


(the Petition Management Guidance) “allowed” FWS to avoid the statutory deadlines for responding to petitions.  


 


Keypoints: 


In response to this litigation and the court's ruling, when we receive a petition for a candidate species, we have typically 


been including an entry in the CNOR, articulating the reasons it warrants listing and indicating that this entry in the 


CNOR constitutes a 90-day and 12-month finding.  Thus, we are providing the information that meets 4(b)(3)(B)(iii).   
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Lost River and shortnose suckers (02-0305) 


Walt Moden v. USFWS 


281 F. Supp. 1193 (D. Ore., September 2, 2003) 


 


 


Background and summary: 
 


Plaintiffs challenged the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) negative 90-day finding on a petition to de-list the Lost 


River and shortnose suckers.  The court found that the Service’s finding was arbitrary and capricious and that the 


petition had substantial information that a reasonable person could conclude that a delisting may be warranted.   


 


Specifically the Court found “that the FWS acted arbitrarily and capriciously in concluding that the petition did not 


present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that a status review may be necessary.  I reach this 


conclusion for the following reasons: (1) the standard in reviewing a petition to delist does not require conclusive 


evidence that delisting is warranted; (2) under the statute and the regulations the petition contains substantial evidence 


that a reasonable person could conclude that delisting may be warranted; and (3) the FWS’s conclusion that the 


population estimates are uninformative is unexplained and not supported by the administrative record.”  Moden, at 1203. 


 


Regarding the standard of review for a petition the Court noted, “[w]hile certainly the FWS need not conduct a status 


review for every petition it receives, the standard for evaluating whether substantial information has been presented by 


an “interested person” is not overly-burdensome, does not require conclusive information, and uses the “reasonable 


person” to determine whether the substantial information has been presented to indicate that the action may be 


warranted.”  Id. at 1204.  The Court granted deference to the FWS’s conclusions regarding the petition; however, after a 


thorough review, the Court concluded that the FWS’s conclusions were not adequately explained and did not appear to 


be supported by the administrative record.  Id. 


 


Key points: 


 


While the Court felt that a reasonable person reviewing the petition could conclude that delisting may be warranted, the 


Court did not substitute its judgment for that of FWS’.  Instead, the Court reviewed the record to consider whether FWS 


“adequately explained its decision, based its decision on the facts in the record, considered relevant factors, and 


articulated a rational basis for its conclusion.”  Id.  In this instance, contradictions in the administrative record (between 


information in an earlier status review and the finding) led the Court to conclude that FWS did not adequately explain its 


conclusions. 
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Yellowstone cutthroat trout (04-0108) 


Center for Biological Diversity, et al, v. Morgenweck, et al  


351 F. Supp. 1137 (D. Colo., December 17, 2004) 


 


Background and summary: 
 


Plaintiffs challenged the 90-day finding regarding a petition to list the Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT) as at least 


threatened under the ESA.  The Court sided with Plaintiffs and held that FWS “used an incorrect standard to determine 


the extent of danger” to the species; “improperly relied on voluntary promised State management action to deny 


protection” for the species; and the petition contained “substantial evidence indicating that listing the YCT as threatened 


may be warranted.”  Morgenweck, at 1140.  The Court also held that FWS improperly solicited information from State 


and Federal agencies during the 90-day review of the petition. 


 


In holding that the FWS applied an incorrect standard when evaluating the petition, the Court stated that “FWS applied 


an incorrect standard – whether there was conclusive evidence that the YCT faced a high probability of extinction – to 


its determination of whether listing is appropriate.  FWS concluded that the YCT did not face a high probability of 


extinction.  However, the ESA does not require such conclusive evidence that listing is warranted to go to the next step.”  


Id. at 1141.  The court found the reasoning in Moden (2 suckers) persuasive, and concluded: “Thus, it is clear that the 


ESA does not contemplate that a petition contain conclusive evidence of a high probability of species extinction to 


warrant further consideration of listing that species.  Instead, it sets forth a lesser standard by which a petitioner must 


simply show that the substantial information in the petition demonstrates that listing of the species may be warranted.”  


Id. 


 


In addition, the court found that in the 90-day finding, FWS failed to give proper consideration to the petition.  The 


Court found that FWS failed to consider specific issues raised in the petition regarding habitat loss and fragmentation, 


while the agency addressed point-by-point other issues raised.  Though FWS argued that information presented in the 


petition was outdated, the Court concluded that “FWS’s failure to consider all of the relevant information in the petition, 


including information it considered to be no longer current but not necessarily obsolete or misleading was 


inappropriate.”  Id. at 1142.  The Court further noted that “[t]his is not to say that FWS must blindly accept statements in 


petitions that constitute unscientific data or conclusions, information FWS knows to be obsolete or unsupported 


conclusions of petitions.  Of course FWS can rely on what is within its own expertise and records to reject petitions 


consistent with ESA standards.”  Id. 


 


Lastly, the Court found that FWS improperly solicited information from State and Federal agencies regarding the 


validity of the petition.  “FWS’s consideration of outside information and opinions provided by state and federal 


agencies during the 90-day review was overinclusive of the type of information the ESA contemplates to be reviewed at 


this stage.  Such targeted information gathering campaign, begun only after the petition had been filed, was improper.”  


Id. at 1143.  The Court further reasoned that “FWS certainly need not make a positive finding after its 90-day review of 


every petition.  The ESA simply does not endorse such rubber stamping of petitions.  However, those petitions that are 


meritorious on their face should not be subject to refutation by information and views provided by selected third parties 


solicited by FWS.”  Id. 


 


Key points: 


 


ESA and regulations do not require conclusive evidence that the petitioned action is warranted, but some lesser amount 


of information equal substantial information. 


 


Invitations by FWS to others to respond to the petition should await the 12 month status review. 
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Colorado River cutthroat trout (00-2497) 


Center for Biological Diversity, et al, v. Kempthorne, et al  


448 F. Supp. 2d 170 (D. D.C., September 7, 2006) 


 


Background and summary: 
 


The plaintiffs claimed that the negative 90-day finding for the Colorado River cutthroat trout (CRCT) was invalid 


because the FWS selectively obtained information and opinions from three states and several Federal agencies and stated 


its reasoning was because the petition was over three years old.  The Court reasoned that “[the regulations] do not 


authorize the FWS to weigh the information provided in the petition against information selectively solicited from third 


parties.  The FWS simply cannot bypass the initial 90-day review and proceed to what is effectively a 12-month status 


review, but without the required notice and opportunity for public comment.” Kempthorne at 5.  Quoting Morgenweck 


(YCT), the Court reminded, “petitions that are meritorious on their face should not be subject to refutation by 


information and views provided by selected third-parties solicited by FWS.” Id. at 5 (citing Morgenweck at 1143). 


 


FWS argued that 50 CFR 424.13 of the regulations permit the FWS to consult with states and Federal agencies during 


the petition process.  The Court stated that “even a cursory reading” of the regulation shows that it refers to the FWS’s 


right to consult with affected states in the course of a status review [12-month finding] or subsequent listing 


determinations, not at the 90-day stage.  Id. at 5.  The Court cited other 90-day petition findings to demonstrate that 


FWS knows the correct standard.  The court opined that interpreting the regulations to allow the FWS to solicit 


information from outside agencies at the 90-day finding stage would render meaningless the detailed notice and 


comment provisions of the ESA implementing regulations.  Id.  The Court further concluded both the statute-setting for 


the 90-day review requirements and its implementing regulation make plain that the 90-day review is to be based on the 


petition alone or in combination with the FWS’s own records.  Id. at 6.   


 


Citing the cases enjoining the Petition Management Guidance (PMG), the court did not find the PMG binding or 


persuasive on the point of gathering information from outside sources.  The court found that the FWS’s reliance on the 


PMG is misplaced; it allowed the FWS to avoid the mandatory, nondiscretionary obligations.  Id. 


 


The Court also held that staleness of the information presented in the petition is not a valid reason for soliciting 


information at the 90-day stage.  The court reasoned that while some of the data cited may have been stale, it does not 


necessarily follow that it was inadequate or incorrect.  The court reminded FWS that its own failure to fulfill its statutory 


duty to issue a timely 90-day finding was not a basis to ignore other statutory requirements.  Id. 


 


FWS was ordered to complete a status review and 12-month finding.  Since four years had passed from receipt of the 


petition and FWS had in effect already begun a status review at the 90-day stage without allowing the public to 


comment, the court believed a full status review (12-month finding) was the appropriate remedy. 


 


Key point(s): 


 


More strongly than several other decisions, this court held that soliciting information from outside entities after receipt 


of the petition and before a 90-day finding is not consistent with the ESA or its regulations.  Staleness of the petition 


does not change the scope of the review required at the 90-day finding stage. 
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Wolverine 90-day finding Case Significance (05-0099) 


Defenders of Wildlife, et al v. Kempthorne, et al  


(D. Mont., September 29, 2006) 


 


 


Background and summary: 
 


Plaintiffs challenged the 90-day finding regarding a petition to list the Wolverine as threatened or endangered under the 


ESA.  The Court sided with Plaintiffs and held that the 90-day finding was in error and stated that the plaintiffs provided 


substantial information to support further study [warrant a 12-month review].   


 


After noting that FWS acknowledged that the species no longer inhabits a number of states, the Court disagreed with 


FWS’ disparagement of the evidence presented in the petition.  “Even absent conclusive information that depicts the 


wolverine’s exact historic range there is still substantial information to show that the wolverine’s range is a fraction of 


what it once was.”  Id. at 11-12.  In particular, the Court disagreed with FWS’s discounting of a published article 


because the author relied on anecdotal information.  FWS had cited an “internal memo” (likely a draft of the 90-day 


finding policy) that required that anecdotal information be corroborated.  “While the Court gives deference to Agency 


methods, findings, and expertise, the controlling law is set forth in Federal regulations and statutes, not in internal FWS 


memos.”  Id at 12.  The Court also thought FWS had cited the memo selectively, ignoring the memo’s recognition that 


information from experts can generally be considered reliable.  Id. at 12-13.  Following similar reasoning in Moden (2 


suckers), the Court found that the “FWS selectively cite[d] from an internal memo to conclude that the historic range 


information is inadequate and not substantial.... .  The petitioner does not have to present conclusive evidence; the 


petition need only present substantial scientific information that would lead a reasonable person to believe listing may be 


warranted.”  Id. at 13.   


 


The Court also determined that the FWS applied the incorrect standard when considering a study related to human 


intrusion in wolverine habitat.  “The Heinemeyer study would lead a reasonable person to believe that listing of the 


wolverine may be warranted.  Contrary to the FWS’s assertion, the Heinemeyer study does not have to draw explicit 


conclusions between human activity and wolverine habitat and denning patterns in order for the study to provide 


substantial information.  The FWS does not have to blindly accept the results of scientific studies and that [sic] the Court 


should defer to the FWS’s expertise, but the nature of the FWS criticism here revolves around application of an incorrect 


standard.  A standard that requires conclusive evidence is inappropriate.”  Id. at 14-15 (footnote and citations omitted). 


 


The Court also noted that the petition provided other information on threats to the species and concluded, “[t]hese facts 


raise questions that further substantiate Plaintiff’s point:  listing the wolverine may be warranted.”  Id. at 16. 


 


Further, the Court found that “[p]laintiffs cited two scientific studies that present substantial information about habitat 


fragmentation and genetic isolation.  The FWS counters by again selectively citing its internal memo in an effort to 


discredit these studies.”  Id. at 17.  The Court again found that the FWS selectively applied the internal memo (which 


states that there should be countervailing information to cast doubt on a peer-reviewed study, Id. at 13).  “[T]he FWS 


dismisses the studies as speculative, yet the FWS does not offer countervailing information that would allow it, in 


accordance with its policy memo, to find the information ‘not substantial.’ ” Id. at 17. 


 


The court ordered a 12-month finding to be completed.  Defendants then argued that the proper remedy was to re-do the 


90-day finding; however the court held on December 22, 2006, relying on Biodiversity Legal Foundation v. Badgley, 


309 F. 3d 1166 (9
th
 Cir. 2002), that “the mandated 12-month finding is necessary to effectuate the congressional intent 


behind the ESA.”  Defenders v. Kempthorne, 05-99, D. Mont., December 22, 2006. 


 


Key points: 


 


ESA and regulations do not require conclusive evidence that the petitioned action is warranted, but some lesser amount 


of information.  The Court in this case did not point to any specific statements in the finding or the record to reach this 


conclusion, but inferred it from how FWS addressed the information presented in the petition.  Though not explicit in 


the opinion, this decision seems to show that merely contradicting information in the petition is not enough to show that 


the petition does not present substantial information.   







Appendix G: Court Summaries Related to 90-day Findings 


 


 


Siskiyou Mountains and Scott Bar salamanders (“2 salamanders”) 


90-day finding court case and its significance 


Center for Biological Diversity v. Kempthorne 


No. 06-04186 WHA, (N.D. Cal. Filed Jan. 19, 2007) 


 


Background and summary 


Plaintiffs challenged a negative 90-day finding on a petition to list the Siskiyou Mountains and Scott Bar salamanders.  


Specifically, the plaintiffs claimed that FWS used the wrong standard for evaluating the petition [that FWS set the bar 


too high], that the negative 90-day finding was arbitrary and capricious, that FWS failed to properly account for the 


future uncertainty of existing regulatory mechanisms, and that FWS failed to make specific "significant portion of the 


range" and Distinct Population Segments (“DPS”) findings. 


 


The Court granted Plaintiffs' motion, holding that the wrong standard was used in evaluating the petition [that a 


reasonable person would be led to believe that based on the information provided in a petition the proposed measure 


may be warranted], and held that the 90-day finding was arbitrary and capricious under the Administrative Procedures 


Act.  An internal memo mentioned the “need [for] a strong likelihood that it may be warranted to meet standard.”  Slip 


op. at 6.  The FWS indicated that this clarified the “may be warranted” standard but the court did not agree, reasoning 


that the author of the quoted memorandum applied the ‘strong likelihood’ standard to conclude that equivocal evidence, 


meaning a submission admitting more than one interpretation, was insufficient as a matter of law inasmuch as it would 


not rise to the level of a strong likelihood.  Id. at 6.  A reasonable person could find that an action ‘may be warranted’ 


even in the face of evidence cutting multiple ways.  Id. at 6.  The “may be warranted” standard seems to require that in 


cases of such contradictory evidence, the Service must defer to information that supports petition’s position.  Id. at 6.  It 


would be wrong to discount the information submitted in a petition solely because other data might contradict it.  At this 


stage, unless the Service has demonstrated the unreliability of information that supports the petition, that information 


cannot be dismissed out of hand.  Here, FWS reached its ultimate conclusion because much of the evidence was not 


conclusive.  This was arbitrary and capricious.  Id. at 7. 


 


FWS indicated in its finding that other information refuted the information that was in the petition.  In the petition, the 


plaintiff raised the issue of logging which impacts the salamanders’ habitat and provided documentation to support their 


petition.  The Service found that the evidence was not conclusive.  This was determined by the court to be arbitrary and 


capricious.  Id. at 7.  The Court stated “the FWS did not adequately explain how the petition’s evidence fell short….  


The fact that other studies [suggest] that salamanders could exist in clear-cut & young forests did not render [the 


petition] not substantial.  Id. at 10.  Where there is disagreement among reasonable scientists, the Service should make 


the ‘may be warranted’ finding… .”  Id. at 10-11. 


 


The court also briefly addressed the “significant portion of its range” issue.  FWS had not conducted an analysis of the 


issue, arguing that it was not required, given the petition's lack of substantial information on the existence of any threat. 


The court, citing the flat-tailed horned lizard case, found that "there is at least some evidence that there are 'major 


geographical areas' where the salamander used to be, but no longer remains, viable," and that FWS needed to determine 


whether this information was substantial.  Id. at 15. 


 


The Court remanded for a new 90-day finding (allowing 63 days for the new finding), leaving open the possibility that a 


new negative 90-day finding may be properly issued.  The primary issue was that the FWS’s bar was too high in 


determining what was substantial information in the petition; however, the court ordered also that the new finding had to 


address the issue of regulatory mechanisms and make specific "significant portion of the range" and DPS findings.  


 


Key points: 


 


This decision seems to indicate that when evaluating the validity of the information presented in the petition, that mere 


contradictory evidence is not enough to render the information presented “not substantial.”  If it only contradicts, but 


does not refute or overturn, then a more detailed analysis is needed. 
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Mountain Quail (06-0073) 


Western Watersheds Project v. Hall  


(D. Idaho, September 24, 2007) 


 


 


Background and summary 


 


The Service concluded at the 90-day finding stage that the petition to list Mountain Quail did not provide substantial 


information in accordance with 50 CFR 424.14.  Plaintiffs challenged the Service’s finding.  The three arguments made 


by the plaintiffs were: (1) FWS applied the higher standard of scientific proof; (2) FWS improperly required complete 


separation to find the populations discrete; and (3) FWS considered only whether the population was threatened 


throughout its range, and not over a significant portion of its range (SPR). 


 


The court did not specifically address plaintiff’s first claim that FWS applied the higher standard of review.  After 


reviewing the DPS policy and the record, the Court, on plaintiffs' second argument, held that FWS did not improperly 


require absolute separation, and that FWS provided a rational basis for its conclusion that the population was not 


discrete under the DPS policy.  


 


The court noted that FWS contacted an expert (a personal communication with a researcher who was cited in the 


petition) and although the court claimed this review to be improper, it held that it was a harmless error.  The Court 


discussed the Yellowstone and Colorado River cutthroat trout cases and agreed with those decisions, but distinguished 


them.  The Court found that it was improper for the FWS to make an outside solicitation or inquiry about the petition 


and consider the responses when making its 90-day finding.  The statutory purpose at the 90-day finding stage is to 


render a threshold determination of whether the petition has offered substantial scientific or commercial information 


indicating that the requested action may be warranted.  As such, the FWS [sic] personal communication with [the expert] 


was improper, particularly since the public was not given a chance to respond.”  Slip. op. at 10. 


 


The Court distinguished this case from Morgenweck (YCT) and Kempthorne et al (CRCT) finding that the facts were 


distinct.  In both of those cases FWS made several inquiries from multiple agencies in making its 90-day determination.  


In Morgenweck (YCT), the court described the FWS's efforts as "a targeted information campaign, begun only after the 


Petition had been filed,” and concluded such action “was improper."  However, in this case, the FWS made a single 


inquiry of a source that was cited in the petition and the response received was brief.  The Service also cited to other 


authorities supporting its decision.  Slip op. at 10.  The court held that FWS's conclusion about discreteness was 


otherwise supported in the record.  Id. at 10-11. 


 


Finally, the court appeared to handle the SPR issue by noting that FWS didn't need to address it because the population 


was not discrete.  Stating that having found the petition failed to show sufficient information or evidence of discreteness, 


the FWS was not required to determine the Mountain quail’s significance within the species to which it belongs because 


without finding discreteness, the petition is denied.  Id. at 12-13. 


 


 


Key point(s): 


 


The court found that although it felt the reasoning of both the Morgenweck (YCT) and Kempthorne et al (CRCT) cases were 


persuasive in that contacting a cited expert to ask questions pertaining to the petition was improper; however in this case, it 


was a harmless error because the conclusion drawn in the finding was otherwise supported by the record. 


 


If contacting a researcher cited in a petition is improper, as this court indicates, it is unlikely that any information gathering 


other than contacting petitioners for clarification would be permissible. 
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Pygmy rabbit (06-00127-S-EJL) 


Western Watersheds Project, et al, v. Norton, et al  


(D. Idaho, September 26, 2007) 


 


 


Background and summary: 


 


Plaintiffs challenged the negative 90-day finding regarding their petition to list the pygmy rabbit.  The Court found that 


the FWS imposed a higher standard than is required for a 90-day petition review.  Specifically, the Court found that the 


FWS questioned the reliability of the petitioner's information regarding declining range and population without 


providing information to the contrary.  The Court stated that, although the FWS argued that it determined that the 


information in the petition was not adequate to support the petitioner's contention (that the species range has declined 


from historical levels resulting in population declines), the language of the finding contradicted that assertion.  Slip op. 


at 8.  The Court found the strength of the language discussing the inadequacies of the information relating to declining 


range in the petition demonstrated that the denial was based on the failure to provide more accurate information rather 


than on the lack of substantial information.  Id. at 9.  


 


Further the Court pointed to the FWS’s regulations (see, 50 CFR 424.12) and the positive 90-day finding to delist the 


Ute Ladies-Tresses orchid as cited in Kempthorne (CRCT) to show that the FWS recognized the appropriate standard.  


That finding stated that at the 90-day finding stage no additional research is conducted, that the petition is not subjected 


to rigorous critical review, and that the FWS accepts the petitioner's sources and characterizations of the information 


unless it has specific information to the contrary.  Id. at 10, citing, Kempthorne (CRCT). 


 


The Court also addressed Plaintiff’s claim that the finding did not analyze “significant portion of the range.”  The FWS 


determined that the petition did not present substantial information regarding habitat loss and population decline, and, 


therefore, never reached the "significant portion of the range” issue.  The Court noted that the finding was not in error 


for its failure to address significant portion of the range, however, because the Court found the FWS's finding arbitrary 


on other grounds.  The Court directed that, if necessary based on the FWS's finding on remand, the FWS consider it as 


directed in Defenders of Wildlife v. Norton, 258 F. 3d 1136, 1145 (9
th
 Cir. 2001) (“the Secretary must at least explain her 


conclusion that the area in which the species can no longer live is not a ‘significant portion of its range’”).  Slip op. at 


12. 


 


Regarding the question of third-party solicitation the Court found that FWS improperly conducted outreach to the States 


and Tribes, stating that the finding is to be based on the information in the petition and whatever is in the FWS' files.  Id. 


at 13-16.  The Court found this case similar to Kempthorne (CRCT) and Morgenweck (YCT) in that the FWS made 


several inquiries soliciting information relating to the species.  Id. at 14-16.  However, the Court found that because the 


FWS did not cite to nor seemingly obtain any viable information, it did not rely on any of those sources, and therefore, 


there was no prejudice to the Plaintiffs.  Id. at 16. 


 


The Court remanded the finding to the FWS to issue a new 90-day finding within 90 days of the order. 


 


Key points: 


 


This decision seems to indicate that when evaluating the validity of the information presented in the petition that the 


absence of information in the petition is not enough to render the information presented “not substantial.”  When a 


petition presents credible information to support the petitioned action, the failure to provide more accurate evidence is 


not grounds for declining to conduct a more detailed analysis. 
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Purpose: This document outlines pre-finding procedures and the basic process for completing 90- day findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and publishing the finding in the Federal Register. You will be referred to the specific documents needed for each step of the process.
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The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) allows members of the public to petition agencies for rulemaking 5 U.S.C. § 553(e). The ESA overlays various substantive and procedural requirements for responding to petitions for certain types of rulemaking under the ESA. Therefore, we receive two types of petition requests for rulemaking under the ESA: (1) petitions for actions governed by section 4(b)(3) of the ESA, and (2) petitions for actions governed only by the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). Actions petitionable under section 4(b)(3) of the ESA include petitions to add or remove (list or delist) a species from the List of Endangered or Threatened Wildlife (50 CFR 17.11) or Plants (50 CFR 17.12), to change (reclassify) the classification of a species (Threatened or Endangered), list, reclassify, or delist species and petitions to revise existing critical habitat for a listed species. The regulations for petitions governed by section 4(b)(3) are found at 50 CFR 424.14 (Appendix A). Under the ESA, we must make an initial finding (the 90-day finding) on these petitions within 90 days of the receipt of the petition, to the maximum extent practicable. If our initial finding is that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted, we must then commence a review of the status of the species concerned and make a determination on whether the petitioned action is warranted, warranted but precluded by higher priority actions, or not warranted within 12 months of receiving the petition.



Actions that are not petitionable under sSection 4(b)(3) of the ESA does not provide for petitions to take actions on an “emergency” basis, nor does it provide for petitions to designate critical habitat. Petitions requesting we list or delist a species on an emergency basis are therefore treated as standard listing/delisting petitions. However, our standard procedure in the initial review and assessment of a petition is to make a determination on whether it requires emergency action. If it is determined that the petitioned action requires emergency action, we would then follow the procedures outlined under section 4(b)(7) of the ESA (see Emergency Listing below). Regarding critical habitat, we always consider the need for designation (domestic and United States transboundary species only) when listing species.



include emergency action (e.g., emergency listing) and designation of critical habitat. We always consider the need for critical habitat designation (domestic and United States transboundary species only) when listing species. Since the ESA does not provide for emergency listing petitions, we treat petitions to emergency list a species as standard listing petitions, and will consider whether the species warrants emergency listing as part of the standard process for making the petition finding when emergency listing is requested. We also consider any petitions that are not expressly authorized under section 4(b)(3) of the ESA—such as petitions to designate critical habitat or to adopt or revise a species-specific rule under section 4(d) for the conservation of a species—to be petitions under the APA.  The general Departmental regulations for addressing APA petitions, 43 CFR part 14, apply to these petitions, as does 50 CFR 424.14(d). Although there are no specific statutory deadlines for making petition findings under the APA, the APA does impose a general timeframe—that petitions be addressed within a reasonable time. The United State Code (5 U.S.C. §706(1)) authorizes courts to “compel agency action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed.” The remainder of this guidance does not apply to petitions governed solely by the APA.





1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be addressed in separate guidance.

unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed”). The remainder of this guidance does not apply to petitions governed solely by the APA.
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To reach our goal of making 90-day and 12-month petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA within the statutory time frames, while ensuring that we conduct an adequate review of the information provided in the petition, we have developed a process to streamline initial petition findings. This streamlined process includes the use of a Petition Review Form (PRF) to determine whether a petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating the petition action may be warranted.  The PRF will constitute the 90-day petition finding.



The ESA, our regulations (50 CFR 424.14), and our policies do not specify how much information we must include in petition findings and notices; therefore, we have great discretion in defining our process. To improve our implementation of the ESA, we will batch summaries of substantial and not-substantial 90-day petition findings under section 4(b)(3)(A) (listing, reclassification, and delisting for domestic and foreign species) into a single Federal Register notice on a quarterly basis (see table below under Making a 90-day Finding) . The advantages of batching 90-day findings are:

· A more efficient process that will allow us to complete more our 90-day findings within the statutory timeframe;

· Simplified review and approval process for Regions, Headquarters, and the Department of the Interior, and

· Reduced Federal Register publication costs.

The process for pre-finding proceduresinitial evaluation of the petition, completing 90-day petition findings, and publishing a batched petition finding notice in the Federal Register is provided in the chapters and appendices of thisis document.  
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When we receive a document purporting to be a petition for a domestic species, a United States transboundary species, or a foreign species, Headquarters will complete an initial evaluation of the petition.  and upload the document into the Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS).  First, Headquarters staff determines whether the action requested in the document is an action that is petitionable under the ESA. Any person or organization can petition the Service to add or remove a species from the Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, revise the listed status of a species (section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA,), or revise a critical habitat designation for a listed species (section 4(b)(3)(D); addressed under separate guidance) (see also 50 CFR 424.14(a)).



NextSecond, Headquarters staff should checks the document for required information (the below requirements are subject to change following publication of the revised petition regulationssee 424.14(c)). The document must Cclearly identify itself as a petition under the ESA and be dated, and contain:

· Contain theThe name, signature, address, telephone number, if any, and the association, institution, or business affiliation, if any, of the petitioner.;

· The scientific name and any common name of the species that is the subject of the petition (one species/subspecies/distinct population segment (vertebrates only) per petition);

· A clear request for the action being requested (e.g., listing or revision of critical habitat);

· A detailed narrative justifying the requested action;

· Literature citations that are specific enough to readily locate the information cited, including page numbers or chapters, as applicable

· Electronic or hard copies of supporting materials or  appropriate excerpts, or quotations from those materials;

· Copies of notifications letters or electronic communication provided to the State agency(ies) responsible for management and conservation of the subject species of the petition.



If the petition does not meet the requirements above, we will reject the request without making a finding and will notify the petitioner(s), providing an explanation for the rejection.



If the document requests an action that is petitionable under the ESA and contains the required information, or is in substantial compliance with the requirements, it qualifies as an ESA petition and should wthen be uploaded into ECOS. e will acknowledge receipt of the petition by posting the petition to the Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS). The public can view the ECOS petition report; therefore, acknowledgement letters are not necessary.



Headquarters will determine the lead Region for petitions for domestic or United States transboundary species and send the petition to them; petitions for foreign species will be assigned to the Branch of Foreign Species (BFS). In instances where the species crosses multiple Regions, Headquarters will send the petition to all of the affected Regions and the Regional Offices will determine which Region will take the lead.



The lead Region will confer with the lead Field Office to determine whether the Field Office or Regional Office can review the petition and draft a recommended finding (i.e., complete the PRF) within the given timeframe (see Table below under Submitting Documents to Headquarters). If neither the Field Office nor the Regional Office is able to complete the petition finding within the given timeframe, the lead Region should contact Headquarters for assistance in considering alternative arrangements. Alternative arrangements could include a revised timeframe (i.e., batching the finding in a later FY Quarter) or assistance from Headquarters or other Regions in completing the finding.  

Once it is determined which quarterly batch the petition will be included, Regional staff should fill out the tracking spreadsheet (found here). This document is used by Headquarters to determine the number of petitions that will be included in each batch, the species, and collect other information used in the batching process. It should be updated with any changes.



[bookmark: _Toc466014027]Emergency Listing

When we receive a petition requesting emergency listing, we will consider whether the species first review the petition to determine whether the information suggestswarrants emergency listing is warranted as part of the standard petition finding process.  A species should be considered for emergency listing when the immediacy of a threat is so great to a significant proportion of the total population of the species that, within the time needed to follow the standard statutorily required listing process, the species will be faced with significant risk of extinction (see Section 4(b)(7) of the ESA; 50 CFR 424.20; Endangered Species Listing Handbook 1994, p. 109, click here for access).



The purpose of the emergency-rule provision of the ESA is to prevent species from becoming extinct by affording them immediate protection while the normal rulemaking procedures are followed. If the Field Office, Regional Office, and Headquarters agree emergency listing is warranted, the lead Field and Regional offices prepares an emergency listing rule instead of a PRF. See the Listing Handbook for more information on emergency listing guidance and process.



Petition Acknowledgement (subject to change following publication of the revised petition regulations)

Within 30 days of receiving the petition, the lead office will send a letter acknowledging receipt of the petition to the petitioner as required under 50 CFR 424.14(a). The acknowledgement letter should include confirmation of the exact date of receipt of the petition and, if requested emergency listing, our determination on whether emergency listing is warranted for the petitioned entity (See Appendix A for a template).



[bookmark: _Toc466014028]Making a 90-day Finding



Use the Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3) of the Endangered Species Act (Chapter 2) to conduct a review of the petition and make a 90-day petition finding.  This guidance includes instructions on completing a PRF (for petitions requesting listing a species or reclassifying a species to an endangered species, (Chapter 3;) removing a species or reclassifying a species to a threatened species, Chapter 4). Links to examples of completed Petition Review Forms can be found in Appendix C (highlight is for linking once appendices are added).



[bookmark: _Toc466014029]Surname and Signature Authority

Pursuant to the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum on procedures for developing substantial 90-day petition findings (Appendix B), PRFs with substantial 90-day findings for domestic and transboundary species will be signed by the Regional Director for the lead Region. PRFs with 90-day substantial 90-day findings for foreign species will be signed by the Assistant Director for Ecological Services. As noted in the November 9, 2012, Director’s memorandum, individual substantial 90-day findings do not require Solicitor’s Office surname.



The PRF is also used for not-substantial” findings and the process for completing them is the same as substantial findings. However, because not-substantial 90-day findings are final agency actions and may be challenged in court, the form must be reviewed and surnamed by an attorney in the Solicitor’s Office and must be signed by the Director.



To expedite the surname and signature process for foreign species petition findings, the BFS will schedule a briefing with reviewers (e.g., Branch chief and Division of Conservation and Classification chief) on the petition finding(s) made in a given quarter.

Regional Offices will decide whether to follow the same process to obtain surname/signature or create their own process to expedite their review of findings on petitions for domestic or transboundary species.



Regional Offices will submit signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial findings) PRFs to Headquarters for batching following the schedule summarized in the table below. For petitions to list a species or reclassify a species from threatened to endangered, the PRF is sent to the Branch of Listing. For petitions to delist or reclassify a species from endangered to threatened, the PRF is sent to the Branch of Recovery and State Grants. Not-substantial findings will be reviewed and surnamed by the appropriate Branch staff and Branch Chief before being batched in the Federal Register notice (see Review Process for 90-day Not-Substantial Petition Findings at the end of this document). Substantial findings may be reviewed for formatting consistency.



If a finding for domestic or transboundary species petition is completed in Headquarters, the lead Regional Office will be notified of the outcome of the finding (substantial or not-substantial) in a sufficient timeframe to assess and prepare for outreach needs. A copy of the completed PRF will be sent to the Regional Office after it has received an initial surname (i.e., after the Branch Chief surnames). The PRF will follow a similar process as petitions for foreign species to obtain surname and signature (see Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings flow charts at the end of this document). Copies of revised not-substantial PRF may be sent to the Regional Office following review by the Solicitor’s Office. Substantial PRFs completed in Headquarters will be signed by the Assistant Director for Ecological Services; not-substantial PRFs will be signed by the Director.  Final versions of PRFs will be available for download on www.regulations.gov.



See also Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Notices flow charts at the end of this document.



[bookmark: _Toc466014030]Submitting Documents to Headquarters



Signed (substantial finding) or surnamed (not-substantial finding) PRFs are to be sent to Headquarters for batching according to the schedule below.





		FY Quarter

		Petitions Received In

		PRFs Due to HQ

		Notice Delivered to OFR



		1

		Oct, Nov, Dec

		Jan 1

		February



		2

		Jan, Feb, Mar

		Apr 1

		May



		3

		Apr, May, Jun

		Jul 1

		August



		4

		Jul, Aug, Sep

		Oct 1

		November





Two months before documents are due to Headquarters, Headquarters will send a reminder to Regional staff to check the tracking spreadsheet (found here) to ensure that entries are accurate. Any species that will not be completed during that quarter’s batching should be moved to the correct quarter.



The following documents are needed for each petition finding submitted to Headquarters.

		NOT-SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS

		SUBSTANTIAL FINDINGS



		PRF*

		PRF*



		SOL surname page (RSOL or BFS SOL) 

		RD signature page



		RO/BFS surname page

		Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 54)



		Federal Register Notice Summary (Chapter 54)

		





*Submit in WORD format so that the docket number can be added.

[bookmark: _Toc466014031]Batching 90-day Findings for Publication



Headquarters will be responsible for batching quarterly petition findings into a single Federal Register notice and drafting a single briefing paper. The Guidance on Batching 90-day Findings for Publication in the Federal Register (Chapter 6) includes instructions on quarterly gathering of petition findings, instructions for completing the Federal Register notice template (Chapter 7), and details of the surname process.  Links to examples of published Federal Register Nnotices can be found in Appendix C. See also Review Process for 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Notices flow charts at the end of this document.



Weekly status updates for the package should be sent to Regional staff and include where the package is in surname, the target Federal Register date, any changes to dates, and potential publication timeframe given the target Federal register date.

[bookmark: _Toc466014032]Publication in the Federal Register



Once the notice is signed by the Director and cleared by the Department of the Interior, and a publication date is coordinated with Regions to ensure staff are available to conduct outreach efforts, Headquarters staff will send the notice to the Office of the Federal Register. Once a publication date is confirmed, Headquarters will notify the affected Regions of the publication date; for notices that include foreign species, International Affairs and Law Enforcement may also be notified. The lead Field Office or Regional Office (for domestic and transboundary species) and the BFS (for foreign species) are responsible for notifying petitioners and other interested stakeholders of the publication of petition findings.



Because the Federal Register notice is a Headquarters action, Headquarters’ External Affairs program will send out a basic news bulletin covering all species in the batched notice to news media. to those Regions may additionally distribute that news release to their media contacts in coordination with Headquarters’ External Affairs, but additional separate news releases on individual species in the batch are not required.

with species in the batched Federal Register notice.  Outreach for each species will be the responsibility of the Regions.



The Office of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs (PPMP) in Headquarters will collect the information the public submits in response to the notice and post it to the assigned docket on www.regulations.gov. For substantial findings that trigger a status review, it will be the responsibility of the designated lead Field Office or Regional Office contact to download information specific to their species from the appropriate docket (see the published Federal Register batch notice for docket number) at www.regulations.gov for use in the status review and subsequent 12-month finding. PPMP is also available to facilitate export of the comments for you.  You may send a request for a bulk extract to Marcia_cash@fws.gov or michel_bagbonon@fws.gov. Please provide the Docket Number and the time period for the comments you want. The extract is usually available for download the next day.

Procedures for Making 90-day Petition Findings



[bookmark: _Toc466014033]Review Process for 90-day Substantial Petition Findings





Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs

Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQ



Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQ





[image: ] 	Field or Regional Office Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF

Responsible Branch in HQ Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF



[image: ]

Regional Office *

Review and surname





 Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname



[image: ]

[image: ]Regional Director

Review and sign





Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching



[image: ]



[image: ]Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching





Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname





















* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process.

** PRFs surnamed by the Branch Chief will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal Register notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below.



[bookmark: _Toc466014034]Review Process for 90-day Not-Substantial Findings



[image: ]Foreign Species PRFs or Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs Completed in HQField or Regional Office Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF

Domestic/Transboundary Species PRFs



[image: ]Responsible Branch in HQ Prepares 30-day acknowledgement letter and PRF





[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ]

[image: ][image: ]Regional Office,* including

Regional Solicitor

Review and surname





[image: ]Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname







[image: ]

[image: ]



[image: ]Foreign Species or HQ Solicitor

Review and Surname

Regional Director

Review and surname







[image: ][image: ]

Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching



[image: ]Headquarters HQ Lead for Batching**

For Federal Register batching

Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname















* This is one option.  It is up to the Regional Office to determine the appropriate process.

** PRFs surnamed by the Branch Chief will go through the surname/signature process in Headquarters with the Federal Register notice. See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice below.



[bookmark: _Toc466014035]Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms



[image: ]Listing/Recovery/Foreign Species Branch in HQHeadquarters Lead for Batching

Draft FR notice and briefing paper



[image: ]

Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI to Branch Chiefs 

Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname FR notice





Policy, Performance, and Management Programs

Review and surname FR notice





Division Chief(s)*

Briefed by HQ staff





Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) Review and surname FR notice



[image: ]















[image: ]









Asst. Director of Ecological Services

Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR notice and not-substantial PRFs













[image: ][image: ]Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Office of the                  Federal Register

Exec Secretary (DOI)

Clearance

Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Review and surname













* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being petitioned). Briefings for domestic/transboundary species may take place after the Petition Review Form is sent to Asst. Director of Ecological Services.Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.

[bookmark: _Toc462404851][bookmark: _Toc466011286][bookmark: _Toc466014036]Fish and Wildlife Service Guidance on Making 90-Day Petition Findings Under Section 4(b)(3)(A)1 of the Endangered Species Act[bookmark: _Chapter_2:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014037]CHAPTER 2: 90-Day PETITION FINDING GUIDANCE







[bookmark: _Toc466014038]Statutory and Regulatory Background



Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the public may petition us to list, delist, or reclassify a species. Under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the ESA, we must “to the maximum extent practicable, within 90 days after receiving the petition… make a finding as to whether the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.”



[bookmark: _Toc466014039]Petition Review



The Petition Review Forms (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) provides the template for conducting a 90-day petition finding for petitionable actions under section 4(b)(3)(A), including “boilerplate” language and specific directions. Appendix C provides links to examples of recent 90-day listing and delisting petition findings. The information in these attachments is intended to illustrate the key elements of substantial and not-substantial findings described below.



The following sections provide guidance on completing the Petition Review Form.



[bookmark: _Toc466014040]Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding



Neither the ESA nor our implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14 directs us to consider information beyond that presented in the petition. For us to find that a petition presents substantial information that the petitioned action may be warranted, the petition must itself present that information. We need not, and should not, resort to information outside of the petition to bolster, plug gaps in, or otherwise supplement a petition that is inadequate on its face. However, it is appropriate for us to consider information readily available that we are aware of at the time the determination is made that provides context in which to evaluate whether the information that a petition presents is substantial. For example, if a petition presents information that superficially appears to support the conclusion that listing may be warranted, but we are aware that the information presented is out of date, unreliable, or unrepresentative of the great bulk of available data, we may consider this contextual information in making our determination as to whether the petition presents substantial information. Note that if we determine that it is appropriate to consider such contextual information, we it must also consider the information representative of totality of contextual informationa great bulk of the information (in other words, we should not ourselves rely on unrepresentative information to rebut information presented in the petition).





1 Petitions findings under section 4(b)(3)(D) of the Endangered Species Act to revise critical habitat will be addressed in separate guidance.



We are not required to consider any supporting materials cited by the petitioner if the cited document is not provided (50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(ii)). If the petitioner refers to supporting information but does not provide an electronic or hard copy of a reference or appropriate excerpts of a reference, it is not considered “available” and will not be used in our evaluation of the petition. In the case of copyrighted material, the petitioner may only provide direct quotes within the petition.For the most part, we expect petitioners to provide the supporting information to substantiate their claims. However, due to copyright laws, we may not require them to do so in call cases. The regulations say that in the case of copyrighted material, the petitioner may only provide direct quotes within the petition. If you have a petition finding hinges on a reference that you do not have, please contact your regional liaison for assistance.

	

The approach outlined above is consistent with our regulations in that the petition should contain a detailed justification for the actions based on available information (i.e., the petitioner is responsible for making a case that the petitioned action may be warranted). It also prevents us from unnecessarily finding information to be substantial when we have information to the contrary.



[bookmark: _Toc466014041]Listable Entity Evaluation



When evaluating a petition, we must consider whether the petitioned entity is a listable entity under the ESA, i.e., a species, a subspecies, or a distinct population segment (DPS) of a vertebrate species or subspecies. The evaluation of the taxonomic status of a species, subspecies, or DPS, centers on whether the information presented reaches the substantial information threshold. Substantial information is that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the requested action may be warranted. It is not within our purview to determine taxonomic status in a 90-day petition evaluation, but rather to evaluate information submitted by the petitioners to determine whether the information indicates the petitioned entity may be a “listable entity” under the ESA.



A petition to list, delist, or reclassify a generally recognized species or subspecies need not present information on the validity of the taxon. Additionally, a petition to list, delist, or reclassify an entity that the Service has already recognized as being a species, subspecies, or DPS need not present information that the entity is a listable entity. On the other hand, if the petition alleges that an entity is a species or subspecies, but that taxonomic status is not generally recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the entity may indeed be a valid species or subspecies. Similarly, if the petitioned entity is alleged to be a DPS that the Service has not already recognized, the petition must present substantial information that the petitioned entity may satisfy both the “discreteness” and “significance” elements of our DPS policy (61 FR 4722; February 7, 1996; See Appendix D).



With respect to alleged taxa that are not generally recognized, we will continue to follow the November 30, 1995, Director’s memorandum clarifying the standard for evaluating petitions on undescribed species. A taxon will be considered to be described for the purposes of a 90-day finding if a description has been prepared and has passed scientific peer review, either as part of acceptance for publication or through some other equivalent review. This same standard should be applied to petitions to reclassify or delist an entity due to taxonomic changes (e.g., taxonomic split or combining of taxa). The petition should include this type of information to support the validity of the taxon. If the petition is found to be substantial, we will include an evaluation of the taxonomic status as part of our status review in preparation of the 12-month finding.



If the petitioned entity is found not to be a listable entity under the ESA, a detailed explanation of the basis for that determination is required. An evaluation of the five factors is unnecessary if the basis for our not-substantial finding is that the petitioned entity is not a valid listable entity.

[bookmark: _Toc466014042]Scope of Petitions



At the 90-day stage, we will make a finding based on the listable entity (species, subspecies, or DPS) the petitioner includes in the petition. We will not expand the scope of our evaluation beyond this entity, including various combinations of a DPS. For example, if we receive a petition to list a subspecies, we evaluate information for the subspecies but will not do any evaluation at the species level if it was not requested by the petitioner. However, if we find the petition to be substantial, we may at the 12-month stage find that the petitioned entity is part of a larger taxon (or combinations of DPSs) that may warrant listing and conduct our assessment on the larger entity, or DPSs.



[bookmark: _Toc466014043]Multiple Petitions for the Same Action



Petition Supplements



When a petitioner, after filing a petition with us, submits additional information relevant to the petitioned action and requests us to consider this information in our 90-day finding, we will treat the new information as a new petition that supersedes the original petition. The statutory timeframes will be recalculated based on the date that we received the supplemental information. When making our 90-day finding, we will base our evaluation of the petition on the information originally submitted along with the supplementary information.



Secondary Petitions



A petition is considered a secondary petition when it requests the same action for the same entity as a petition received previously.  For a petition that is equivalent to a petition for which a 90- day finding has not yet been made, the later petition will be combined with the earlier petition, and a combined 90-day finding will be prepared in time to meet the earlier 90-day due date, if possible. If not, the combined finding should be prepared in time to meet the deadline for the next quarter. If a substantial 90-day finding has been made on the first petition and a 12-month finding is pending, the petitioner will be notified, either through letter or email, that a status review is being conducted on the entity petitioned and that the information submitted with the petition will be considered in the status review.



A petition to list a candidate species (one for which sufficient information is available to indicate that a listing proposal is appropriate) requires an entry in the annual Candidate Notice of Review (CNOR), in which we review available information on candidates to ensure that a proposed listing is justified, reevaluates the listing priority number for each candidate species, and evaluates the need to emergency list any candidates. The information in the petition can be used for the annual candidate notice of review. The entry should articulate the reasons the species warrants listing and indicate that this entry in the CNOR constitutes a 90-day and 12-month finding on the petition.

[bookmark: _Toc466014044]Petition Finding



In addition to the requirements listed in the Listable Entity Evaluation section above, we must determine whether there is substantial information presented in the petition to support the petitioned action. Implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424.14(h)(1)(i) define substantial information as “credible scientific or commercial information in support of the petition’s claims that a reasonable person conducting an impartial scientific review would conclude that the action proposed in the petition may be warranted.” The word “substantial” refers to the quality of the information (scientific methods and results) and not the quantity or aggregate size of publications or reports.



The substantial information should be relevant to one or more of the following five listing factors in section 4(a) of the ESA that are used to determine whether a listable entity is a threatened species or an endangered species:



(A) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;



(B) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;



(C) Disease or predation;



(D) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or



(E) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.



The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms (Factor D) should be evaluated in terms of the effect of any existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts may have on the threats claimed by the petitioner to be acting on the species. That is, the effect of regulatory mechanisms that are ameliorating or exacerbating impacts to the species. Factor D is not an independent basis for listing. We evaluate regulatory mechanisms, regardless of the mechanism’s design or intent, together with conservation efforts to evaluate their effect on the threats claimed by the petitioner under the other Factors (A, B, C, and E) and the status of the species. For more information see the September 12, 2016 Guidance Regarding the Treatment of Factor D in Status Assessments (Appendix E).



Petitions to list a species must present substantial information that the petitioned entity may be a “threatened species” or “endangered species” as defined by the ESA. It is not enough for the petition to just indicate that threats to the species or its habitat exist, without providing some information to reasonably connect those threats to the negative impact on the status of the species. That is, the petition must present sufficient information to suggest that factors may be negatively acting on the species or its habitat such that the species may be in danger of extinction (endangered species) or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future (threatened species). Additionally, it is not sufficient for a petitioner to provide only supporting materials and request that the Service draw a conclusion that the petitioned action may be warranted, without articulating in the petition itself how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing.



Petitions to list a species that is widely accepted as extinct would likely result in a not-substantial petition finding unless the petition presents substantial information that the species may be extant. However, where information submitted with the petition indicates only that the species may be extinct in the wild, but the species is not widely accepted to be extinct, the 90-day finding should be based on the assumption that the species is extant, and should result in a substantial petition finding if the petition presents substantial information indicating that the species may warrant listing. A determination of whether the species is extinct or extant will be made in the 12-month finding.



Petitions to reclassify either a listed entity or a subset of a listed entity (e.g., subspecies or DPS) must provide substantial information that the listed entity’s current status may no longer be applicable and may warrant a different listing classification, not merely that the species may warrant listing.



We may delist a species according to 50 CRF 424.11(d) if the best available scientific and commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor threatened for one or more of the following reasons:

(1) The species is extinct;

(2) The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or

(3) The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was classified, or the interpretation of such data, was in error.



We must consider the same five factors listed above in delisting a species due to recovery, or an error in the available data on the species, and/or threats to the species, or the interpretation of such data, when the species was listed. Petitions to delist a species for these reasons must include substantial information relevant to the above five factors. To result in a substantial finding, the petition must present information indicating that all threats may be ameliorated, or may no longer be relevant to the species, such that the listed entity may no longer meet the definition of an endangered species or threatened species and removal from the list may be warranted.



To determine if the petition presents substantial information, the person reviewing the petition (the reviewer) should evaluate the sources cited in the petition to determine if the information supports the claims of the petitioner. The reviewer is encouraged to do a thorough analysis of the petition and address each factor the petitioner claims to be a threat. However, legally we may determine that a petition to list or reclassify a species is substantial as long as there is information under at least one threat factor that would lead a reasonable person to conclude that the petitioned action may be warranted.



We may determine a petition to delist a species is substantial as long as there is substantial information that supports that the species may be neither an endangered species nor a threatened species due to extinction, error in the original data for classification, or recovery (50 CFR 424.11(d)). If we are petitioned to delist a species because the petitioner believes it is extinct or there was an error in the data available when the species was listed, or the interpretation of such data, indicates an entity is not a valid entity, we must consider whether the information reaches the substantial information threshold. Evidence that supports that the entity may be extinct or may not be a listable entity would be the basis for a substantial finding and an evaluation of the five factors would be unnecessary. If we find that the petitioner did not provide substantial information indicating the species may be extinct or may not be a listable entity, a detailed explanation of the basis for that determination is required. Proceed to the Petition Finding section of the Petition Review Form.



When we determine that sources provide substantial information, only citations with relevant page numbers need to be provided in the Petition Review Form (Chapters 3 and 4). ); however, a brief summary of the substantial information, including citations of references, may also be provided. When we determine that sources cited in the petition do not provide substantial information, a detailed explanation, including citations of references, is required. In some instances, the information in a single source may not be considered substantial, but when combined with information in other citations may be considered substantial. In this situation, the “+” sign should be used to string a series of citations together (e.g., Smith 2014, p. 3 + Connor et al. 2010, pp 4-5 + Johnson 2009, p. 14).



The information provided in a petition does not have to present conclusive evidence. The courts have stated that a standard requiring conclusive evidence to support a particular action is inappropriate for a 90-day finding. Courts have also indicated that when evaluating information presented in a petition for a 90-day finding, the absence of other information is not enough to render the information presented not-substantial.  In other words, when a petition presents credible information to support the petitioned action, the failure to provide a greater level of evidence is not grounds for making a not-substantial finding. (See Appendix FG for a summary of relevant court rulings.) Thus, in making a 90-day finding, we are evaluating the information to determine if it would lead a reasonable person to believe the petitioned action may be warranted.



It is possible for information in the petition to be contradicted by other information in the petition or in our files. If the issue has not been resolved in the literature, we should take into consideration: (1) whether the information is outdated; (2) whether study results have been duplicated; (3) whether the information is based on new, potentially more reliable technology or methodology; (4) how the information is generally treated by the relevant scientific community; and (5) other factors as appropriate to the situation. The number of publications supporting a conclusion may or may not be an important factor when considering apparent contradictions. If the contradictory information is not reconciled through this examination, we will document the contradiction, but will not use the contradiction as a basis for a 90-day finding that the petition fails to present substantial information. If we find that the petition presents substantial information, we will undertake further analysis of this contradictory information as part of a status review for the 12-month finding.



Based on the evaluation of the information presented in the petition and, in appropriate limited cases, the information readily available at the time the determination is made, we indicate our determination by completing the Petition Finding section of the PRF. A substantial petition is one in which the petitioner has made an argument that the petitioned action may be warranted and that argument is supported by substantial information contained in the petition. All of the information provided in the petition does not have to be substantial for the petition as a whole to be substantial.



The detailed explanations required when we find that the petition does not present substantial information in the PRF should provide clear support for our determinations to ensure that the finding is legally defensible.



Links to examples of completed substantial and not-substantial Petition Review Forms can be found in Appendix C.



[bookmark: _Toc466014045]Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding

If we determine that the petition presents substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted, we will solicit information from the States, Tribes, federal agencies, applicable foreign countries, and the public to help us complete a status review for the species. (Note: since we are not initiating rulemaking procedures, this is neither a public comment period nor a formal request for public comments.) In the Federal Register notice of our 90-day finding, we will state that in order to have sufficient time to complete the status review, the information should be submitted within 60 days after the date of publication. However, information can be accepted at any time and if there is a significant delay between the 90-day and 12-month findings, we may publish an additional request for information to ensure the best available data is used to make a classification determination.



[bookmark: _Toc466014046]Specific Requests for Information



In the Petition Review Form, list any information that is needed in addition to the following standard information requests:

(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including:

a. Habitat requirements;



b. Genetics and taxonomy;



c. Historical and current range, including distribution patterns;



d. Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and



e. Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both.



(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting determination for a species under section 4(a) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), which are:

a. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;



b. Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;



c. Disease or predation;



d. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or



e. Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.



(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat.
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Guidance on Making 90-day Findings

[An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_3:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014049]CHAPTER 3: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE: 

[bookmark: _Toc466011299][bookmark: _Toc466014050]LISTING, RECLASSIFICATION





Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted as PRF is complete); Highlighted = Insert Something; Highlighted = To be inserted by batching biologist; Examples] 



Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX 

90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE



Background

	

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).



Petition History



On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species common name(s) be [listed// reclassified/emergency listed as threatened or endangered or reclassified as endangered/ and if applicable critical habitat be designated for this/these species] or [delisted due to recovery/ extinction/error in information] under the Act.  The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(c).  [If petitioner requests emergency listing: Because the Act does not provide for petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition to list [species].  However, we did consider the immediacy of possible threats to the species and whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the information presented in the petition and did not find that the petition warranted an emergency listing.]  This finding addresses the petition.

On November 15, 2013, we received a petition from the Animal Welfare Institute requesting that we emergency list the pygmy three-toed sloth as endangered under the Act. The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the identification information for the petitioner required by 50 CFR 424.14(a). Because the Act does not provide for petitions to emergency list, we are considering it as a petition to list. However, we did consider the immediacy of possible threats to the species and whether emergency listing may be necessary at this time.  We reviewed the information presented in the petition and did not find that the species warranted an emergency listing. This finding addresses the petition.





Evaluation of a Petition to List/Delist/Reclassify the Species [for listing: as an Endangered or Threatened Species for reclassifying: as a(n) Endangered/Threatened Species] Under the Act 

Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act

Evaluation of a Petition to Delist List the Golden ConureAfrican Lion Under the Act



When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial information. 



Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance.



Does the petition identify an entity that may be eligible for [listing/ reclassifyingication/removal from listing (delisting)] to and endangered species (i.e., is the entity a species, subspecies, or DPS)? 

☐Yes

☐ No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.





White-necked crow (Corvus leucognaphalus);

Historical range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic) and Puerto Rico

Current range: Hispaniola (Haiti and Dominican Republic)



Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana)

Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California

Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California





DPS:

North American wild horse (population of Equus caballus); U.S. Federal public lands



Discreteness

· Snyder 2004, pp 14-15

· Dallas et al. 2009, p. 451



Significance

· Berry 2010, p. 137





Information in the Petition Use one of the following three templates. See Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and Petition Finding sections of the Guidance 





Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range 



1. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassificationying] based on the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (Factor A)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 1 is yes:

Identify the activity(ies) claimed by the petitioner under present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range to [be a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not be a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted.

· Logging

· Agriculture



b. If the answer to 1 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No.

	☐Yes

	☐No

If yes, indicate for which activity(ies) present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (e.g., logging, agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Logging

· Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427

· Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310



The petitioner provided substantial information that logging is destroying nesting habitat for the Eunice macaw (Johnson et al. 1999, p. 30). Loss of this habitat has resulted in reduced reproduction rates and recruitment of the species, and has led to decreases in the population (Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427).



Agriculture

The petitioner claims that this species has been extirpated from, or has greatly declined in, some areas as a result of urbanization or conversion of habitat to agricultural uses.  Some populations can persist in areas with minor disturbance and in nearby undisturbed habitats, however, habitat loss threatens to severely fragment remaining populations. 



While Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) confirms that the species has been extirpated from, or has greatly declined, in some areas due to urbanization and conversion for agricultural use, Hammerson also states that the species exists in moderately or heavily disturbed areas (e.g., around buildings in parks and rural landfills) .and that the distribution is probably not fragmented at the moment. Furthermore, because the species has good reproductive potential, and can tolerate moderate levels of alteration, the species may also be able to survive in relatively small patches of suitable habitat (Hammerson 2007, unpaginated). Hammerson (2007, unpaginated) also indicates that populations in natural areas appear to be stable and the current trend for this species is not well documented.  



The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are acting on this species’ habitat such that it is threatened by present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of its habitat or range. Therefore, we find that the petition does not provide substantial information indicating listing the Colorado checkered whiptail may warrant listing based on Factor A.



c. Provide additional comments, if any.     





Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes

 

2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication] based on overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes (Factor B)?

☐Yes

	☐No



a. If the answer to 2 is yes, overutilization for which purpose(s) does the petitioner claim is/are [a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted (check all that apply):

☐Commercial

☐Recreational

☐Scientific

☐Educational

☐Other: [Claim by petitioner] Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the above four categories should be addressed in Factor E)

  

b. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Commercial

The petitioners claim that Ricord’s rock iguanas are harvested for subsistence throughout its range, but that harvesting is most pronounced in the Haitian population. The petitioners further assert that this population has been nearly extirpated due in part to harvesting of adults and eggs (Rupp and Accimé 2011). 



The literature cited by the petitioner states only that the population in Haiti is small and holding on only in places not easily accessible by people, a reflection of intense hunting pressure (Rupp and Accimé 2011, p. 150). Although there may be a fear of poaching of these iguanas (Rupp and Accimé 2011, p. 152), the literature provided no information that harvesting or poaching of Ricord’s rock iguana is occurring in the Haitian population or is negatively impacting the status of the species.





c. Provide additional comments, if any.    





Disease or predation



3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassificationying] based on disease or predation (Factor C)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Which does the petitioner claim is [a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted (check all that apply)

☐Disease

☐Predation



b. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both Yes and No.

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate disease and/or predation and provide an explanation. Include a concluding statement.

Disease

The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial.



Predation

· Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42, 74

· Guedes 2004, p. 7



The petitioners provided substantial information indicating predation is a factor affecting the reproductive success of the hyacinth macaw. Predation by toco toucans, purplish joys, white-eared opossums, and coatis accounted for 52 percent of lost hyacinth eggs in a 10-year study (Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 74). Predation of hyacinth macaw eggs is directly affecting the reproductive rate of hyacinth macaws and the ability of the species to recover from reductions in population size (Guedes 2009, pp. 5, 8, 42; Guedes 2004, p. 7).



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 

 



Other natural or manmade factors



4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication] based on other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence (Factor E)?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner to [be a threat such that listing/reclassification] or [not be a threat such that delisting/reclassification] may be warranted.



· Climate change

· Road mortality

· Small population dynamics



b. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some factors to contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., climate change, road mortality, or small population dynamics) the petitioner claims may be a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each factor. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the purported threats negatively impact the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. Use bullets to list citations. If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Climate Change

· Aubrey 2012, p. 55

· Camper 2000, p. 85



Road Mortality

· Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192



Small Population Dynamics

· Soule 1997, p. 23



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 





Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms

5. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts exacerbate impacts of any of the purported threats on the species (Factor D)?

☐Yes

☐No

a. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Identify the purported threats claimed by the petitioner to be exacerbated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts.

b. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? 

Yes

No

If yes, indicate which purported threat(s) are exacerbated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how the regulatory mechanism or conservation effort negatively impacts the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.

c. Provide additional comments, if any.





Cumulative Effects



6. Does the petitioner claim that the threats they have identified may have synergistic or cumulative effects such that the entity may warrant [listing/delisting/reclassifyingication]?

☐Yes

      ☐No



a. If the answer to 5 6 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations.  If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations, including how cumulative effects are negatively impacting the status of the species such that it may warrant listing or reclassification. If no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and explain. Include a concluding statement.



b. Provide additional comments, if any. 





Emergency Listing

7. Did the petitioner request emergency listing?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 7 is yes:

Does the species warrant emergency listing?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, provide a brief summary, with citations, of the information indicating emergency listing of the species is warranted. If no, please provide a justification. Include a concluding statement.

The Miami blue butterfly is currently restricted to a few small insular areas in the extreme southern portion of its historical range. The range of this butterfly, which once extended from the Keys north along the Florida coasts to about St. Petersburg and Daytona, is now substantially reduced with an estimated >99 percent decline in area occupied. The population size is unknown but estimated to be in the hundreds. Since only one or possibly two small metapopulations remain among the islands within Key West National Wildlife Refuge, the Miami blue butterfly is imminently threatened by its restricted range and the combined influences of habitat destruction or modification, impacts by iguanas, accidental harm from humans, loss of genetic heterogeneity, and catastrophic environmental events.  Illegal collection could cause severe impacts, given the few populations and individuals remaining. Therefore, we find that these threats constitute an immediate and significant risk to the well-being of the species and that extinction of the Miami blue butterfly may occur at any time. By emergency listing this subspecies as an endangered subspecies, we believe the protections and recognition that immediately become available to the subspecies will increase the likelihood that it can be saved from extinction and ultimately recovered.



The Service’s review of the petition found that the main stressors to Yucca brevifolia identified in the petition are habitat loss and the effects of climate change. Although the petitioners state that habitat loss and the effects of climate change are currently occurring, the information presented and reviewed indicates that these stressors are acting on the species on a long-term basis and not to the degree at which immediate conservation action is necessary. Also the petitioner is requesting to list Yucca brevifolia as a “threatened” species. By definition a threatened species under the Act is a species which is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future. Emergency listing determinations are for those species where the stressors impacting the species currently pose a significant risk to the well-being of a species. Because the most significant effects of habitat loss and climate change on the species are characterized as happening in the future they do not currently pose a significant risk to the species. As a result, the Service is not implementing its emergency listing procedures for Yucca brevifolia



According to the petition, the stressors facing the species are not immediate or predictable in nature and include vegetation encroachment, climate change, and wildfire. In addition, a population viability analysis (PVA) for the species has been conducted and it states that the population has a 50 percent chance of becoming extinct within the next 50 years (Kurkjiam 2012a, p. 32). Although the petition cites declines in the species population, the potential stressors facing the species are not imminent and not likely to occur in a timeframe which is outside our normal listing determination process. Therefore, we are not implementing our emergency listing procedures for this species.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance

Select one, delete the others.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information in our files, we find that the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act. For  Ppetitions that do not provide information indicating the entity may qualify as a DPS: Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily  information in our files, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that thepetitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, a listable entity under the Act.

 

Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available  information, in our files we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information in our files, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name (Scientific name) [for listing, reclassification, or delisting due to recovery] based on factors [from above (e.g., A, B, and E)].  



Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/not included in FR notice template language. See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding section of the Guidance. If none, indicate that below.

Information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the markhor in the Torghar Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS).

Author



The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.





FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx

 

Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx







Date:	_______________________________



_______________________________________ 

Regional Director Name                        

Regional Director, Region Name,           

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                    



For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ 

Gary Frazer,

Assistant Director for Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



For not-substantial findings

Daniel M. Ashe,

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service





References See Appendix G for format
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Petition Review Form Template: Listing, Reclassification

Federal Docket No. FWS-XX-ES-201X-XXXX [bookmark: _Chapter_4:_Petition][bookmark: _Toc466014051]CHAPTER 43: PETITION REVIEW FORM TEMPLATE: 

[bookmark: _Toc466014052]DELISTING, RECLASSIFICATION





90-DAY FINDING ON A PETITION TO PETITION TITLE





Petitioned action being requested:

☐Reclassify from Endangered to Threatened species

☐Remove from the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife (or Plants) (i.e., “Delist”)

☐Due to recovery

☐Due to extinction

☐Due to original data for classification in error 

☐Revise listed entity (split listing, apply different statuses to each entity; revise boundaries of DPS; conform listing to new taxonomic info, etc.)  

Petitioned entity:

☐ Species

☐ Subspecies

☐ DPS of vertebrates

☐ Subset of listed entity (species, subspecies, DPS, etc.) 



Background

	

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).



Petition History



On date, we received a petition dated date, from petitioner(s), requesting that species common name(s) be [reclassified to threatened or delisted due to recovery/extinction/error in information] under the Act.  The petition clearly identified itself as such and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, required at 50 CFR 424.14(a).  This finding addresses the petition.



On June 30, 2015, we received a petition dated June 29, 2015, from Nancie G. Marzulla (Marzulla Law, LLC – Washington, DC) and Robert Henneke (Texas Public Policy Foundation – Austin, TX) requesting that the golden-cheeked warbler be removed from the list of endangered and threatened wildlife ( “delisted”) due to recovery or error in information.  The petition clearly identified itself as a petition and included the requisite identification information for the petitioner, as required by 50 C.F.R. § 424.14(a).  This finding addresses the petition.





Evaluation of a Petition to Delist or Reclassify the Species [for reclassifying: as a Threatened Species] Under the Act 



Evaluation of a Petition to Reclassify the Northern Spotted Owl as an Endangered Species Under the Act

Evaluation of a Petition to Delist the Golden-cheeked Warbler Under the Act



When citation lists are provided, the use of the “+” sign to string a series of citations together indicates that the information in these citations, when combined, provide substantial information. 



Species and Range See Listable Entity Evaluation section of the Guidance.

	Does the petition identify an entity for reclassifying to threatened/ delisting that is currently listed under the Act (i.e., the petitioned entity is identical to the entity currently listed)?  

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species then proceed to Information in the Petition section. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. If no, answer next question.



Santa Cruz cypress (Hesperocyparis abramsiana)

Historical range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California

Current range:  Santa Cruz and San Mateo counties, California



DPS – Northern population of the bog turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii)

Historical range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD

Current range: Eastern United States from western MA and CT, southward though NY, NJ, PA, DE and MD



Does the petition identify a portion of a listed entity that may be eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting (i.e., is the petitioned entity a species, subspecies or potential DPS)? 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list common name (scientific name); and describe the current and historical range of the species. For DPSs, use the following format: common name (population of [scientific name]); DPS range. In describing the range of the species, consider both the presumed and probable current and historical ranges of the species.  This should include areas where the species formerly occurred as well as areas where there is a reasonable probability the species could be found.  (Do not include areas where it is highly unlikely the species occurs or ever occurred there. In other words, use your best professional judgment.) Use simple descriptions such as states, countries, or continents. Under Discreteness and Significance headings, provide citations for the substantial information provided by the petitioner indicating that the petitioned entity may meet these elements of a DPS. If no, please explain. And then proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



DPS:

Loggerhead turtle in Western North Atlantic Ocean (population of Caretta caretta); Western North Atlantic Ocean



Discreteness

· Author, Year, pp ##

· Author et al. Year, p. #



Significance

· Author Year, p. #



Information in the Petition Use one of the following three templates. See Information Considered in Making a 90-day Petition Finding and Petition Finding sections of the Guidance 



I. For petitions to delist due to extinction, use the following template: 

1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity may warrant delisting due to extinction?  

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. If no, please explain. Include a concluding statement.

· Collins et al. 2010, p. 571

· Hatcher 2008, pp 291-293



a.	Provide additional comments, if any.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



II. For petitions to delist due to “Original data for classification in error” because information indicates the entity is not a valid entity, use the following template:

1. Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information indicating the entity may warrant delisting because it is not a valid entity (i.e., does not meet the Act’s definition of species)?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  If no, please explain. Include a concluding statement.

· Foust 2014, pp. 678-679

· Snow et al. 2013, p. 14



a. Provide additional comments, if any.

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



III. For petitions to reclassify or delist due to recovery or due to new information or an error in original information (e.g., threats are not as significant as we believed when the species was listed; there is a greater abundance of them than we previously believed), indicate reason:



Recovery Criteria



1. If applicable, does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because recovery criteria for reclassifying to threatened/delisting have been met?  

☐Yes

☐No (If no, indicate if the species does not have a recovery plan then skip to #2)



a. If the answer to 1 is yes: 

Identify the basis for which the petitioner claims criteria have been met.  



b. If the answer to 1 is yes: 

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim? If substantial information has been provided for some criteria but not others, mark both yes and no.

		☐Yes

		☐No





Present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range



2. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range (Factor A) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

	☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Identify why the petitioner indicates threats related to the present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of the species habitat or range are reduced or are not (or are no longer) a threat.  

· Habitat improvement 

· Habitat protection 



b. If the answer to 2 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some activities contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No.

	☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which activity(ies) (e.g., logging, agriculture, overgrazing, etc.) the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose.  Use bullets to list citations.  If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which activity(ies) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



Logging (no longer a threat)

· Smith 2013, pp. 219, 427

· Johnson et al. 1999, p. 310



Agriculture (no longer a threat) 

The petition asserts that none of the statutory factors pose a significant threat to the continued existence of the warbler (p. 15) and that “the warbler was either listed in error or has recovered since listing” (p. 13).  The petition states that because the numbers of warblers and extent of warbler habitat is far greater than the Service determined in 1990, the warbler should not have been listed as endangered, and further cites several studies known to the Service (2014) indicating the species is not in danger of extinction throughout all or any significant portion of its range and requests that the warbler be removed from the federal endangered species list (Petition, p. 29). 



The petitioner did not provide any information indicating that threats are no longer acting on this species’ habitat such that it is no longer threatened by present or threatened destruction, modification or curtailment of its habitat or range.  Therefore, we find that the petition does not provide substantial information indicating listing the golden cheeked warbler may warrant delisting because of threats related to Factor A.



c. Provide additional comments, if any.     



Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes



3. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes (Factor B) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

	☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 3 is yes, overutilization for which purposes does the petitioner claim are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply):  

☐Commercial 

☐Recreational 

☐Scientific

☐Educational

☐Other (Overutilization for a purpose other than one of the above four categories should be addressed under “Other natural or manmade factors”.)



b. If the answer to 3 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some purposes contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which purpose(s) the petitioner claims overutilization is reduced or is no longer a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each purpose.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which purpose(s) and explain.  Include a concluding statement.

	

Commercial

· Cobra 2011, p. 99



c. Provide additional comments, if any.    



Disease or predation



4. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because threats related to disease or predation (Factor C) are reduced or are not (or no longer) acting on the species?

☐Yes

☐No



a. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Which does the petitioner claim is reduced or is not (or no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted (check all that apply)

☐Disease

☐Predation



b. If the answer to 4 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If one contains substantial information and the other does not, mark both Yes and No.

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which (disease, predation, or both) the petitioner claims is reduced or is not (or  no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate disease and/or predation and provide an explanation.  Include a concluding statement.



Disease



The petitioner claims that the Service, in its 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, explicitly concludes that threats to the Egyptian tortoise might also constitute threats to the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), as the tortoises are fairly similar, especially regarding habitat preferences. The desert tortoise, native to the United States and Mexico, has experienced increased mortality and population decline due to an upper respiratory tract disease (URTD), predominant in captive-bred individuals, being introduced to wild individuals. The petitioner further claims that it is safe to assume that this respiratory disease might also constitute a threat to the Egyptian tortoise, especially if individuals bred in captivity are released into the wild. Information cited by the petitioner does not make any statements or conclusions regarding the Egyptian tortoise and URTD. Although the petitioner’s claim that if captive-bred Egyptian tortoises are released into the wild URTD might also constitute a threat is logical, yet no information was submitted  indicating that URTD occurs in captive Egyptian tortoises and currently or potentially poses a threat to wild Egyptian tortoises. Therefore, we find this information to be not substantial.



Predation

· McGrath 2011, p. 1

· Perälä 2006, p. 62, 63

· Fish and Wildlife Service 1994a, p. D10, D15, D 34



c. Provide additional comments, if any. 



 

Other natural or manmade factors



5. Does the petitioner claim the entity warrants reclassifying to threatened/delisting because other natural or manmade factors are reduced or are not (or are no longer) affecting its continued existence (Factor E)?  

☐Yes

☐No



a.	If the answer to 5 is yes:

Identify the other natural or manmade factors claimed by the petitioner are reduced or are not or (are no longer) a threat such that reclassifying to threatened/delisting may be warranted.



· Forest management practices 

· Demographics (increase in population numbers; evidence of new or previously unknown occurrences)

· Road mortality

· Small population dynamics



b. If the answer to 5 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?  If some factors to contain substantial information and others do not, mark both Yes and No. 

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate for which other natural or manmade factors (e.g., road mortality, or small population dynamics) the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or are no longer) a threat and list the citations with page numbers for each factor.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated.  If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain.  Include a concluding statement.



	Road Mortality

· Evans 2005, pp. 187, 192



	Small Population Dynamics

· Soule 1997, p. 23



c. 	Provide additional comments, if any. 





Inadequate existing regulatory mechanisms



6. Does the petitioner claim existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts have ameliorated impacts of any of the above threat factors to the species (Factor D)?

☐Yes 

☐No



a. If the answer to 6 is yes:

Identify the factors claimed by the petitioner to be ameliorated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts.



b. If the answer to 6 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which factors are ameliorated by existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts and list the citations with page numbers for each. Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations. The summary should include how the previously identified threats have been ameliorated, or why such threats no longer exist.  If no, please indicate for which factor(s) and explain. Include a concluding statement.



c. Provide additional comments, if any.



Cumulative Effects



7. Does the petitioner claim that the entity may warrant reclassifying to threatened/delisting because identified synergistic or cumulative effects are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat?

☐Yes

	☐No



a. If the answer to 7 is yes:

Do the sources cited in the petition provide substantial information to support the claim?

☐Yes

☐No

If yes, indicate which threats the petitioner claims are reduced or are not (or no longer) a threat resulting in a reduction or elimination of synergistic and/or cumulative effects and list the citations with page numbers.  Use bullets to list citations. If needed, you may also provide a brief summary of the substantial information, with citations.  The summary should include how the previously identified cumulative and/or synergistic effects of threats have been ameliorated.  If no, please indicate which threats the petitioner claims may have synergistic or cumulative effects and explain.  Include a concluding statement.



b. Provide additional comments, if any. 

 

Proceed to the Petition Finding section and the remaining sections to complete the Petition Review Form.



Petition Finding See Petition Finding section of the Guidance

Select one, delete the others.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petitioned entity is not eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting because the petitioned entity is not a listable entity under the Act (i.e., the entity is not a species, subspecies, or potential DPS).  For Petitions that do not provide information indicating the petitioned entity may qualify as a DPS:  Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that thepetitioned entity may qualify as a DPS and, therefore, an entity eligible for reclassifying to threatened/delisting under the Act.



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition does not provide substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  



Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted for the species common name (Scientific name) [for reclassification or delisting due to recovery or original data for classification in error: based on factors from above (e.g., A, B, and E)].  



	Based on our review of the petition, sources cited in the petition, and other readily available information, we find that the petition presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action to delist the species common name (Scientific name) due to extinction may be warranted. 

Specific Requests for Information Only include information specific to the species/that is not included in FR notice template language (e.g., information related to the extent to which recovery criteria have been met).  See Soliciting Information as a Result of a Substantial 90-day Finding section of the Guidance.  If none, indicate that below.

We are requesting information on the straight-horned markhor subspecies for the purpose of determining if the markhor in the Torghar Hills constitutes a distinct vertebrate population segment (DPS).

Author



The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the Appropriate Office or Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.





FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  Name, Office, telephone xxx–xxx–xxxx

 

Regional Outreach Contact: Name, telephone xxx-xxx-xxxx







Date:	_______________________________



_______________________________________ 

Regional Director Name                        

Regional Director, Region Name,           

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service                    



For Foreign Species/Domestic Species completed in HQ 

Gary Frazer,

Assistant Director for Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



For not-substantial findings

Daniel M. Ashe,

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service







References See Appendix H for format
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Petition Review Form Template: Delisting, Reclassification

[ An electronic file of this template can be found under the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_5:_Federal][bookmark: _Toc462404270][bookmark: _Toc462404312][bookmark: _Toc462404360][bookmark: _Toc462404402][bookmark: _Toc462404444][bookmark: _Toc462404486][bookmark: _Toc462404804][bookmark: _Toc466014054]CHAPTER 54: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE SUMMARY TEMPLATE





Red + Italic = Directions (to be deleted); Highlighted = Insert Something; Examples] 





Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form] 

 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition Review Form

	species common name (scientific name); range

Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

For not-substantial petitions: 

	Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

For substantial petitions: 

Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information).

Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting Documents section.



Potential Issues/Controversy for Briefing Paper



Leave this field BLANK if the action is not expected to be controversial. 

For potential issues, do not list every interested party and their opinions; include only major stakeholders who have a specific concern with the finding or anything that may be litigated. You should be specific but not too detailed in any of the issues. Include major players and their main concern. If the action is expected to be controversial, you should include additional information to help describe the issues. For the potential issues section, tThink about if there will be constituents contacting the White House, Congress, or the Director’s office. If so, please briefly describe who and what their issues are. 



Template for Potential Issues: 

[Insert general overview and include interested parties and their concerns from their perspective. If they were contacting (Director/Congress/WH), what would they say the issue is?] 

Example Potential Issues: 

1. Designated critical habitat falls on lands owned by the State of Hawaii, County of Maui, and private interests, including the Maui Land and Pineapple Company and Castle and Cooke, and Pūlama Lāna‘i, the private landowners of the island of Lanai. FWS is coordinating with landowners on finalizing conservation agreements as the basis for exclusions from the final critical habitat designation. 



2. The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) has concerns regarding the designation of critical habitat within Isabel and Santa Inez reservoirs. The RO and FO have been meeting with regional BOR staff to work through these concerns prior to finalization. 

3. FWS expects this rule to garner attention because of concerns relating to trout stocking and land management. 



4. Petitioners (Safari Club International and Exotic Wildlife Association), game ranchers of these species and the State of Texas, where most of the game ranches occur, will oppose the FWS's finding because they believe the listing of these species will limit their ability to operate their game ranches and impact revenue. 



5. FWS has received opposition to the proposed listing and critical habitat designation for Gierisch mallow from gypsum mining companies and local livestock ranchers. 



6. Issues could arise from the need to implement measures to improve water quality on private land and monitor proposed locations of industrial sand mining operations, but FWS does not expect these issues to be widespread.
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Federal Register Summary Template

[bookmark: _Toc466014056]Procedure for Batching 90-day Petitions and Publishing a Federal Register Notice[bookmark: _Chapter_6:_Batching][bookmark: _Toc462404272][bookmark: _Toc462404314][bookmark: _Toc462404362][bookmark: _Toc462404404][bookmark: _Toc462404446][bookmark: _Toc462404488][bookmark: _Toc462404806][bookmark: _Toc466014055]CHAPTER 56: BATCHING AND FEDERAL REGISTER PUBLICATION GUIDANCE





All 90-day petition findings, including domestic/transboundary species and foreign species, will be batched into a single Federal Register notice each quarter. Regional Offices are responsible for sending Petition Review Forms, signed (substantial findings) or surnamed (not-substantial findings) by the Regional Director, to the appropriate branches in Headquarters following the schedule summarized in the table below. Petitions to list or reclassify species as endangered should to the Branch of Listing; petitions to delist or reclassify species as threatened should go to the Branch of Recovery and State Grants).







		FY Quarter

		Petitions Received In

		Petition Review Forms Due to HQ

		Notice Delivered to OFR



		1

		Oct, Nov, Dec

		Jan 1

		February



		2

		Jan, Feb, Mar

		Apr 1

		May



		3

		Apr, May, Jun

		Jul 1

		August



		4

		Jul, Aug, Sep

		Oct 1

		November









Once submitted to the appropriate branch in Headquarters, not-substantial findings will be reviewed and surnamed by the appropriate Branch staff and Branch Chief; substantial findings may be reviewed for formatting consistency. Each branch will then submit the Petition Review Forms to the branch responsible for batching findings that quarter. Responsibility for batching all petition findings will rotate each quarter between BFS, Branch of Listing, and Branch of Recovery and State Grants.





The staff person responsible for batching the Petition Review Forms should:

· Organize all Petition Review Forms in alphabetical order.

· Use the template located in Chapter 7 to draft the Federal Register notice.

o Complete the template using information from the Species and Range, Petition History, and Finding sections in the Petition Review FormsFederal Register Notice Summary template (see Appendix C for examples).

· Use the template located in Chapter 8 to draft a briefing paper.

· Potential Issues from the Federal register Summary template should be included in the briefing paper.

· Assemble the package for surname.

· Table of Contents: (template located in Chapter 98)

· Tab 1: Briefing Paper

· Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature

· Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature

· Tab 4: Not-substantial Findings

· Tab 5: FR notice

· Enter the package in PackTrack following the Standard Operating Procedure and update entry over time as appropriate.



[bookmark: _Toc466014057]Surname Process

See Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms flow chart at the end of this document.

· Chief of the responsible Branch reviews and surnames the Federal Register notice

· The following information should be submitted to the Office of Policy Performance, and Management Programs (PPMP) for surname:

· Document Review Request Form (Appendix H) for each petition

· If the Region and contact information is the same for multiple petitions, fill out one document Review Request Form for those petitions. In the “Document Title” box, state that the request is for multiple 90-day findings and include a list of the species names.

· Request that each Docket title contain the name of the species (e.g., Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants: 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Northern Spotted Owl).

· Email the Document Review Request Forms to marcia_cash@fws.gov. In the email, provide the full docket title for each petition that is being batched.

· Federal Register Notice.

· PPMP will send back the Docket numbers that correspond to each petition.

· Insert the correct Docket numbers, as appropriate, in both the FR notice and the Petition Review Forms

· Brief Division Chiefs in Headquarters on the quarterly batch of petition findings.

· Solicitor will review and surname not-substantial findings completed in Headquarters and the Federal Register notice.

· Substantial comments or edits should be sent to the lead Regional Office or lead Branch in Headquarters to address.

· Include the Solicitor’s Legal Review in the package

· Assistant Director of Ecological Services signs substantial findings completed in Headquarters and reviews and surnames not-substantial findings and the Federal Register notice.

· Director reviews and signs the not-substantial findings and the Federal Register notice.

· The package goes to Exec Secretary for Clearance

· Once the package has cleared, it can be sent to the Office of the Federal Register.

· Publication date should be coordinated with Regions to ensure staff is available to conduct outreach efforts.



[bookmark: _Toc466014058]Posting Petition Review Forms on Regulations.gov

Each Petition Review Form should be saved as a pdf and include the signature of the signing official (Regional Director, Assistant Director for Ecological Services, or Director). Send these documents to marcia_cash@fws.gov for posting to www.regulations.gov.








[bookmark: _Toc466014059]Review Process for Batched Federal Register Notice and Petition Review Forms

[image: ]HQ Lead for Batching

Draft FR notice and briefing paper



[image: ]

Listing and Recovery PRFs sent as FYI to Branch Chiefs 

Chief, Responsible Branch in HQ

Review and surname FR notice





Policy, Performance, and Management Programs

Review and surname FR notice





Division Chief(s)*

Briefed by HQ staff





Solicitor’s Office (Div. of Parks and Wildlife) Review and surname FR notice



[image: ]















[image: ]









Asst. Director of Ecological Services

Review and sign substantial PRFs; surname FR notice and not-substantial PRFs













[image: ][image: ]Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Sign FR notice and not-substantial PRFs



[image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ][image: ]Office of the                  Federal Register

Exec Secretary (DOI)

Clearance

Fish and Wildlife and Parks

Review and surname











* Briefings by branch staff should be scheduled with Division chief(s) (Division of Conservation and Classification and/or Division of Restoration and Recovery depending on the actions being petitioned). Also, send a courtesy FYI email to the Division chiefs with the PRFs attached.
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Batching and Federal Register Publication Guidance
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Batching and Federal Register Publication Guidance



[bookmark: _Toc462404873][bookmark: _Toc466011308][bookmark: _Toc466014061][An electronic file of this template can be found in the Templates folder of this guidance[bookmark: _Chapter_7:_Federal][bookmark: _Toc462404277][bookmark: _Toc462404319][bookmark: _Toc462404367][bookmark: _Toc462404409][bookmark: _Toc462404451][bookmark: _Toc462404493][bookmark: _Toc462404811][bookmark: _Toc466014060]CHAPTER 76: FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE TEMPLATE





Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something; Green = Example]





Billing Code 4333-15



DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR



Fish and Wildlife Service



50 CFR Part 17



[Docket No(s). FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX; etc.]

[COST CODE/ABC STRUCTURE]

[bookmark: h.gjdgxs]Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions 

AGENCY:  Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.

ACTION:  Notice of petition findings [if applicable and initiation of status reviews].

SUMMARY:  We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on various petitions to [list, reclassify, or delist fish, wildlife, or plants] under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).  As appropriate: Based on our review, we find that [number of petitions] petition(s) [does/do not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted,] or [we find that the petitioned entity(ies) presented in [number of petitions] is/are not a listable entity(ies) under the Act,] and we are not initiating a status review(s) in response to this/these petition(s).  We refer to this/these as a “not-substantial petition finding(s).”  We also find that [number of petition(s)] petition(s) present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted.  Therefore, with the publication of this notice, we are initiating a review of the status of these species to determine if the petitioned action(s) is/are warranted.  If applicable: The status review(s) for [number of species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these species. To ensure that these status reviews are comprehensive, we are requesting scientific and commercial data and other information regarding these species.  Based on the status reviews, we will issue 12-month findings on the petitions, which will address whether the petitioned action is warranted, as provided in section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act.

DATES:  To allow us adequate time to conduct the status review(s), we request that we receive information no later than [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER].  Information submitted electronically using the Federal eRulemaking Portal (see ADDRESSES, below) must be received by 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on the closing date.

ADDRESSES:  Not-substantial petition finding(s): The not-substantial petition finding(s) announced in this document is/are available on http://www.regulations.gov under the appropriate docket number (see table, below).  Supporting information in preparing this/these finding(s) is available for public inspection, by appointment, during normal business hours by contacting the appropriate person, as specified under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.

 	Status review(s):  You may submit information on species for which a status review is being initiated by one of the following methods:

(1)  Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  In the Search box, enter the appropriate docket number (see table below).  You may submit information by clicking on “Comment Now!” If your information will fit in the provided comment box, please use this feature of http://www.regulations.gov, as it is most compatible with our information review procedures. If you attach your information as a separate document, our preferred file format is Microsoft Word. If you attach multiple comments (such as form letters), our preferred format is a spreadsheet in Microsoft Excel.



(2)  By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to:  Public Comments Processing, Attn: [Insert appropriate docket number; see table below]; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike; Falls Church, VA 22041-3803.



We request that you send information only by the methods described above.  We will post all information received on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see the Request for Information section below for more details). 

Table 1.  List of “substantial” findings for which a status review is being initiated.

		Common Name

		Docket Number

		Docket Link



		Petition species or title #1

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX



		Petition species or title #2

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX







Table 2.  List of “not substantial” findings.

		Common Name

		Docket Number

		Docket Link



		Petition species or title #1

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX



		Petition species or title #2

		FWS–RX–ES–XXXX–XXXX

		http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=FWS-RX-ES-XXXX-XXXX







FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:  

		Common Name

		Contact Information



		Petition species or title #1

		[Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; email@fws.gov



		Petition species or title #2

		[Name], telephone (xxx–xxx–xxxx) ; email@fws.gov







If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), please call the Federal Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 800–877–8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Request for Information

When we make a finding that a petition presents substantial information indicating that listing, reclassification, or delisting a species may be warranted, we are required to promptly review the status of the species (status review).  For the status review to be complete and based on the best available scientific and commercial information, we request information on these species from governmental agencies, Native American Tribes, the scientific community, industry, and any other interested parties.  We seek information on: 

(1) The species’ biology, range, and population trends, including:

(a) Habitat requirements; 

(b) Genetics and taxonomy; 

(c) Historical and current range, including distribution patterns; 

(d) Historical and current population levels, and current and projected trends; and

	(e) Past and ongoing conservation measures for the species, its habitat, or both.

(2) The factors that are the basis for making a listing, reclassification, or delisting determination for a species under section 4(a) of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), which are:

(a) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range;

(b) Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes;

	(c) Disease or predation;

	(d) The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or

	(e) Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.

(3) The potential effects of climate change on this species and its habitat.

[(4) Information specific to a species (e.g., information about its status in a particular area or information that may be used in a potential 4(d) rule).]  



If petitions request listing a domestic species, insert the following:  

	If, after the status review, we determine that listing is warranted, we will propose critical habitat (see definition in section 3(5)(A) of the Act) for domestic (U.S.) species under section 4 of the Act, to the maximum extent prudent and determinable at the time we propose to list the species.  Therefore, we also request data and information for [appropriate domestic species] on:

(1)  What may constitute “physical or biological features essential to the conservation of the species,” within the geographical range occupied by the species;

(2)  Where these features are currently found; 	

(3)  Whether any of these features may require special management considerations or protection;

(4)  Specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the species that are “essential for the conservation of the species”; and

(5)  What, if any, critical habitat you think we should propose for designation if the species is proposed for listing, and why such habitat meets the requirements of section 4 of the Act.

Please include sufficient information with your submission (such as scientific journal articles or other publications) to allow us to verify any scientific or commercial information you include.

Submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the actions under consideration without providing supporting information, although noted, will not be considered in making a determination.  Section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act directs that determinations as to whether any species is an endangered or threatened species must be made “solely on the basis of the best scientific and commercial data available.”  

You may submit your information concerning this/these status review(s) by one of the methods listed in the ADDRESSES section.  If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If you submit a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this personal identifying information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Information and supporting documentation that we received and used in preparing this finding will be available for you to review at http://www.regulations.gov, or you may make an appointment during normal business hours at the appropriate lead U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Background

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires that we make a finding on whether a petition to list, delist, or reclassify a species presents substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  To the maximum extent practicable, we are to make this finding within 90 days of our receipt of the petition and publish our notice of the finding promptly in the Federal Register.  

Our standard for substantial scientific or commercial information within the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) with regard to a 90-day petition finding is “that amount of information that would lead a reasonable person to believe that the measure proposed in the petition may be warranted” (50 CFR 424.14(b)).  If we find that substantial scientific or commercial information was presented, we are required to promptly commence a review of the status of the species, which will be subsequently summarized in our 12-month finding.

Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1533) and its implementing regulations at 50 CFR 424 set forth the procedures for adding a species to, or removing a species from, the Federal Lists of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.  A species may be determined to be an endangered or threatened species due to one or more of the five factors described in section 4(a)(1) of the Act (see (2) under Request For Information).  

	For petitions to delist [We may delist a species according to 50 CFR 424.11(d) if the best available scientific and commercial data indicate that the species is neither endangered nor threatened for one or more of the following reasons: 

	(1)  The species is extinct; 

        	(2)  The species has recovered and is no longer endangered or threatened; or 

        	(3)  The original scientific or commercial data used at the time the species was classified, or the interpretation of such data, were in error. ]

In considering what factors might constitute threats, we must look beyond the exposure of the species to a factor to evaluate whether the species may respond to the factor in a way that causes actual impacts to the species.  If there is exposure to a factor and the species responds negatively, the factor may be a threat.  However, the identification of factors that could affect a species negatively may not be sufficient to compel a finding that the information in the petition is substantial information indicating that the petitioned action may be warranted.  Therefore, during the subsequent status review, we attempt to determine how significant a threat it is.  The threat is significant if it drives, or contributes to, the risk of extinction of the species such that the species may warrant listing as endangered or threatened as those terms are defined in the Act.    The information presented in the petition must include evidence sufficient to suggest that these factors may be operative threats that act on the species to the point that the species may meet the definition of an endangered or threatened species under the Act. 



Evaluation of a Petition to [Heading from Petition Review Form] 

 Species and Range Insert the species common and scientific names and range using the Petition Review Form

	species common name (scientific name); range

Petition History Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

Finding Cut and paste this section from the Petition Review Form

For not-substantial petitions: 

	Because the petition does not present substantial information indicating [petitioned action] the [species] may be warranted, we are not initiating a status review in response to this petition.  Our justification for this finding can be found as an appendix under the Docket Number indicated in Table 1, above, at http://www.regulations.gov under the “Supporting Documents” section.  However, we ask that the public submit to us any new information that becomes available concerning the status of, or threats to, the [species] or its habitat at any time (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

For substantial petitions: 

Thus, for species, the Service requests information on the five listing factors under section 4(a)(1) of the Act, including the factors identified in this finding (see Request for Information).

Additional information regarding our review of this petition can be found as an appendix at http://www.regulations.gov under Docket No. FWS–HQ–ES–20XX–XXXX under the Supporting Documents section.

Continue with other petitions…



Conclusion



On the basis of our evaluation of the information presented under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act, we have determined that the petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] does not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may be warranted.  Therefore, we are not initiating a status review(s) for this/these species.  

The petition(s) summarized above for [list of species] present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested action(s) may be warranted.  Because we have found that the petition(s) present(s) substantial information indicating that the petitioned action(s) may be warranted, we are initiating a status review(s) to determine whether this/these actions under the Act is/are warranted.  At the conclusion of the status review(s), we will issue a 12-month finding in accordance with section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act, as to whether or not the Service believes listing, reclassification, or delisting, as appropriate, is warranted.  

It is important to note that the “substantial information” standard for a 90-day finding differs from the Act’s “best scientific and commercial data” standard that applies to a status review to determine whether a petitioned action is warranted.  A 90-day finding does not constitute a status review under the Act.  In a 12-month finding, we will determine whether a petitioned action is warranted after we have completed a thorough status review of the species, which is conducted following a substantial 90-day finding.  Because the Act’s standards for 90-day and 12-month findings are different, as described above, a substantial 90-day finding does not mean that the 12-month finding will result in a warranted finding.  

5-Year Review if applicable

The status review(s) of [list species] will also serve as 5-year reviews for these species.  Section 4(c)(2)(A) of the Act requires that we conduct a review of listed species at least once every 5 years.  Our regulations at 50 CFR 424.21 require that we publish a notice in the Federal Register announcing those species under active review. For additional information about 5-year reviews, go to http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/recovery-overview.html, scroll down to “Learn More about 5-Year Reviews,” and click on our factsheet.  

References Cited

	A complete list of references cited is available on the Internet at http://www.regulations.gov and upon request from the appropriate lead Field Offices (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Author(s)

The primary authors of this notice are the staff members of the [Appropriate Branch], Ecological Services Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Authority

The authority for these actions is the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).





Dated:	_____________________________________________



___________________________________________________

Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Federal Register Notice Template
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Red + Italic = Directions; Highlighted = Insert Something]



INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY	



FROM: 	Dan Ashe, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



CC:		Gary Frazer, AD, AES



SUBJECT:  	90-Day Findings on [# of petitions] Petitions 



I. INTRODUCTION 



We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), announce 90-day findings on [# of petitions] petitions to list, delist, or reclassify fish, wildlife, or plants under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).  



Based on our review of the petitions, we have determined that [# of petitions] petition(s) present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested actions may be warranted and that [# of petitions] petition(s) do not present substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the requested actions may be warranted. 



II. BACKGROUND 



The petitions include the follow species and their ranges:



Substantial Findings

species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary



Not-substantial Findings

species common name (Scientific name); range repeat as necessary



 

III. POTENTIAL ISSUES/CONTROVERSY Insert from Federal Register Notice Summary 



IV. COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH



		Species Name

		Regional Outreach Contact

		Telephone
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Briefing Paper Template
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Table of Contents:



Tab 1: Briefing Paper



Tab 2: Substantial Findings with RD signature



Tab 3: Substantial Findings with AES signature



Tab 4: Not-Substantial Findings

Surname: HQ SOL (if applicable), AES

Signature: Director



Tab 5: Federal Register Notice

Surname: Branch Chief, PPMP, SOL, AES
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NOTE TO REVIEWERS

December 2, 2016



ACTION: 

Revisions to the Interim Guidance on 90-day Petition Findings and Federal Register Batching



INTRODUCTION:

In October 2015, we finalized interim guidance on 90-day findings and Federal Register batching. Since implementing this guidance, some changes have been made to increase the ease of use and efficiency of the finding process. Additionally, changes have been made to be consistent with changes in our petition regulations, which were finalized this summer. Finally, we asked for feedback from the Listing and Recovery programs and made changes based on the comments we received.



Below is a summary of the substantial changes that have been made to the guidance.



SUMMARY OF CHANGES: 

Process:   

· The Process document and all appendices have been combined into a single document. Once the revised documents have been reviewed and approved, the additional appendices that did not require review (e.g., Director’s memo, DPS policy, Factor D Guidance, etc.) will be added and the guidance saved as a pdf file. Word versions of all templates will be available as separate files for ease of use.

· Acknowledgement letters are no longer necessary. We will acknowledge receipt of the petition by posting the petition to ECOS.

· We have added instructions for entering petitions to be completed in a certain quarter to the tracking spreadsheet found on Google Drive.

· We have added a checklist of documents for substantial and not-substantial petition findings to be submitted to HQ.

· Responsibility for batching will no longer rotate among branches each quarter; there is one person who will handle batching of all petition findings each quarter.

· For PRFs completed in HQ, the PRF must have branch chief and SOL surname before going to the HQ lead for batching.

· PRFs submitted by the Regions do not need to be reviewed by HQ branch chiefs, but should be provided to them as an FYI.

· [bookmark: _GoBack]PRFs and FR notices do not need Division Chief surname, but they should be briefed and PRFs sent as an FYI.



Petition Finding Guidance:

· The petition regulations clarify that because of copyright laws, petitioners may not be able to provide copies of supporting information. In the case of copyrighted material, the petitioner may provide direct quotes within the petition. If a petition finding hinges on a direct quote, contact your regional liaison for assistance.

· Information relevant to the new Factor D policy has been included.





Petition Review Form Templates:

· To be more user friendly, PRF templates for listing/reclassification (uplisting to endangered) and delisting/reclassification (downlisting to threatened) have been separated.

· Because some Regions required an explanation of why a petition was found to be substantial, we have indicated that a brief summary, with citations, may also be provided in the PRF. We have added examples.

· The question regarding Inadequate Regulatory Mechanisms has been edited to comply with the new Factor D policy. This question now follows Factor E since it asks whether the petitioner claims existing regulatory mechanisms or conservation efforts exacerbate impacts of any of the purported threats to the species.

· A question related to emergency listing has been added to the Listing/Reclassification PRF template to document if the petitioner requested emergency listing and our analysis/determination.



Federal Register Notice Summary Template:

· This template was added to expedite the drafting of the Federal Register notice and briefing paper.





From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine; Maricela Constantino
Subject: Fwd: Historic Range Map for Scoping Meetings
Date: Thursday, June 1, 2017 8:51:46 AM
Attachments: Red_Wolf_Historic_Range_Map_05_30_17.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, May 30, 2017 at 12:21 PM
Subject: Historic Range Map for Scoping Meetings
To: Leopoldo Miranda <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>, Michelle Eversen
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, Pete Benjamin <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>

Hello everyone. Please see the attached map Jose created for me. I thought having this map (historic
range and SSP facilities) would be useful for the Red Wolf Recovery Program table at the scoping
meetings.

Please let me know if you have any concerns or corrections. After approval, I will have this printed for use.

Thank you,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:maricela_constantino@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
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mailto:pete_benjamin@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
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 Red Wolf (Canis rufus) Historic Range & Species Survival Plan (SSP) Facility Locations


* Range Source: A Review and Evaluation of the Red Wolf (Canis rufus) Historic Range Final Report – 3/11/2016. Wildlife Management Institute, Inc. 2016.


** Area :  The area (shaded counties) is comprised of Tyrrell, Hyde, Washington, Dare and Beaufort counties in North Carolina (see inset map).
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** USFWS Non-essential Experimental  
Population Area (see inset map)
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NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.



From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Fwd: Language for weekly reports?
Date: Wednesday, May 2, 2018 9:22:03 PM

Found it. Just need to change the "revise" to "a new"
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Mar 9, 2018 at 11:24 AM
Subject: Re: Language for weekly reports?
To: "Weller, Emily" <emily_weller@fws.gov>

thanks SO much!!! 

 
Amy Brisendine, Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041
703-358-2005

On Fri, Mar 9, 2018 at 11:52 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
See edits in Blue
Clarification for text in red: Leo clarified that we're not actually modifying the existing one, but
proposing a whole new rule that will supersede the old one.

FWS will publish a new proposed rule for the existing nonessential
experimental population (NEP) designation of red wolves in North
Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act. FWS
anticipates opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission (NCWRC), as they have officially requested the termination
of this NEP, and the North Carolina Farm Bureau and most private
landowners with wolves using their property. Although national and local
environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North
Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections
under the Act. Interested stakeholders other than NCWRC include
Defenders of Wildlife, the Red Wolf Coalition, Red Wolf Species Survival
Plan cooperators, and other non-governmental organizations that support
red wolf conservation. 

On Fri, Mar 9, 2018 at 8:33 AM, Brisendine, Amy <amy_brisendine@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning, Emily!

I hope you are feeling better!!  For the red wolf upcoming rule, can you help me
with a brief summary for the narratives that includes the level of opposition
expected and interested stakeholders?   See below draft.

FWS will publish a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental
population designation of red wolves in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=5275+Leesburg+Pike+Falls+Church,+VA+22041&entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov


Endangered Species Act. FWS anticipates both support and opposition to the
revision of the 10(j) rule. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
(NCWRC) supports a revision of the current 10(j) rule as they have recognized,
along with the FWS, that improved management of the nonessential experimental
population of the Red wolf is needed.   Interested stakeholders other than
NCWRC include Defenders of Wildlife and the  Red Wolf Coalition.

Does the above adequately cover level of opposition and interested stakeholders?

Also, we're supposed to now have outreach ready 8 weeks prior to the target to
OFR date - do you know if folks have been working on that?

Thanks so much and feel free to give me a call if needed!!

-Amy
 
Amy Brisendine, Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ecological Services
Branch of Recovery, Conservation Planning, and Communication
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041
703-358-2005

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Division of Conservation and Classification
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
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337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Fwd: Materials for RW briefing
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 12:15:45 PM
Attachments: 20180418_briefing_red wolf 10(j).v3.pptx

20180419_IM_red wolf 10(j)_Dir briefing (1).v3_clean.docx
20180419_BP_RW_10(j)_Dir_Briefing.v3_clean.docx

The BP in this email is the last version. Below is an email from Jeff re: the BP

All,

See attached minor comments on ppt and IM.  We will not be including the CBP at this time to the Dept. so we can
address comments later on this doc.  In addition, I will need the summary of the SSA to be copied to a separate
doc so we can also forward it to the Dept. with the IM and ppt.  I need to get these to Gary by COB, so hopefully
you can get these back to me by 3:30 this afternoon.  

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda, Leopoldo <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Apr 19, 2018 at 4:03 PM
Subject: Materials for RW briefing
To: Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>, Jeff Newman <jeff_newman@fws.gov>, Gary Frazer
<gary_frazer@fws.gov>, Amy Brisendine <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>
Cc: Michelle Eversen <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, Aaron Valenta
<aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, Robert Tawes <robert_tawes@fws.gov>, "Dekar, Matthew"
<matthew_dekar@fws.gov>, Emily Weller <emily_weller@fws.gov>, Jack Arnold
<jack_arnold@fws.gov>, Mike Oetker <michael_oetker@fws.gov>, Kristi Farmer
<kristi_farmer@fws.gov>

Lisa et al. 

As promised, here are the draft IM, BP and PPT for the red wolf
briefing on May 1. I'm sure you will have feedback/edits. Let
us know what you may need and we will work on it.

Leo

Leopoldo "Leo" Miranda
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Acting Deputy Regional Director R4
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
1-404-679-4000 
Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

On Thu, Apr 19, 2018 at 1:07 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:

-- 
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RED WOLF

Proposed Rule Under section 10(j) of the ESA













OVERVIEW	

 New Path for the Red Wolf Recovery Program

 Current NEP area

 What is a 10(j) rule? 

 Need for a new 10(j) rule

 Public and partner agency involvement

 Proposed rule

 Position of State Agency and public

 Questions
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NEW PATH FOR THE RECOVERY PROGRAM

 September 2016 Memorandum

 Future of the Red Wolf Recovery Program

 Future of the North Carolina NEP

Shift focus of resources

 Secure the SSP

 Evaluate potential new reintroduction sites

 Future of the North Carolina NEP

 Change goal of NEP from establishing self-sustaining population to a propagation site that supports sustaining the SSP and the establishment of new NEPs

 Publish a proposed rule to replace current 10(j) rule











Based on program reviews, the Service proposed in 2016 (in the 2016 Memo) a new path forward for the RWRP. The Service made recommendation regarding the future of the program and the future of the NC NEP

Focus is on securing the SSP (increasing population #) and evaluating new NEP sites – EXPANDING, rather than putting most resources toward a single NEP site.
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*** Fill in info on current regulations?
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WHAT IS A 10(J) RULE?

Section 10(j)

 Allows release of listed species outside current range, if release will further the conservation of that species.

 Populations designation as experimental

 Members of an experimental population are treated as a threatened species.

 Section 4(d) of the ESA allows for tailored regulations of threatened species

 Prohibitions and exceptions only apply to endangered species

 May issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable for conservation of the species

 Provides flexibility to manage reintroduced population





Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Individuals in the experimental population are treated as threatened regardless of its status as an endangered or threatened species under the ESA . The prohibitions and exceptions specified under sections 9 and 10, respectively, in the ESA only apply to endangered species. For threatened species, the Service, under section 4(d) of the ESA, may issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species, giving great flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this non-essential experimental designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population. In conjunction with the proposed 10(j) rule establishing the NEP, the Service is also proposing a rule under section 4(d) of the ESA to provide the regulations that are necessary and advisable for the conservation of the red wolf NEP. 

  

 



5



NEED FOR A NEW 10(J) RULE

Current management of the NEP was unacceptable to Service and all stakeholders

Current regulations are not effective at fostering coexistence between people and wolves

Current regulations authorized the release of only 12 wolves

 Many more have been released

 More will need to be released to maintain size and genetic health

 Current  regulations precludes development of sound management strategies for the species and  does not explicitly incorporate the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

We need to align our regulations with shifts in program focus and resource allocation as well as to address the immediate management challenges of the NEP outlined above.





Direction and management of NC NEP is unacceptable to all stakeholders (Recovery Team Final Report)

PVA indicates continuing current management will likely lead to its extirpation in as few as 8 years.

Currently, population is declining more rapidly than worse case PVA projections.

Continued high risks of hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline

Future changes in habitat will favor coyotes



Many of these wild animals would benefit the SSP (IF capacity is increased).



Benefits of maintaining a smaller wild population fully  integrated with SSP:

Animals removed from wild to support expansion and genetic health

Retain influences of natural selection

Source for new reintroduction efforts

Continued research on wild behavior



Purpose: Write a rule for the NENC NEP to further the conservation of the red wolf by optimizing use of available recovery resources.


Need: 

Assess and ensure effectiveness of the NENC NEP as it relates to the broader red wolf recovery program including population growth in captivity and the wild.


The replacement of the 1995 Final Rule is necessary, because the current regulations lack the needed flexibility to adapt to the arrival and proliferation of coyotes in the NENC NEP which adversely affected the NENC NEP in the following ways:

Decreased the probability of persistence of the wild population;

Created conflict with State efforts to manage coyote populations and precluded active participation by landowners, and State and local officials in canid management;

Increased costs, which had limited our ability to pursue broader recovery efforts. 


Replacing the 1995 Final Rule is also necessary because current regulations fail to provide protections necessary to achieve our Congressional mandate to further the conservation of red wolves. The lack of protections provided by the 1995 Rule limited red wolf recovery in the following ways:

Allowed for the removal of upon landowner request which adversely affected the red wolf population without effectively fostering coexistence.

Impacted private landowners ability to manage coyote populations which led to excessive losses of red wolves to gunshot mortality which disrupted established packs of red wolves and breeding pairs, allowing for the further expansion of coyote populations and increasing  red wolf/coyote hybridization.

Set a limit on the number of red wolves that could be release on the landscape.  Movement of wolves between the captive and wild populations is needed to maintain the genetic integrity of the NEP and the overall population.

Limited flexibility to manage the NEP in close association with the state and private landowners.



Admin changes:

	clarifying status of island propagation sites

	remove GSMNP as part of the NEP area
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PUBLIC AND PARTNER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

Published ANPR and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document

 May 23, 2017

 Began scoping process

60-day comment period

 May 23-June 24

 2 scoping meetings held

 Received 12,279 comments

 Public will have another opportunity to comment

 Draft environmental assessment

 Proposed 10(j) rule









Scoping process: Established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document



The Service published an advanced notice of proposed rule-making and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document on May 23, 2017.  This established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document through soliciting public comments.  This process is commonly referred to as “scoping”. The scoping public comment period opened with the publishing of the notice of intent and ended on July 24, 2017.  During the 60-day comment period, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service received a total of 12,279 comments. This number includes verbal and written comments submitted in person at two public meetings and online through regulations.gov.   

About 90 people attended the two public meetings held on June 6, 2017, at Mattamuskeet High School in Swan Quarter, NC and June 8, 2017, at the Coastal North Carolina National Wildlife Refuges Visitor Center in Manteo, NC.  At these events, Service personnel provided an overview of the process for writing a new rule and the public visited with USFWS personnel and discussed different aspects of red wolf recovery. The public input received in response to the notice and scoping meetings has been reviewed, is incorporated throughout this EA, where appropriate, and was specifically used to help craft the range of alternatives being analyzed. 
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PROPOSED RULE

 Draft Environmental Assessment 

 Preferred action was identified (Proposed Action)

 Other Alternatives: No Action, Self-sustaining population, Termination

 FONSI expected

 Proposed Action:

 Reduces area to Federal Lands, specifically Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range 



 Specifies that the wolves in the revised NEP area will be managed under Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan



 Take provisions limited to incidental take associated with management practices and defense of human life within the NEP therefore,  no take prohibitions on private lands	

Shifts the NEP goal from achieving a self-sustaining population to species propagation in support of the SSP and other NEPs while exploring voluntary tools to improve relationships with private landowners at this and future NEP sites





Other Alternatives: 

No Action – Where the NEP would be managed under the Service’s existing regulations.  

 

Self-sustaining recovery population – We would revise the current regulations to explicitly incorporate the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP) and modify the provisions for management of wolves on private lands within the current NEP five county area. The main goal would be to establish a self-sustaining population and allow for the legal implementation of tools identified in the RWAMP as needed.  It would also authorize take of wolves limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take. It would prohibit unauthorized lethal take.  Based on our experience of over 40 years in red wolf management and the results of the Species Status Assessment, we don't believe a self-sustaining population could be achieved given the current and future conditions of the NEP reintroduction area. Therefore, we discarded the previous two alternatives as viable options.

 

Termination – We also considered a total termination of the current regulation and removing the animals from eastern North Carolina. This alternative was analyzed and discarded primarily because we would once again lose our ability to have a wild population component in our recovery program.  

 

Propagation population – Finally, after full evaluation we selected our preferred alternative that would change the scope and management of the eastern NC red wolf NEP.  The regulation would reduce the management area to just Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range.  The scope of the new NEP would change from a recovery population to a propagation site by retaining red wolves in the wild and managed as one meta-population with the captive population.  This alternative would fully implement the RWAMP within the propagation management area and authorize take outside of Federal lands. 

 

The selection of this preferred alternative will be controversial. The State of North Carolina has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and most private landowners with wolves using their property will likely be opposed to any alternative that keeps wolves in the wild. National and local environmental groups will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA. 





Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule to change the scope and management of the NENC NEP.  The NENC NEP area would include only Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range. A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained on Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The red wolves in this smaller NENC NEP would be managed consistent with the recommendations in Alternative 2 with the exception of the take provisions, which would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life.  The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. 


It is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the Refuge and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis.  To address this, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands. As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands, because such take would be explicitly permissible under the regulations.  The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service. However, red wolves could be managed outside this area subject to written agreements with cooperating landowners. 
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() - Should we briefly mention alternatives?
-Dekar, Matthew P

() - FONSI expected?
-Dekar, Matthew P

PROPOSED RULE (CONT)

 Shifts the NEP goal from achieving a self-sustaining population to species propagation in support of the SSP and other NEPs



Dispersing wolves could be managed outside NEP, but with written agreements with cooperating landowners



As wolves establish territories outside the NEP, the Service may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves.

 Population would also serve for research targets at key knowledge gaps and allow for the opportunity explore the effectiveness of voluntary tools to improve relationships with private landowners at this and future NEP sites































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Wolves could be managed outside NEP, but with written agreements with cooperating landowners

 Work with the NCWRC to encourage landowners to avoid take of red wolves 

 As wolves establish territories outside the NEP, the Service may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves in accordance with the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

Population would also serve for research on key knowledge gaps	







However, red wolves could be managed outside this area subject to written agreements with cooperating landowners.  


The Service would work with the NCWRC to encourage landowners to avoid take of red wolves through a landowner incentive program (described above).  The red wolf population could grow beyond the small number anticipated to be supported on Alligator River NWR and Bombing Range lands only to the extent that there was sufficient sustained support from willing landowners.  As such, this alternative has a range of potential outcomes. If landowner support is low then the NENC NEP would be confined to Alligator River NWR and the Bombing Range, and would function essentially as a large propagation site.  With sufficient landowner support this alternative could produce a more robust population. 


Under this alternative, as red wolves move and establish territories outside the NEP geographic boundary by themselves, the Service intends to develop appropriate landowner agreements for the purpose of implementing the RWAMWP actions such as pup fostering and genetic management.  Any specific management practices implemented by the Service on private lands will be explicitly described in a written agreement between the Service and the landowner. 


Focusing management on Federal lands and developing effective tools for working with cooperating private landowners while removing the cumbersome provisions for authorizing take of red wolves should reduce overall program costs and facilitate the State and other partners to take a more active role in canid management and conservation on non-federal lands.  Limiting the designated NENC NEP area to federal lands should also eliminate conflicts between State-authorized management of coyotes outside the NENC NEP area and management of red wolves within the NENC NEP area. Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.  Serenari et al. (2018) noted that the conflicting priorities and messaging between the NCWRC and Service undermines the credibility and public support for the actions of both agencies. 
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POSITION OF STATE AGENCY AND PUBLIC

 Opposition from:

 NCWRC have requested termination of NEP

 NC Farm Bureau

 Most private landowners with wolves using land

 Support

 National and local red wolf supportive groups

 Will support continuation of NEP, but will oppose the reduction of the NEP.

 Potential Issues

 Continued opposition due to actual and/or perceived impacts to wild game, livestock, and pets

 Continued mistrust of the government by local community

 Additional questions of species legitimacy

 Perceived reduction in interest by the Service to recover the red wolf
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QUESTIONS? 
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Information Memorandum for the Director

Date:		April 19, 2018

DTS DCN #:	FR0000####

From:		Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Services

Telephone #:	202-208-4646

Subject:	Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population in Eastern North Carolina



I. 	Introduction

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), Southeast Region, is preparing a new proposed rule for the non-essential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in North Carolina. We intend to replace the current regulation (50 CFR 17.84(c)) with a new Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 10(j) rule. The Service evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment with a finding of no significant impacts (FONSI) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 



II.	Background

In September 2016, the Service released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The Service identified several actions, including publishing a proposed 10(j) rule, needed to base the program and the new path forward on a solid, scientific foundation. Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Individuals in the experimental population are treated as a threatened species. The prohibitions and exceptions specified under sections 9 and 10, respectively, in the ESA only apply to endangered species. For threatened species, the Service, under section 4(d) of the ESA, may issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species, giving great flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this non-essential experimental designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.

The proposed rule reduces the geographic scope of the current NEP geographic area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Dare County Bombing Range. The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. As funding is available through other programs (like the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program), we may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves in accordance with the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained in the new management area. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be actively managed under the RWAMP. Specifically, up to five red wolves per year could be released from the captive population. Take provisions would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life and protection of property.

As it is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the NWR and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service. However, dispersing red wolves could be managed outside the revised NEP geographic area on private lands as well but only with written agreements with cooperating landowners.  

III.	Positions of Interested Parties

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  

IV.	Potential Issues/Conflicts

[bookmark: _GoBack]Presence of a wolf can be controversial as a predator on the landscape. For red wolves, controversy has increased in recent years. In particular, there are landowners, agencies, and organizations that oppose having red wolves in North Carolina due to perceived and/or actual impacts to wild game populations, domestic livestock, and pets as well as the perceived infliction on private property rights. Conflicts between the Service and landowners and the State have led to mistrust and strained partnerships. Some have questioned the legitimacy of the red wolf as a species and, therefore, the recovery program. Continuation of the NEP will be opposed by many landowners in the affected community. Conversely, national and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geographic area as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery. Litigation is likely.

V.	Communications and Outreach

Outreach Lead:	Jeff Fleming

Affected States:	North Carolina.

Media POC:		Phil Kloer at 404-679-7299.

Congressional:	A combination of personal calls to Members, e-mail, and conference call for staff.

State Contacts:	Telephone calls and e-mail.

Other Outreach:	Messaging will be pushed out on digital platforms at appropriate time, news release and media conference call targeting to North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia, media, and considering an op-ed for the Raleigh News & Observer.










Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Documents



I.     Title of Document:  

II.    RIN: 1018-BB98

III.    Docket No. or Notice tracking number:  

IV.    DCN: 

V.    Popular Short Name, if applicable: Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population 

VI.   Summary: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is proposing a rule for the non-essential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in eastern North Carolina. We intend to replace the current regulation (50 CFR 17.84(c)) with a new ESA section 10(j) rule. We evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in compliance with NEPA. The proposed rule reduces the geographic scope of the current red wolf management area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be managed under the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP). Take provisions would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life. As it is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the Refuge and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. We may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of dispersing red wolves in accordance with the RWAMP, resources will be prioritized to those properties with the greatest red wolf activity. 

VII.  Is it controversial?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

a. What is controversial?

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  



b. Who will care?

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), North Carolina Farm Bureau, most private landowners with wolves using their property, national and local environmental groups that support red wolves.



c. How strongly will they care?

We anticipate strong opposition from NCWRC as they have officially requested the termination of this NEP. National and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery will support the continuation of a NEP in North Carolina, but will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA. These groups may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geography as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery.

VIII. Communications

a. Have you alerted your Bureau’s/Office’s Washington Office External Affairs/Communications staff? 

☒ Yes 

If yes, please note whom you contacted and how (e.g., email, voicemail):  Gavin Shire, Laury Parramore, Marty Kodis and Matt Huggler.



b. Does this document require coordination with DOI’s Communications staff? 

☐ Yes  

c. Will there be a news release with this Federal Register document?  

	☐  Yes, there will be a news release for national/regional/local interest.l release.

	

If there will be a news release of any kind, please paste the headline and synopsis here:  

Service proposes new rules for red wolf management in North Carolina;

Proposal now gets public review and updates management for experimental population



IX.     Is timing critical?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

If yes, what is the target date and, if applicable, the “no later than” (NLT) date for the document to clear the Department?

Target date:  6/29/2018

NLT date:  Click here to enter a date.	

What is driving the timing? 

 Other

[bookmark: _GoBack]What happens if the deadline is missed? Explain here: If the proposed rule is not published by this date, the U.S. Government will not have a strong argument in current litigation and will likely lose the case. June 29th is the last day Department of Justice this document before the court enters into summary judgement.



X.      Background:    

As part of our 2016 Memorandum Recommended Decisions in Response to Red Wolf Recovery Program Evaluation, we presented a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The recommended path shifted the program’s focus and resources to supporting and securing the captive population of red wolves and evaluating new sites for potential future reintroduction. Because information indicated that the NEP would be extirpated in as few as 8 years and many of the animals in the NEP would benefit the captive red wolf program, we recommended changing the goals and objectives of the current NEP in North Carolina from establishing a self-sustaining population to a goal of directly supporting the captive program and committed to publishing a proposed rule under section 10(j) that would replace the current regulation for the NEP in North Carolina.

XI.     Is there an information collection associated with this document?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, does it have a currently approved OMB Control Number?  ☐ Yes  ☐ No

		Approved OMB Control Number(s):  	

		Expiration Date:  Click drop down arrow to enter a date.

		If you have multiple expiration dates, add the additional dates here:

Does the document require a ☐ new OMB Control Number or ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

If a new number or renewal is required, what is the current status?  



XII.    If this is a regulatory action, has it been on an OMB quarterly regulatory report in its current stage?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

FY2017 3rd Quarterly Report

Did OIRA provide comments or change the significance?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, summarize OMB’s comments, DOI’s response, and resolution:



XIII.   Approval is requested to send this Federal Register document to:

  ☒ The Office of the Federal Register for publication.

  ☐ OIRA for review.



XIV.   Primary contact:

	Name:	 Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Service, Fish and Wildlife Service

	Phone:  202-208-4646

	Email:  gary_frazer@fws.gov
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Michelle Eversen
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  NC, SC, GA, KY, TN and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
100 Conservation Way
Manteo, NC 27954

1-404-632-9331 (Mobile) 

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Division of Conservation and Classification
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Fwd: Materials for RW briefing
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 11:57:27 AM
Attachments: 20180418_briefing_red wolf 10(j).v3_DRR_revised.pptx

20180419_IM_red wolf 10(j)_Dir briefing (1).v3_clean_lae_revised.docx

Here is the latest IM and PPT. I'll forward the latest BP I have as well.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Dekar, Matthew <matthew_dekar@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Apr 20, 2018 at 1:00 PM
Subject: Re: Materials for RW briefing
To: "Newman, Jeff" <jeff_newman@fws.gov>
Cc: "Miranda, Leopoldo" <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>, Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>,
Amy Brisendine <amy_brisendine@fws.gov>, Michelle Eversen
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov>, Aaron Valenta <aaron_valenta@fws.gov>, Robert Tawes
<robert_tawes@fws.gov>, Emily Weller <emily_weller@fws.gov>, Jack Arnold
<jack_arnold@fws.gov>

Hi Jeff,

Attached are the revised IM and ppt.

Thanks,

Matt

On Fri, Apr 20, 2018 at 12:44 PM, Newman, Jeff <jeff_newman@fws.gov> wrote:
All,

See attached minor comments on ppt and IM.  We will not be including the CBP at this time
to the Dept. so we can address comments later on this doc.  In addition, I will need the
summary of the SSA to be copied to a separate doc so we can also forward it to the Dept.
with the IM and ppt.  I need to get these to Gary by COB, so hopefully you can get these
back to me by 3:30 this afternoon.  

Thanks,
Jeff

On Thu, Apr 19, 2018 at 5:03 PM, Miranda, Leopoldo <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
wrote:
Lisa et al. 

As promised, here are the draft IM, BP and PPT for the red
wolf briefing on May 1. I'm sure you will have
feedback/edits. Let us know what you may need and we will
work on it.

Leo

Leopoldo "Leo" Miranda

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:matthew_dekar@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:robert_tawes@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:jack_arnold@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov
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RED WOLF

Proposed Rule Under section 10(j) of the ESA













OVERVIEW	

 New Path for the Red Wolf Recovery Program

 Current NEP area

 What is a 10(j) rule? 

 Need for a new 10(j) rule

 Public and partner agency involvement

 Proposed rule

 Position of State Agency and public

 Questions
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NEW PATH FOR THE RECOVERY PROGRAM

 September 2016 Memorandum

 Future of the Red Wolf Recovery Program

 Future of the North Carolina NEP

Shift focus of resources

 Secure the SSP (Species Survival Plan) population

 Evaluate potential new reintroduction sites

 Future of the North Carolina NEP

 Change goal of NEP from establishing self-sustaining population to a propagation site that supports sustaining the SSP and the establishment of new NEPs

 Publish a proposed rule to replace current 10(j) rule











Based on program reviews, the Service proposed in 2016 (in the 2016 Memo) a new path forward for the RWRP. The Service made recommendation regarding the future of the program and the future of the NC NEP

Focus is on securing the SSP (increasing population #) and evaluating new NEP sites – EXPANDING, rather than putting most resources toward a single NEP site.
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*** Fill in info on current regulations?
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WHAT IS A 10(J) RULE?

Section 10(j)

 Allows release of listed species outside current range, if release will further the conservation of that species.

 Populations designation as experimental

 Members of an experimental population are treated as a threatened species.

 Section 4(d) of the ESA allows for tailored regulations of threatened species

May issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable for conservation of the species

 Provides flexibility to manage reintroduced population





Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Individuals in the experimental population are treated as threatened regardless of its status as an endangered or threatened species under the ESA . The prohibitions and exceptions specified under sections 9 and 10, respectively, in the ESA only apply to endangered species. For threatened species, the Service, under section 4(d) of the ESA, may issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species, giving great flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this non-essential experimental designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population. In conjunction with the proposed 10(j) rule establishing the NEP, the Service is also proposing a rule under section 4(d) of the ESA to provide the regulations that are necessary and advisable for the conservation of the red wolf NEP. 
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NEED FOR A NEW 10(J) RULE

Current management of the NEP was unacceptable to Service and all stakeholders

Current regulations are not effective at fostering coexistence between people and wolves

Current regulations authorized the release of only 12 wolves

 Many more have been released

 More will need to be released to maintain size and genetic health

 Current  regulations precludes development of sound management strategies for the species and  does not explicitly incorporate the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

We need to align our regulations with shifts in program focus and resource allocation as well as to address the immediate management challenges of the NEP outlined above.





Direction and management of NC NEP is unacceptable to all stakeholders (Recovery Team Final Report)

PVA indicates continuing current management will likely lead to its extirpation in as few as 8 years.

Currently, population is declining more rapidly than worse case PVA projections.

Continued high risks of hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline

Future changes in habitat will favor coyotes



Many of these wild animals would benefit the SSP (IF capacity is increased).



Benefits of maintaining a smaller wild population fully  integrated with SSP:

Animals removed from wild to support expansion and genetic health

Retain influences of natural selection

Source for new reintroduction efforts

Continued research on wild behavior



Purpose: Write a rule for the NENC NEP to further the conservation of the red wolf by optimizing use of available recovery resources.


Need: 

Assess and ensure effectiveness of the NENC NEP as it relates to the broader red wolf recovery program including population growth in captivity and the wild.


The replacement of the 1995 Final Rule is necessary, because the current regulations lack the needed flexibility to adapt to the arrival and proliferation of coyotes in the NENC NEP which adversely affected the NENC NEP in the following ways:

Decreased the probability of persistence of the wild population;

Created conflict with State efforts to manage coyote populations and precluded active participation by landowners, and State and local officials in canid management;

Increased costs, which had limited our ability to pursue broader recovery efforts. 


Replacing the 1995 Final Rule is also necessary because current regulations fail to provide protections necessary to achieve our Congressional mandate to further the conservation of red wolves. The lack of protections provided by the 1995 Rule limited red wolf recovery in the following ways:

Allowed for the removal of upon landowner request which adversely affected the red wolf population without effectively fostering coexistence.

Impacted private landowners ability to manage coyote populations which led to excessive losses of red wolves to gunshot mortality which disrupted established packs of red wolves and breeding pairs, allowing for the further expansion of coyote populations and increasing  red wolf/coyote hybridization.

Set a limit on the number of red wolves that could be release on the landscape.  Movement of wolves between the captive and wild populations is needed to maintain the genetic integrity of the NEP and the overall population.

Limited flexibility to manage the NEP in close association with the state and private landowners.



Admin changes:

	clarifying status of island propagation sites

	remove GSMNP as part of the NEP area
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PUBLIC AND PARTNER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

Published ANPR and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document

 May 23, 2017

 Began scoping process

60-day comment period

 May 23-June 24

 2 scoping meetings held

 Received 12,279 comments

 Public will have another opportunity to comment

 Draft environmental assessment

 Proposed 10(j) rule









Scoping process: Established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document



The Service published an advanced notice of proposed rule-making and notice of intent to prepare a NEPA document on May 23, 2017.  This established an early and open process for determining the scope of the issues to be addressed in the NEPA document through soliciting public comments.  This process is commonly referred to as “scoping”. The scoping public comment period opened with the publishing of the notice of intent and ended on July 24, 2017.  During the 60-day comment period, The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service received a total of 12,279 comments. This number includes verbal and written comments submitted in person at two public meetings and online through regulations.gov.   

About 90 people attended the two public meetings held on June 6, 2017, at Mattamuskeet High School in Swan Quarter, NC and June 8, 2017, at the Coastal North Carolina National Wildlife Refuges Visitor Center in Manteo, NC.  At these events, Service personnel provided an overview of the process for writing a new rule and the public visited with USFWS personnel and discussed different aspects of red wolf recovery. The public input received in response to the notice and scoping meetings has been reviewed, is incorporated throughout this EA, where appropriate, and was specifically used to help craft the range of alternatives being analyzed. 
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PROPOSED RULE

 Draft Environmental Assessment 

 Preferred action was identified (Proposed Action)

 Other Alternatives: No Action, Self-sustaining population, Termination

 Anticipate Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI

 Proposed Action:

 Reduces area to Federal Lands, specifically Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range 



 Specifies that the wolves in the revised NEP area will be managed under Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan



 Take provisions limited to incidental take associated with management practices and defense of human life within the NEP therefore,  no take prohibitions on private lands	

Shifts the NEP goal from achieving a self-sustaining population to species propagation in support of the SSP and other NEPs while exploring voluntary tools to improve relationships with private landowners at this and future NEP sites





Other Alternatives: 

No Action – Where the NEP would be managed under the Service’s existing regulations.  

 

Self-sustaining recovery population – We would revise the current regulations to explicitly incorporate the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP) and modify the provisions for management of wolves on private lands within the current NEP five county area. The main goal would be to establish a self-sustaining population and allow for the legal implementation of tools identified in the RWAMP as needed.  It would also authorize take of wolves limited to protection of oneself or others from potential harm, protection of livestock or pets in immediate danger and unintentional take. It would prohibit unauthorized lethal take.  Based on our experience of over 40 years in red wolf management and the results of the Species Status Assessment, we don't believe a self-sustaining population could be achieved given the current and future conditions of the NEP reintroduction area. Therefore, we discarded the previous two alternatives as viable options.

 

Termination – We also considered a total termination of the current regulation and removing the animals from eastern North Carolina. This alternative was analyzed and discarded primarily because we would once again lose our ability to have a wild population component in our recovery program.  

 

Propagation population – Finally, after full evaluation we selected our preferred alternative that would change the scope and management of the eastern NC red wolf NEP.  The regulation would reduce the management area to just Alligator River NWR and Dare County Bombing Range.  The scope of the new NEP would change from a recovery population to a propagation site by retaining red wolves in the wild and managed as one meta-population with the captive population.  This alternative would fully implement the RWAMP within the propagation management area and authorize take outside of Federal lands. 

 

The selection of this preferred alternative will be controversial. The State of North Carolina has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and most private landowners with wolves using their property will likely be opposed to any alternative that keeps wolves in the wild. National and local environmental groups will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA. 





Under this Alternative, the Service would publish a new rule to change the scope and management of the NENC NEP.  The NENC NEP area would include only Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range. A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained on Alligator River NWR and the Dare County Bombing Range.  The red wolves in this smaller NENC NEP would be managed consistent with the recommendations in Alternative 2 with the exception of the take provisions, which would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life.  The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. 


It is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the Refuge and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis.  To address this, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands. As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands, because such take would be explicitly permissible under the regulations.  The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service. However, red wolves could be managed outside this area subject to written agreements with cooperating landowners. 
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PROPOSED RULE (CONT)

 Shifts the NEP goal from achieving a self-sustaining population to species propagation in support of the SSP and other NEPs



Dispersing wolves could be managed outside NEP, but only after written agreement with cooperating landowners



As wolves establish territories outside the NEP, the Service may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves.

 

Population would also serve for research targets at key knowledge gaps and allow for the opportunity explore the effectiveness of voluntary tools to improve relationships with private landowners at this and future NEP sites































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Wolves could be managed outside NEP, but with written agreements with cooperating landowners

 Work with the NCWRC to encourage landowners to avoid take of red wolves 

 As wolves establish territories outside the NEP, the Service may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves in accordance with the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

Population would also serve for research on key knowledge gaps	







However, red wolves could be managed outside this area subject to written agreements with cooperating landowners.  


The Service would work with the NCWRC to encourage landowners to avoid take of red wolves through a landowner incentive program (described above).  The red wolf population could grow beyond the small number anticipated to be supported on Alligator River NWR and Bombing Range lands only to the extent that there was sufficient sustained support from willing landowners.  As such, this alternative has a range of potential outcomes. If landowner support is low then the NENC NEP would be confined to Alligator River NWR and the Bombing Range, and would function essentially as a large propagation site.  With sufficient landowner support this alternative could produce a more robust population. 


Under this alternative, as red wolves move and establish territories outside the NEP geographic boundary by themselves, the Service intends to develop appropriate landowner agreements for the purpose of implementing the RWAMWP actions such as pup fostering and genetic management.  Any specific management practices implemented by the Service on private lands will be explicitly described in a written agreement between the Service and the landowner. 


Focusing management on Federal lands and developing effective tools for working with cooperating private landowners while removing the cumbersome provisions for authorizing take of red wolves should reduce overall program costs and facilitate the State and other partners to take a more active role in canid management and conservation on non-federal lands.  Limiting the designated NENC NEP area to federal lands should also eliminate conflicts between State-authorized management of coyotes outside the NENC NEP area and management of red wolves within the NENC NEP area. Given the importance of private lands to red wolf conservation range-wide, development of effective means to foster State and landowner cooperation is imperative.  Serenari et al. (2018) noted that the conflicting priorities and messaging between the NCWRC and Service undermines the credibility and public support for the actions of both agencies. 
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POSITION OF INTERESTED PARTIES

 Opposition from:

 NCWRC have requested termination of NEP

 NC Farm Bureau

 Most private landowners with wolves using land

 Support

 National and local red wolf supportive groups

 Based on surveys conducted by NCWRC, a majority of local public is supportive, but, some public is quite opposed.

 Potential Issues

 Continued opposition due to actual and/or perceived impacts to wild game, livestock, and pets

 Continued mistrust of the government by local community

 Additional questions of species legitimacy

 Perceived reduction in interest by the Service to recover the red wolf
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QUESTIONS? 
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Information Memorandum for the Director

Date:		April 19, 2018

DTS DCN #:	FR0000####

From:		Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Services

Telephone #:	202-208-4646

Subject:	Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population in Eastern North Carolina



I. 	Introduction

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), Southeast Region, is preparing a new proposed rule that revises the non-essential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in North Carolina. We intend to replace the current regulation (50 CFR 17.84(c)) with a new Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 10(j) rule. The Service evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment with a finding of no significant impacts (FONSI) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 



II.	Background

In September 2016, the Service released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The Service identified several actions, including publishing a proposed 10(j) rule, needed to base the program and the new path forward on a solid, scientific foundation. Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Individuals in the experimental population are treated as a threatened species. The prohibitions and exceptions specified under sections 9 and 10, respectively, in the ESA only apply to endangered species. For threatened species, the Service, under section 4(d) of the ESA, may issue those regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species, giving great flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this non-essential experimental designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.

The proposed rule reduces the geographic scope of the current NEP geographic area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Dare County Bombing Range. The primary role of this population relative to conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. As funding is available through other programs (like the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program), we may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves in accordance with the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP)

A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than a total of 15 animals) would be maintained in the new management area. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be actively managed under the RWAMP. Specifically, up to five red wolves per year could be released from the captive population. Take provisions would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life and protection of property.

As it is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the NWR and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service. However, dispersing red wolves could be managed outside the revised NEP geographic area on private lands as well, but only with written agreements with cooperating landowners.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]III.	Positions of Interested Parties

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  

IV.	Potential Issues/Conflicts

Presence of a wolf can be controversial as a predator on the landscape. For red wolves, controversy has increased in recent years. In particular, there are landowners, agencies, and organizations that oppose having red wolves in North Carolina due to perceived and/or actual impacts to wild game populations, domestic livestock, and pets as well as the perceived infliction on private property rights. Conflicts between the Service and landowners and the State have led to mistrust and strained partnerships. Some have questioned the legitimacy of the red wolf as a species and, therefore, the recovery program. Continuation of the NEP will be opposed by many landowners in the affected community. Conversely, national and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geographic area as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery. Litigation is likely.

V.	Communications and Outreach

Outreach Lead:	Jeff Fleming

Affected States:	North Carolina.

Media POC:		Phil Kloer at 404-679-7299.

Congressional:	A combination of personal calls to Members, e-mail, and conference call for staff.

State Contacts:	Telephone calls and e-mail.

Other Outreach:	Messaging will be pushed out on digital platforms at appropriate time, news release and media conference call targeting to North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia, media, and considering an op-ed for the Raleigh News & Observer.





U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Acting Deputy Regional Director R4
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
1-404-679-4000 
Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender
is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third
parties.

On Thu, Apr 19, 2018 at 1:07 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>
wrote:

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  NC, SC, GA, KY, TN and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
100 Conservation Way
Manteo, NC 27954

1-404-632-9331 (Mobile) 

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may
be disclosed to third parties

-- 
Matthew Dekar, PhD
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
(404) 679-4127

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Division of Conservation and Classification
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

mailto:Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov
mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.



From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Fwd: New briefing paper format/ RE. Notices-- Clearance process changes
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2017 5:43:34 AM
Attachments: Briefing Paper for Notices 1-30-17.docx

Sec Memo on Fed Reg Jan 2017.pdf

I'll redo the bp using this version. Won't take me long and will send in a few minutes.

Em
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Prigan, Sara <sara_prigan@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Jan 30, 2017 at 5:56 PM
Subject: New briefing paper format/ RE. Notices-- Clearance process changes
To: Sara Prigan <sara_prigan@fws.gov>

UPDATE: Contrary to what I told you late in the day on Friday, you do not have to provide
both the old information memorandum and the new briefing paper in the notice clearance
process.  

You need provide only the new briefing paper format.

I have made what I hope are a hew clarifying edits to the new briefing paper format. Please
use this one going forward, and not the version I sent last week.
Filename:  "Briefing Paper for Notices 1-30-17.docx"

However, it is substantively similar to the version from last week. Therefore, if you already
filled out and submitted last week's version, there is no need to redo it.

Thank you,

Sara Prigan
Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: BPHC
Falls Church, VA  22041-3808
Telephone:  703-358-2508
Cell phone/text:  301-580-6520

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Prigan, Sara <sara_prigan@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Jan 27, 2017 at 2:52 PM
Subject: Notices-- Clearance process changes
To: Sara Prigan <sara_prigan@fws.gov>

We have some important clearance process changes for notices. They may be temporary, but
we don't know at the moment.  

Clearance process changes

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:sara_prigan@fws.gov
mailto:sara_prigan@fws.gov
mailto:sara_prigan@fws.gov
mailto:sara_prigan@fws.gov







Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Notices



I. Title of notice document:



II. Title(s) of any document(s) the notice is making available to the public:



III. Document tracking number:   format:  [FWS–xx–xx–201x]



IV. Summary of action (briefly describe what the action/project does or would do, if approved):











V. Is timing critical?   ☒ Yes   ☐ No     If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

a. By what date must the FR notice publish?



[bookmark: _GoBack]b. What is driving the timing?



c. What happens if the deadline is missed?





VI. Background   (provide a brief description of why the action the notice announces must be taken; assume the reader knows little about the subject matter):









VII. Is this a high-profile or controversial action?    ☐ Yes    ☐ No     If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

 	a. What are the significant issues?





b. Who will care, and how strongly will they care?



c. How will this action be introduced to the public?





VIII. Is this an information collection notice?   ☐ Yes   ☐ No   If yes, answer the following questions. If no, go to the next section.

a. Does the notice seek    ☐ a new OMB control number or    ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

b. If the notice is for a renewal, what is the OMB control number?   format:   1018–xxxx 



IX. Approval is requested to send the notice to:

☐ The Office of the Federal Register for publication, and/or

☐ OMB for review (information collection notices only)



X. Primary contact  (someone who can answer questions about subject matter):

Name:

Phone:

Email:
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1. All notices must be cleared at all levels: My office (ABHC-PPM), Director's Office (D), the
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks (FWP), and Office of the
Secretary (OS).  NO EXCEPTIONS.

2. All notices must be accompanied by a briefing paper, which is in a NEW format not used
before (see attached). Please note that this format could change. NO EXCEPTIONS. (Do not
use the old information memorandum format anymore.)

3. Every notice must include a pdf of the signed signature page of the notice (i.e., showing
signature by hand. NO EXCEPTIONS.  There have been lower level notices that didn't require
this before, but we have to do it now, at least for the time being  Some folks email me a Word
version for informal review first, and then get the notice signed and upload the pdf to our
document tracking system (DTS).

4. For the formal clearance process, everything must come to my office via DTS (routed to
ABHC-PPM). If you already submitted a notice through DTS, upload any newly required
attachments to the same DTS record and route to ABHC-PPM. Add a new routing at the end
of existing routings. When you route something in DTS, also email Sara Prigan  (me!) to let
me know it is there!
If you don't have a DTS record for that notice, create a new DTS record.

Parts of the clearance process that haven't changed

-- If your notice type required a list of high-level reviewers before, it still does.
 If it didn't, it still doesn't. 

-- If your notice type required a solicitor surname before, it still does.
 If it didn't, it doesn't (for now).

The importance of the briefing paper

The Office of the Secretary (OS) has told us it will be looking at briefing materials much more
closely, as the incoming team is asking a lot of questions. You can help avoid delays by
preparing good briefing papers that are focused, informative, complete, and concise. We need
detail on critical timing (dates, why, what happens if a date is missed), good detail on
controversy, and information on who cares and why. 

OS review time

Please note: OS says we should assume that 5 days could be necessary for review  in OS.
Also, keep in mind that there are new reviewers in FWP as well.

------

Other notes ---



All surnames and signatures from political appointees of the previous administration (e.g.,
Director, DAS) are null and void. (All career Govt surnames, including SOL, are still okay.) 

This briefing paper format is temporary and could change within days.
The briefing paper format for rules differs.

I am including a PDF -- the original Secretarial memo from whence these changes come.

Thank you,

Sara Prigan
Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: BPHC
Falls Church, VA  22041-3808
Telephone:  703-358-2508
Cell phone/text:  301-580-6520

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Lisa Ellis; Jeff Newman; Amy Brisendine; Leopoldo Miranda; Matthew Dekar
Subject: Latest draft BP and IM
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2018 12:38:17 PM
Attachments: 20180426_BP_RW_10(j)_Dir_Briefing.v5.docx

20180419_IM_red wolf 10(j)_Dir briefing (1).v4.docx

See attached the BP (track changes and clean) and the latest IM (No changes since the 4/25 email from
Amy).

I incorporated the language Leo drafted re: litigation into the BP.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Division of Conservation and Classification
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:matthew_dekar@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov







Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of Federal Register Documents



I.     Title of Document:  Red wolf proposed 10(j) rule

II.    RIN: 1018-BB98

III.   Docket No. or Notice tracking number:  

IV.   DCN:   ________

V.    Popular Short Name, if applicable:  Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population 

VI.   Summary:  This proposed rule revises the current regulation (50 CFR 17.84(c)) with a new ESA section 10(j) rule for the nonessential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in eastern North Carolina. We evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment in compliance with NEPA. The proposed rule reduces the geographic scope of the current red wolf management area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge and the Dare County Bombing Range. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be managed under the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP). Take provisions would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life. As it is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the Refuge and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. We may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of dispersing red wolves in accordance with the RWAMP, resources will be prioritized to those properties with the greatest red wolf activity. 

VII.  Is it controversial?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

a. What is controversial?

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose continuation of the NEP. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  Additionally, we are Defendants in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.), which alleges that the Service is not complying with the current 10(j) rule and FWS did not complete a 5-year review within 5 years. Although the latter issue has been fulfilled as of Tuesday, April 24, 2018. 



b. Who will care?

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), North Carolina Farm Bureau, most private landowners with wolves using their property, national and local environmental groups that support red wolves.



c. How strongly will they care?

We anticipate strong opposition from NCWRC. National and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery will support the continuation of a NEP in North Carolina, but will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA. These groups may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geography as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery.



VIII. Communications

a. Have you alerted your Bureau’s/Office’s Washington Office External Affairs/Communications staff? 

☒ Yes 

If yes, please note whom you contacted and how (e.g., email, voicemail):  Gavin Shire, Laury Parramore, Marty Kodis and Matt Huggler have been on calls and emails.



b. Does this document require coordination with DOI’s Communications staff? 

☒ Yes

  

c. Will there be a news release with this Federal Register document?  

	☒  Yes, there will be a news release for national/regional/local interest.

	

If there will be a news release of any kind, please paste the headline and synopsis here:  

Service proposes new rules for red wolf management in North Carolina;

Proposal now available for public review and comment 



IX.    Is timing critical?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

If yes, what is the target date and, if applicable, the “no later than” (NLT) date for the document to clear the Department?

Target date:  6/22/2018

NLT date:  Click here to enter a date.	

What is driving the timing? 

Other

[bookmark: _GoBack]We are a defendant in Red Wolf Coalition v. FWS, No. 2:15-CV- 00042-BO (E.D.N.C.), which is a challenge to previous red wolf actions. The complaint alleges (1) that the Service is not complying with the current 10(j) rule because it has issued “take” authorization letters to private landowners and has stopped some of the technical management activities on the current NEP (i.e., releasing captive pups, coyote sterilization); and (2) the Service did not do a 5-year review within 5 years. We note, however, that this portion of the complaint was fulfilled on Tuesday, April 24, 2018, and is no longer an issue (i.e., posting of the 5-year review mooted this portion of the complaint). The Judge in this case issued a Preliminary Injunction prohibiting the Service to issue any other "take" authorizations to landowners or removing wolves from private lands as described in the current 10(j) rule (published in 1995). In his Preliminary Injunction he stated that unless or until the Service continues operating under the current 10(j) rule, he has no choice but to side with the plaintiff arguments. The DOJ strategy contemplates having the new proposed 10(j) rule published on or before June 27 which is the last day the court has established for the U.S. Government to file our arguments before a summary judgement could be issued on or after June 27, 2018.  Without the proposed new 10(j) rule being published, the Government's chances of prevailing in this case are significantly reduced.

What happens if the deadline is missed? Explain here:.If the proposed rule is not published by June 27, when our final summary judgment brief is due, the U.S. Government will 1) not have a strong argument in this litigation and will likely lose the case, and 2) have increased exposure to attorney's fees.



X.     Background:    

As part of our 2016 Memorandum Recommended Decisions in Response to Red Wolf Recovery Program Evaluation, the Service presented a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The recommended path shifted the program’s focus and resources to supporting and securing the captive population of red wolves and evaluating new sites for potential future reintroduction. Because information indicated that the NEP would be extirpated in as few as 8 years and many of the animals in the NEP would benefit the captive red wolf program, we recommended changing the goals and objectives of the current NEP in North Carolina from establishing a self-sustaining population to a goal of directly supporting the captive program and committed to publishing a proposed rule under section 10(j) that would replace the current regulation for the NEP in North Carolina.



XI.    Is there an information collection associated with this document?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, does it have a currently approved OMB Control Number?  ☐ Yes  ☐ No

		Approved OMB Control Number(s):  	

		Expiration Date:  Click drop down arrow to enter a date.

		If you have multiple expiration dates, add the additional dates here:

Does the document require a ☐ new OMB Control Number or ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

If a new number or renewal is required, what is the current status?  



XII.  If this is a regulatory action, has it been on an OMB quarterly regulatory report in its current stage?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

FY2017 3rd Quarterly Report

Did OIRA provide comments or change the significance?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, summarize OMB’s comments, DOI’s response, and resolution:



XIII. Approval is requested to send this Federal Register document to:

  ☒ The Office of the Federal Register for publication.

  ☐ OIRA for review.



XIV. Primary contact:

	Name:	 Gary Frazer, Assistant Director -- Ecological Services 

	Phone:  202-208-4646

	Email:  gary_frazer@fws.gov
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Information Memorandum for the Director

Date:		April 25, 2018

DTS DCN #:	FR0000####

From:		Gary Frazer, Assistant Director, Ecological Services

Telephone #:	202-208-4646

Subject:	Red Wolf Non-essential Experimental Population in Eastern North Carolina



I. 	Introduction

The Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region, is preparing a proposed rule for the non-essential experimental population (NEP) of red wolves in North Carolina. We intend to replace the current regulation (50 CFR 17.84(c)) in accordance with Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 10(j). The Service evaluated environmental consequences of potential alternatives for the proposed 10(j) rule, including the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives and prepared a draft Environmental Assessment with a finding of no significant impacts in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 



II.	Background

In September 2016, the Service released a memorandum with recommended decisions on a new path forward for the Red Wolf Recovery Program. The Service identified several actions, including publishing a proposed 10(j) rule, which was needed to base the program and the new path forward on a solid, scientific foundation. Section 10(j) of the ESA provides the Service authority to release listed species outside the species’ current range when doing so furthers the conservation of the species.  Because individuals in the experimental population are treated as a threatened species, the Service may issue regulations that are necessary and advisable to provide for the conservation of the species; we have flexibility in crafting specific prohibitions and exceptions tailored to the particular needs of the species. Therefore, this non-essential experimental designation provides flexibility in managing the reintroduced population.

The proposed rule reduces the geographic scope of the current NEP geographic area from five counties (i.e., Beaufort, Dare, Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington) to just the Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Dare County Bombing Range. The primary role of this population relative to the conservation of the species would be to provide a source of red wolves that are raised in and adapted to natural conditions for the purpose of facilitating future reintroductions. As funding is available through other programs (such as the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program), we may enter into written agreements with willing landowners for the management of red wolves in accordance with the Red Wolf Adaptive Management Plan (RWAMP).

A small group (one or two packs likely consisting of less than 15 animals) would be maintained in the new management area. The wolves in this smaller NEP would be actively managed under the RWAMP. Specifically, up to five red wolves per year could be released from the captive population. 

Take provisions would be limited to incidental take associated with management practices and in defense of human life and protection of property.  As it is anticipated that some red wolves would leave the NWR and Bombing Range on a fairly regular basis, the regulations would specify no take prohibitions for red wolves on private lands.  As such, there would be no need for provisions for removal of red wolves from private lands and no procedures for requesting authorization to take red wolves on private lands. The rules would require only that the Service be notified within 24 hours regarding the take of any collared animals and that the collars be returned to the Service. However, dispersing red wolves could be managed outside the revised NEP geographic area on private lands as well but only with written agreements with cooperating landowners.  

III.	Positions of Interested Parties

FWS anticipates strong opposition from North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, as it has officially requested the termination of this NEP.  The North Carolina Farm Bureau and many private landowners with wolves using their property will also oppose it. Although national and local environmental groups will support the continuation of an NEP in North Carolina, they will likely strongly oppose any alternative short of full protections under the ESA.  

IV.	Potential Issues/Conflicts

Presence of a wolf can be controversial as a predator on the landscape. For red wolves, controversy has increased in recent years. In particular, there are landowners, agencies, and organizations that oppose having red wolves in North Carolina due to perceived and/or actual impacts to wild game populations, domestic livestock, and pets as well as the perceived infliction on private property rights. Conflicts between the Service and landowners and the State have led to mistrust and strained partnerships. Some have questioned the legitimacy of the red wolf as a species and, therefore, the recovery program. Continuation of the NEP will be opposed by many landowners in the affected community. Conversely, national and local environmental groups that support red wolf recovery may also perceive the reduction of the NEP geographic area as a reduced interest or commitment to red wolf recovery. Litigation is likely.

V.	Communications and Outreach

Outreach Lead:	Jeff Fleming

Affected States:	North Carolina.

Media POC:		Phil Kloer at 404-679-7299.

Congressional:	A combination of personal calls to Members, e-mail, and conference call for staff.

State Contacts:	Telephone calls and e-mail.

Other Outreach:	Messaging will be pushed out on digital platforms at appropriate time, news release and media conference call targeting to North Carolina and Norfolk, Virginia, media, and considering an op-ed for the Raleigh News & Observer.



VI.	Map



[image: https://lh6.googleusercontent.com/7s0KIluppfhQiKqn0zo3uoO0gEI9pa2pcqxM9IBLAB3nVnqeRiR2jb0sFLAQaC2ucaFh_S7eEzrBKgde00PpzqHecVOoQXbWsIgK795NRGH9KEnZl-Tl8f_HQZxvKHu3J3A1zsjVRJ3hBstLbQ]

Geographic boundaries for the current nonessential experimental population of the red wolf.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Letter For Surname
Date: Friday, December 16, 2016 8:49:44 AM
Attachments: 20161216_Routing Slip_pet response letter_red wolf.docx

20161216_NTR_pet response letter_red wolf.doc
20161212_petition response letter_red wolf.doc

Good morning, Lisa. I have a petition response letter that needs to be routed for surname and signature
by Cindy. Aaron instructed me to send this to you for packaging in a blue folder. If I need to have someone
else do it, please let me know.

I have the letter, Note to Reviewers, and Routing Slip attached. Please let me know if I need to make any
corrections - Especially the routing slip, it's been a while since I've had to do one.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
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NOTE TO REVIEWERS


ACTION:  Response Letter to a Petition to Revise the Recovery Plan for the Red Wolf

STAFF ORIGINATOR:   Emily Weller/Aaron Valenta

IS THE ACTION LITIGATION DRIVEN?  No

IF SO, WHO SUED US AND WHEN:  

ANY COURT-ORDERED DEADLINES?  _______________________ __

ACTION REQUESTED: 


SIGNATURE____ ___


REVIEW AND COMMENT__


SURNAME_XX_



FYI ONLY ___________

VERY BRIEF BACKGROUND ON ISSUE/ACTION:


We received a petition, dated December 8, 2016, requesting that we develop a recovery plan for the red wolf by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. This is a letter acknowledging receipt of that petition and informing the petitioners of our proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program, including plans for development of a new recovery plan.


In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Noah Greenwald


Endangered Species Program Director


Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 11374
Portland, OR 97211

Dear Mr. Greenwald,

Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.

On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a new red wolf recovery plan.

Developing a new recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely,


Cynthia K. Dohner

Regional Director, Southeast Region

Fish and Wildlife Service

In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Collette Adkins


Senior Attorney


Center for Biological Diversity
8640 Coral Sea Street, NE 
Minneapolis, MN 55449

Dear Ms. Adkins,


Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.

On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a new red wolf recovery plan.


Developing a new recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely,


Cynthia K. Dohner


Regional Director, Southeast Region


Fish and Wildlife Service


In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Tara Zuardo


Wildlife Attorney

Animal Welfare Institute
900 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Ms. Zuardo,


Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.

On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a new red wolf recovery plan.


Developing a new recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely,


Cynthia K. Dohner


Regional Director, Southeast Region


Fish and Wildlife Service




From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Lit Cited
Date: Tuesday, April 24, 2018 3:04:54 PM
Attachments: 20180423_Literature Cited_p10(j)_red wolf.docx

Here ya go!

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Division of Conservation and Classification
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Debby Crouse; Amy Brisendine; Hornaday, Kelly
Subject: Looking for 1990 SOL Memo on Hybrids
Date: Wednesday, September 6, 2017 10:19:31 AM

Know where I can find it?

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Need to leave...
Date: Monday, November 14, 2016 12:03:17 PM

got a call from daycare to get Ayden. He's apparently not feeling well. If you need to reach me, my cell is
678-524-7813.

Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine
Subject: New briefing paper for wolf
Date: Monday, January 30, 2017 1:58:23 PM
Attachments: 20170130_bp_NOI EIS Red Wolf_new format.docx

Let me know what you think. Also, if the primary should be someone other than me, let me know.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov
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Briefing Paper for Departmental Clearance of 

Federal Register Notices





Title of Document: Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina



Document tracking number: FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006



Summary of action (Provide a brief description of what the action/project does or would do): This document gives notice to the public that we will prepare a draft environmental impact statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As such, we are announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action. Information obtained during the public scoping process will be used to develop the draft environmental assessment and promulgate a proposed rule.



Is timing critical?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No

If yes, by what date must the FR notice publish? Early February



What is driving the timing? Two public scoping meetings are scheduled for February 21 and 23, 2017. We must give the public adequate notice of the meetings. Additionally, our target due date for the draft environmental assessment and proposed rule is December 2017.



What happens if the deadline is missed? We will have to reschedule the public meetings, including rebooking facilities where the meetings will be held. Additionally, a delay in the scoping process will delay our development of a draft environmental assessment and proposed rule, which leaves us less time to draft these actions and meet our December 2017 target date. Although this action is not court-ordered, it is part of active litigation. If we do not move forward with our commitment to complete a proposed rule by December 2017, it could set us up for additional work and leave us vulnerable to more litigation in the future.



Background (Provide a brief description of why this action must be taken.  Assume the reader knows little about the subject matter.): From evaluations of the red wolf recovery program and the nonessential experimental population (NEP) in North Carolina, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders. As a result, the Service is considering a potential revision of the current NEP final rule under section 10(j) of the ESA. Pursuant to NEPA, we have committed to conducting an environmental impact statement. Per our regulations, to allow public participation and input, we must announce initiation of the public scoping process and the dates and times of public scoping meetings.



Is this a high-profile or controversial action? ☒ Yes  ☐ No

 	If yes, what are the significant issues? We do not anticipate any issues with the notice itself; however, there may be public outcry via news stories and social media due to the perceived abandonment of the red wolf recovery program associated with our decisions memorandum and intent to revise the current 10(j) rule for the NEP project. 



Who will care, and how strongly will they care? We believe none of the interested parties will take a particular position on the notice itself, but do anticipate both support and opposition to the revision of the 10(j) rule. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) supports a revision of the current 10(j) rule as they have recognized, along with the Service, that improved management of the NEP project is needed.  We will engage NCWRC in both the drafting of a proposed 10(j) rule and draft EIS. 



We anticipate opposition to the revision of the 10(j) from several Congresspeople and NGOs as they have expressed concerns and objections to our proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program, as outlined in our recommended decisions memorandum. In particular, they object to a perceived abandonment of management of red wolves in the wild and shift in focus away from establishing a self-sustaining population.



How will this action be introduced to the public? The notice will be published in the Federal Register. Additionally, notices will be published in local newspaper, interested stakeholders will be contacted via email, and information will be posted to our website.





Is this an information collection notice?  ☐ Yes  ☒ No

If yes, does the notice seek ☐ a new OMB control number or ☐ a renewal of an existing approval?

If the notice is for a renewal, what is the OMB control number?  1018-



Approval  is requested to send the notice to:

☒ the Office of the Federal Register for publication, and/or

☐ OMB for review (info collection notices only).





Primary contact:

Phone: Emily Weller

[bookmark: _GoBack]Email: 337-291-3090



From: Weller, Emily
To: Amy Brisendine; Maricela Constantino
Subject: No Updates for Today"s Call...
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 7:47:19 AM

Hopefully I'll have more to share next month.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:maricela_constantino@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Michelle Eversen; Amy Brisendine; Lisa Ellis
Subject: NOI for HQ review
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 11:23:04 AM
Attachments: 20170111_NOI_EIS_Red Wolf_clean to HQ.docx

20161222_bp_NOI EIS Red Wolf.docx

Hi Amy. Please see the attached NOI for HQ review.

Michelle or Lisa, once you receive the package back from RD, can you (or have someone) scan the
surname page to me? I will forward on to Amy.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR



Fish and Wildlife Service



50 CFR Part 17



[Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; FF04E00000 167 FXES11130400000]



RIN 1018–BB98



Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina



AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.



ACTION: Advance notice of proposed rulemaking; notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact statement.



SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), will prepare a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, in conjunction with development of a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina under section 10(j) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. We are also announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.



DATES: Comment submission: Public scoping will begin with the publication of this document in the Federal Register and will continue through [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]. We will consider all comments on the scope of the EIS analysis that are received or postmarked by that date. Comments received or postmarked after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.

Public meetings: We will conduct two public scoping meetings during the scoping period. The scoping meetings will provide the public with an opportunity to ask questions, discuss issues with Service staff regarding the EIS, and provide written comments. The meetings will be held on the following dates:

· February 21, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Swan Quarter, NC; and

· February 23, 2017, 6:30–8:30 p.m. in Manteo, NC. 



ADDRESSES: Comment submission: You may submit written comments by one of the following methods:

(1) Electronically:  Go to the Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://www.regulations.gov.  Search for FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, which is the docket number for this action.  You may submit a comment by clicking on “Comment Now!”

(2) By hard copy:  Submit by U.S. mail or hand-delivery to: Public Comments Processing, Attn: FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006; Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters, MS: BPHC, 5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041–3803.

We request that you send comments only by the methods described above.  We will post all comments on http://www.regulations.gov.  This generally means that we will post any personal information you provide us (see Information Requested below in SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION).  To increase our efficiency in downloading comments, groups providing mass submissions should submit their comments in an Excel file.

Public meetings: We will hold two public scoping meetings on the dates specified above in DATES at the following locations:

· Mattamuskeet High School; 20392 US–264, Swan Quarter, NC 27885. The meeting will be held in the cafeteria.

· Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge; 100 Conservation Way, Manteo, NC 27954. The meeting will be held in the auditorium.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Pete Benjamin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office, 551F Pylon Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606, or by telephone 919–856–4520, extension 11. If you use a telecommunications device for the deaf (TDD), please call the Federal Relay Service (FIRS) at 800–877–8339.



SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:



Background

	The red wolf was originally listed as a species threatened with extinction under the Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (32 FR 4001; March 11, 1967). This species is currently listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The demise of the red wolf was directly related to human activities, such as drainage of vast wetland areas for agricultural purposes; construction of dam projects that inundated prime habitat; and predator control efforts at the private, State, and Federal levels. 

Historically, the red wolf range included Texas and Louisiana to the Ohio River Valley and up the Atlantic Coast into northern Pennsylvania or southern New York, and perhaps further north (Wildlife Management Institute 2014; for reference, see docket number FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006 in www.regulations.gov). However, by the mid-1970s, the only remaining population occurred in southeastern Texas and southwestern Louisiana (Wildlife Management Institute 2014).

	In 1975, it became apparent that the only way to save the red wolf from extinction was to capture as many wild animals as possible and place them in a secured captive-breeding program. This decision was based on the critically low numbers of animals left in the wild, poor physical condition of those animals due to disease and internal and external parasites, the threat posed by an expanding coyote (Canis latrans) population, and consequent inbreeding problems. The Service removed the remaining red wolves from the wild and used them to establish a breeding program with the objective of restoring the species to a portion of its former range. Forty adult red wolves were captured from the wild and provided to the established Red Wolf Captive Breeding Program with the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium in Tacoma, Washington. By 1986, the captive-breeding program held 80 red wolves in 7 facilities and public and private zoos across the United States.

	With the red wolf having been extirpated from its entire historic range, the Service took action to reestablish a wild population.  In 1986, a final rule to introduce red wolves into Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge (Alligator River), Dare County, North Carolina, was published in the Federal Register (51 FR 41790, November 19, 1986). Alligator River was chosen due to the absence of coyotes, lack of livestock operations, and availability of prey species. The red wolf population in Dare County (Alligator River) and adjacent Tyrrell, Hyde, and Washington Counties was determined to be a nonessential experimental population (NEP) under section 10(j) of the Act (a “10(j) rule”). In 1991, a revision to the rule added Beaufort County to the counties where the experimental population designation would apply (56 FR 56325, November 4, 1991). From 1987 through 1992, recovery officials released 42 red wolves to establish this NEP. In 1993, the experimental population was expanded with reintroductions at Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina. The 10(j) rule was modified again in 1995 (60 FR 18940, April 13, 1995). Today, the only population of red wolves in the wild is the NEP established around Alligator River in North Carolina. All other individuals of this species are found in captive facilities around the country.

The NEP has been closely monitored and managed since the first introductions in 1986. Management of this population includes fitting animals with radio collars and vaccinating prior to release against diseases prevalent in canids. Some management actions involve take, as defined under section 3 of the Act, of red wolves including recapture of wolves to:  replace transmitter or capture collars; provide routine veterinary care; return to the refuge animals that move off Federal lands; or return to captivity animals that are a threat to human safety or property or severely injured or diseased. In the early 1990s, expansion of coyotes into the area of the NEP resulted in interbreeding and coyote gene introgression into the wolf population. To reduce hybridization, an adaptive management plan was developed that used sterilized coyotes as territorial “placeholders.” Placeholders do not interbreed with red wolves and exclude other coyotes from their territories. The placeholder coyotes were eventually replaced by red wolves via natural displacement or management actions (i.e., removal).



Proposed Action and Possible Alternatives

	In 2013, acknowledging growing concerns from private landowners regarding management of the NEP, the Service and North Carolina Resources Commission entered into a broad canid management agreement, recognizing steps were needed to improve management of the population. Subsequently, the Service contracted an independent evaluation of the NEP project in 2014 and of the entire red wolf recovery program in 2015. From these evaluations, it became clear that the current direction and management of the NEP project is unacceptable to the Service and all stakeholders as a population viability analysis (PVA) indicates that continuing under current management would likely lead to the extirpation of the NEP in as few as 8 years.

As a result of the findings from the evaluations, the Service is considering a potential revision of the 1995 NEP final rule. Risks of continued hybridization, human-related mortality, continued loss of habitat due to sea level rise, and continued population decline are high and have led to poor prospects for the NEP. Further, the most recent PVA indicates that the viability of the captive population is below and declining from the original recovery plan diversity threshold of 90 percent and could be enhanced by breeding captive wolves with wolves from the NEP project area. Therefore, the Service has recommended that the NEP be managed with the captive population as one meta-population, whereby individuals could be moved not only from captivity into the wild but also from the wild into captivity. Incorporating the NEP into a meta-population with the captive population will increase the size of the population and introduce the natural selection occurring in the NEP back into the captive population. Therefore, the Service is proposing to change the goals and objectives of the current NEP project from establishing a self-sustaining population to a goal of directly supporting the captive wolves of the red wolf breeding program (proposed action). Maintaining a smaller, more manageable non-captive population will remain important in fostering the species in the wild. Maintaining a smaller wild population fully integrated with the captive wolves also will: (1) allow for animals removed from the wild to support the necessary expansion of future wild reintroduced populations and to improve the genetic health of the captive-breeding program; (2) preserve red wolf natural instincts and behavior in the captive population gene pool; (3) serve as a small stock source for future reintroduction efforts across the species’ historical range; and (4) provide a population for continued research on wild behavior.

The proposed revision would change the size, scope, and management of the NEP to protect the species by increasing the number of wolves in captivity. To reestablish management control over the NEP, the size will be reduced and restricted to Federal lands within Dare County, North Carolina. These revisions will allow removal of isolated packs of animals from lands to which the Service lacks access, incorporation of these animals into the captive-breeding program, and better management of the remaining animals in accessible areas to minimize risks of hybridization. Management of wolves occupying Federal lands in Dare County will include population monitoring, animal husbandry, control of coyotes and hybrids, and removal of animals from private lands at landowners’ requests in accordance with the 10(j) rule.

The proposal would seek to authorize the movement of animals between the captive and wild populations in order to increase the number of wolves in the captive-breeding program and maintain genetic diversity for both captive and wild wolves. This means the captive wolves and the NEP will be managed as one single meta-population.

The EIS will consider consequences of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. We have identified several management alternatives for the NEP:

(1)  Maintain the NEP project in its current state.  In other words, we would make no revisions to the current 10(j) rule. 

(2) Publish a rule eliminating the NEP project. Under this alternative, the red wolves found in the wild would retain their status as a federally listed “endangered” species under the Act.

(3)  Revise the existing NEP. We may consider revisions to the current 10(j) rule that vary from the proposed action. 



Information Requested

Issues Related to the Scope of the NEP

	We seek comments or suggestions from the public, governmental agencies, Tribes, the scientific community, industry, or any other interested parties. To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. To ensure that any proposed rulemaking to revise the existing NEP effectively evaluates all potential issues and impacts, we are seeking comments and suggestions on the following for consideration in preparation of a proposed revision to the NEP final rule for the red wolf:

(a) Contribution of the NEP to recovery goals for the red wolf;

(b) Tools for population management;

(c) Management strategies to address hybridization with coyotes;

(d) Appropriate  provisions for “take” of red wolves; and

(e) Protocols for red wolves that leave the NEP area, including, but not limited to, requests for removal of animals from private lands.

The Service will act as the lead Federal agency responsible for completion of the EIS (40 CFR 1508.16). Therefore, we are seeking comments on the identification of direct, indirect, beneficial, and adverse effects that might be caused by revising the 10(j) rule for red wolves. You may wish to consider the following issues when providing comments:

(a) Impacts on floodplains, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically sensitive areas;

(b) Impacts on park lands and cultural or historic resources;

(c) Impacts on human health and safety;

(d) Impacts on air, soil, and water;

(e) Impacts on prime agricultural lands;

(f) Impacts to other species of wildlife, including other endangered or threatened species;

(g) Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations;

(h) Any other potential or socioeconomic effects; and

(i) Any potential conflicts with other Federal, State, local, or Tribal environmental laws or requirements.

To promulgate a proposed rule and prepare a draft EIS, we will take into consideration all comments and any additional information received. Please note that submissions merely stating support for or opposition to the proposed action and alternatives under consideration, without providing supporting information, will be noted but not considered by the Service in making a determination.  Please consider the following when preparing your comments:

· Be as succinct as possible.

· Be specific. Comments supported by logic, rationale, and citations are more useful than opinions.

· State suggestions and recommendations clearly with an expectation of what you would like the Service to do.

· If you propose an additional alternative for consideration, please provide supporting rationale and why you believe it to be a reasonable alternative that would meet the purpose and need for our proposed action.

· If you provide alternate interpretations of science, please support your analysis with 

appropriate citations.

The alternatives we develop will be analyzed in our draft EIS pursuant to NEPA.  We will give separate notice of the availability of the draft EIS for public comment when it is completed.  We may hold public hearings and informational sessions so that interested and affected people may comment on the draft EIS and provide input into the final decision.

You may submit your comments and materials by one of the methods listed in ADDRESSES.  We request that you send comments only by the methods described in ADDRESSES.

If you submit information via http://www.regulations.gov, your entire submission—including any personal identifying information—will be posted on the website.  If your submission is made via a hardcopy that includes personal identifying information, you may request at the top of your document that we withhold this information from public review.  However, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.  We will post all hardcopy submissions on http://www.regulations.gov.  

Comments and materials we receive, as well as supporting documentation we use in preparing the draft EIS, will be available for public inspection on http://www.regulations.gov, at Docket No. FWS–R4–ES–2017–0006, or by appointment, during normal business hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh Ecological Services Field Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authors		

	The primary authors of this document are the staff members of the Red Wolf Recovery Program, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Southeast Region (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).



Authority

	The authority for this action is the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).





Dated:           _________________________________.





	_________________________________________

		

	Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks.
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Date to Federal Register:  		January 30, 2017







INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR





FROM: 	Leopoldo Miranda, ARD, ES

[bookmark: _GoBack]



CC:	Aaron Valenta, Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery

	



SUBJECT:  	Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for a Proposed Revision to the Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves (Canis rufus) in North Carolina





I.	INTRODUCTION



We are giving notice to the public that we will prepare a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), pursuant to NEPA, in conjunction with a proposed rule to revise the existing nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina (NEP) under section 10(j) of the ESA. We are also announcing the initiation of a public scoping process to engage Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments; special interest groups; and the public in the identification of issues and concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action.



II.	BACKGROUND

We contracted an independent evaluation of the NEP project in 2014 and the entire red wolf recovery program, beyond the NEP project, in 2015. As a result of the findings from these evaluations, we released a memorandum on September 12, 2016, with a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. This path included revising the current 10(j) rule to change the size, scope, and management of the NEP project. Revision of the rule requires compliance with, among other environmental compliance processes, NEPA and the development of an EIS. In that memorandum, we have committed to completing a proposed rule to revise the current 10(j) rule for the NEP project, and the accompanying draft EIS, by December 2017.

 III.	POSITION of INTERESTED PARTIES



We believe none of the interested parties will take a particular position on the notice itself, but do anticipate both support and opposition to the revision of the 10(j) rule. North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC) supports a revision of the current 10(j) rule as they have recognized, along with the Service, that improved management of the NEP project is needed.  We will engage NCWRC in both the drafting of a proposed 10(j) rule and draft EIS. 



We anticipate opposition to the revision of the 10(j) from several Congresspeople and NGOs as they have expressed concerns and objections to our proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program, as outlined in our recommended decisions memorandum. In particular, they object to a perceived abandonment of management of red wolves in the wild and shift in focus away from establishing a self-sustaining population. 





IV.	POTENTIAL ISSUES

We do not anticipate any issues with the notice itself; however, there may be public outcry via news stories and social media due to the perceived abandonment of the red wolf recovery program associated with our decisions memorandum and intent to revise the current 10(j) rule for the NEP project.



V.	COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH



Outreach Lead:	Region 4

Media POC:	Press release to be issued by Region 4: Jeff Fleming, 404-679-7287

	

Other outreach: 	County governments within the NEP project area, other Federal agencies, private landowners and the community adjacent to the NEP project area, and other interested parties, such as NGOs, will be contacted.



From: Weller, Emily
To: Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Office Phone Number
Date: Wednesday, November 9, 2016 9:47:59 AM

The phone in my office is set up. The number is 337-291-3090.

Thanks!

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Bibb, Kelly; Amy Brisendine
Subject: Peer Review of 5-year review/SSA and p10(j)
Date: Friday, July 7, 2017 11:40:34 AM

Hi Kelly and Amy. Given our new peer review policy and the selection of peer reviewers, I'm wondering
how this has been handled for other 5-year reviews and pRs. Has HQ selected them? Other branches of
RO ES?

Any guidance would be much appreciated. I need to get on the 5-year review/SSA peer review asap.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
mailto:amy_brisendine@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Phone and Contact info
Date: Monday, October 31, 2016 9:27:50 AM

Good morning! I've got my computer up and running. The office I'm moving into won't be cleared out
until later this week - I'm hoping. The equipment sent to me did not include a cell. Since I do not yet have
a Service phone number, you can contact me via personal cell - 678-524-7813.

Em

-- 

Emily Bizwell Weller

Regional Red Wolf Recovery Coordinator

Division of Restoration and Recovery

Fish and Wildlife Service

646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 / Lafayette, LA 70506

337-291-3139 (Fax)

emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:aaron_valenta@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Ellis, Lisa
Subject: Re: ACTION - PLEASE READ - "MyAccount" Contact Information and email signature
Date: Monday, October 31, 2016 8:57:05 AM
Attachments: Screen Shot 3.png

Screen Shot 2.png
Screen Shot 1.png

Done!

On Wed, Oct 5, 2016 at 12:38 PM, Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi everyone,

Please confirm with me that you have fulfilled Leo's requests (highlighted below):

1. Ensure your information on InsideFWS is up to date. 
2. Have your signature turned on for all emails and ensure that it includes the information outlined below.

Please respond with your confirmation by October 14.

Thanks,
Lisa 

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089 (phone)
404-679-7081 (fax)

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda, Leopoldo <leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, Sep 27, 2016 at 11:14 AM
Subject: ACTION - PLEASE READ - "MyAccount" Contact Information and email signature
To: FW4 ALL ES <fw4_all_es@fws.gov>

All,

Recent events in our country remind us that communication in the midst of emergency situations is critical. Preparedness is
paramount in an organization as geographically and operationally diverse as Ecological Services. For those times when
staff and management need to be informed immediately of an emergency situation, Region 4 has an emergency
management plan in place. As robust and thoughtful as this system may be, its ultimate effectiveness hangs on one thing:
the quality of the contact information that has been provided by those people affected by the crisis. 

The dawn of a new fiscal year provides an excellent opportunity for us to focus efforts on the collection of high quality
contact information from all staff, whether for day-to-day use or emergency situations.  While a large majority of employees
have provided their contact information, many have items that are out of date and need updating.  As such, I am asking that
every employee access and update their information  in "My Account"as appropriate.  I will ask that all Supervisors certify
that this has been completed for their employees  by October 30.

In order to access your information, please visit the  InsideFWS   Intranet page   ( https://inside.fws.gov/) .

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:lisa_ellis@fws.gov
mailto:leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov
mailto:fw4_all_es@fws.gov
https://inside.fws.gov/





Next, click on the MyAccount on the menu (left side of page).  Enter in your e-mail address and Active Directory Password.

Once in, click on the My Profile button and a screen like the one below will open.  It is here where you can update your office and
emergency contact information.



Finally, I have noticed that many of you do not provide full contact information in your e-mail signatures.  I am asking that all
employees update their e-mail signatures to include their phone (with correct extension), fax, and office address
information.  I'm also asking all employees to add the FOIA language at the end of your signature line (see "NOTE"
below). Please make the required changes immediately.

Thanks  , 


Leo

Leopoldo "Leo" Miranda
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Assistant Regional Director, Ecological Services
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
1-404-679-7085 (phone)
1-404-679-7081 (fax)
Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of
Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 

Emily Bizwell Weller

Regional Red Wolf Recovery Coordinator

Division of Restoration and Recovery

Fish and Wildlife Service

646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 / Lafayette, LA 70506

337-291-3139 (Fax)

emily_weller@fws.gov

mailto:Leopoldo_Miranda@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
and may be disclosed to third parties.



From: Weller, Emily
To: Ellis, Lisa
Subject: Re: AZA National Conference -recovery challenge
Date: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 7:21:54 AM

Hi Lisa! I just spoke with Dan and Karen. I will be speaking with a couple of AZA folks next Friday (Aug 9th) about specifics on what they would
like me to speak about. Once I have that conversation, I will circle back with Dan and Karen to see if there's anything in particular I should
emphasize, speak to. I don't want my presentation on this to be limited to my/SE regions perspective. Once I have a final presentation, I will be
glad to forward it on to you all.

Thanks
Em

On Fri, Jul 26, 2019 at 4:33 PM Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
Hey Emily,

I was talking with Aaron today and I thought of this posting I saw - he mentioned the work you've been doing with AZA and
that all sounds pretty cool!  Would share your presentation with me by any chance?  Just for my (and maybe my branch's...)
info?

Hope you're doing well!

Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
On detail: National Wildlife Refuge System, Alaska Region
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99503
907-786-3645

Federal Endangered Species Recovery Challenge Grants and AZA-accredited
Zoo and Aquarium Collaborators: Will You Get Your Share of these
Conservation Action Funds?

4:00 PM - 5:30 PM  

Dr. Don Moore, Director, Oregon Zoo 

History and Future of the Recovery Challenge Grant Program 
Michael Mace, Director of Animal Collections & Strategy, San Diego Zoo Global 

Creative Conservation through Collaboration: Examples of Successful Challenge Grant Funding 
Emily Weller, Captive Propagation and Release Coordinator, US Fish & Wildlife Service, SE Region 

Federal and State Funding Opportunities on the Rise: AZA Member Opportunities to Find
Collaborative Conservation Funding 
Steve Olson, Senior VP, Government Affairs, Association of Zoos & Aquariums 

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Captive Propagation and Release Coordinator
Red Wolf Recovery Lead
Fish and Wildlife Service
200 Dulles Drive
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed

to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Morgan, Don
Subject: Re: draft documents for today"s 10 am meeting
Date: Thursday, November 3, 2016 12:05:18 PM

Thank you!!!!

On Thu, Nov 3, 2016 at 12:52 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Emily, 

I believe this is the latest version of the Recovery PRF.

Don
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Constantino, Maricela <maricela_constantino@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 3, 2016 at 12:54 PM
Subject: Fwd: draft documents for today's 10 am meeting
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>, Amy Brisendine <Amy_Brisendine@fws.gov>

Don,
This is the version I shared at the meeting with Jeff when I was visiting HQ.  I
couldn't seem to find it on the R drive.
 
Maricela Constantino
Endangered Species Biologist
Branch of Recovery and State Grants
Ecological Services - Headquarters Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

maricela_constantino@fws.gov
703/358-2113 (office)
571/969-9804 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Constantino, Maricela <maricela_constantino@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Jul 14, 2016 at 9:47 AM
Subject: draft documents for today's 10 am meeting
To: Amy Brisendine <Amy_Brisendine@fws.gov>, Debby Crouse
<debby_crouse@fws.gov>, Kelly Hornaday <kelly_hornaday@fws.gov>, Don Morgan
<don_morgan@fws.gov>, Jeff Newman <jeff_newman@fws.gov>

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:maricela_constantino@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
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mailto:Amy_Brisendine@fws.gov
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mailto:kelly_hornaday@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:jeff_newman@fws.gov


Good Morning,
Attached is the bp and the revised template for today's meeting.  I'll bring print
copies for Jeff and Don and also attempt to project this on the screen in the conf
room.

Maricela Constantino
Endangered Species Biologist
Branch of Recovery and State Grants
Ecological Services - Headquarters Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

maricela_constantino@fws.gov
571/969-9804 

-- 

Emily Bizwell Weller

Regional Red Wolf Recovery Coordinator

Division of Restoration and Recovery

Fish and Wildlife Service

646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400 / Lafayette, LA 70506

337-291-3139 (Fax)

emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject
to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:maricela_constantino@fws.gov
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Bridget Fahey; Jeff Newman
Cc: Janine Van Norman
Subject: Re: For Your Review: 90-day Guidance
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:59:00 AM

Any comments/edits to the guidance?

Thanks,
Em

On Mon, Jan 9, 2017 at 8:40 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning! I have incorporated the comments I received from the Branch Chiefs.

Attached you will find a Word version with track changes. You will see that there are a few comments in
Chapter 1: Process Overview that I need your assistance in addressing.

I've also attached a pdf version with all appendices included. This is what the final guidance will look
like.

After your review and I incorporate your edits, this will be ready for SOL review.

Please have comments to me by Friday, January 20th.

Thank you!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:bridget_fahey@fws.gov
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emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Fahey, Bridget
Cc: Jeff Newman; Janine Van Norman
Subject: Re: For Your Review: 90-day Guidance
Date: Monday, January 30, 2017 6:22:37 AM

Thanks Bridget. I will put all the documents on the R:drive today. I will let you all know the filepath.

Thanks,
Em

On Tue, Jan 24, 2017 at 7:20 AM, Fahey, Bridget <bridget_fahey@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Emily. I haven't had time to look at the guidance, nor do I expect to this week. That said,
I think you've done your part in getting this on surname. We will take it from here and let
you focus on your new job! Hope it is going well. 

Bridget Fahey
Division Chief for Conservation and Classification
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(703) 358-2163

On Mon, Jan 23, 2017 at 10:58 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Any comments/edits to the guidance?

Thanks,
Em

On Mon, Jan 9, 2017 at 8:40 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning! I have incorporated the comments I received from the Branch Chiefs.

Attached you will find a Word version with track changes. You will see that there are a few
comments in Chapter 1: Process Overview that I need your assistance in addressing.

I've also attached a pdf version with all appendices included. This is what the final guidance will
look like.

After your review and I incorporate your edits, this will be ready for SOL review.

Please have comments to me by Friday, January 20th.

Thank you!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov
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NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov
mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Fahey, Bridget
Cc: Jeff Newman; Janine Van Norman
Subject: Re: For Your Review: 90-day Guidance
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2017 6:01:46 AM

Ok, so the external hard drive with the files on it is at home...I'll put the files on the R:drive tomorrow.

On Tue, Jan 24, 2017 at 7:20 AM, Fahey, Bridget <bridget_fahey@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Emily. I haven't had time to look at the guidance, nor do I expect to this week. That said,
I think you've done your part in getting this on surname. We will take it from here and let
you focus on your new job! Hope it is going well. 

Bridget Fahey
Division Chief for Conservation and Classification
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(703) 358-2163

On Mon, Jan 23, 2017 at 10:58 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Any comments/edits to the guidance?

Thanks,
Em

On Mon, Jan 9, 2017 at 8:40 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning! I have incorporated the comments I received from the Branch Chiefs.

Attached you will find a Word version with track changes. You will see that there are a few
comments in Chapter 1: Process Overview that I need your assistance in addressing.

I've also attached a pdf version with all appendices included. This is what the final guidance will
look like.

After your review and I incorporate your edits, this will be ready for SOL review.

Please have comments to me by Friday, January 20th.

Thank you!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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mailto:emily_weller@fws.gov


From: Weller, Emily
To: Bridget Fahey; Jeff Newman
Cc: Janine Van Norman
Subject: Re: For Your Review: 90-day Guidance
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 9:31:21 AM

I had a thought this morning...If you all do not want all the appendices in one document, I can include in
the guidance a link to the sharepoint site where a folder with all the appendices can be found. That way
they can be found easily, rather than having to track them down in different spots.

Thanks,
Em

On Mon, Jan 9, 2017 at 8:40 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning! I have incorporated the comments I received from the Branch Chiefs.

Attached you will find a Word version with track changes. You will see that there are a few comments in
Chapter 1: Process Overview that I need your assistance in addressing.

I've also attached a pdf version with all appendices included. This is what the final guidance will look
like.

After your review and I incorporate your edits, this will be ready for SOL review.

Please have comments to me by Friday, January 20th.

Thank you!
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
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337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Ellis, Lisa
Subject: Re: Letter For Surname
Date: Friday, December 16, 2016 9:59:01 AM
Attachments: 20161216_NTR_pet response letter_red wol_lae.doc

20161212_petition response letter_red wolf_lae.doc

Looks good to me. I've attached clean copies. Thank you!

Em

On Fri, Dec 16, 2016 at 10:48 AM, Ellis, Lisa <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Emily,

I had a couple suggestions - let me know what you think.  I can get it into surname this
afternoon.

Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089 (phone)
404-679-7081 (fax)

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

On Fri, Dec 16, 2016 at 10:48 AM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Good morning, Lisa. I have a petition response letter that needs to be routed for surname and
signature by Cindy. Aaron instructed me to send this to you for packaging in a blue folder. If I need to
have someone else do it, please let me know.

I have the letter, Note to Reviewers, and Routing Slip attached. Please let me know if I need to make
any corrections - Especially the routing slip, it's been a while since I've had to do one.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of
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NOTE TO REVIEWERS


ACTION:  Response Letter to a Petition to Revise the Recovery Plan for the Red Wolf

STAFF ORIGINATOR:   Emily Weller
SUPERVISOR: Aaron Valenta

IS THE ACTION LITIGATION DRIVEN?  No

IF SO, WHO SUED US AND WHEN:  

ANY COURT-ORDERED DEADLINES?  _______________________ __

ACTION REQUESTED: 


SIGNATURE___X ___


REVIEW AND COMMENT__


SURNAME_XX_



FYI ONLY ___________

VERY BRIEF BACKGROUND ON ISSUE/ACTION:


We received a petition from Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center, dated December 8, 2016, requesting that we develop a recovery plan for the red wolf by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. This is a letter acknowledging receipt of that petition and informing the petitioners of our proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program, including plans for development of a new recovery plan.


In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Noah Greenwald


Endangered Species Program Director


Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 11374
Portland, OR 97211

Dear Mr. Greenwald,

Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.

On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a revised red wolf recovery plan.

Developing a revised recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely yours,


Cynthia K. Dohner

Regional Director, Southeast Region

Fish and Wildlife Service

In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Collette Adkins


Senior Attorney


Center for Biological Diversity
8640 Coral Sea Street, NE 
Minneapolis, MN 55449

Dear Ms. Adkins,


Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.


On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a revised red wolf recovery plan.


Developing a revised recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely yours,


Cynthia K. Dohner


Regional Director, Southeast Region


Fish and Wildlife Service


In Reply Refer To:


FWS/RS/ES

Tara Zuardo


Wildlife Attorney

Animal Welfare Institute
900 Pennsylvania Ave., SE 
Washington, DC 20003

Dear Ms. Zuardo,


Thank you for your petition dated December 8, 2016, submitted on behalf of the Animal Welfare Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition, South Florida Wildlands Association, WildEarth Guardians, and Wolf Conservation Center. Your petition requested that the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service develop a recovery plan for the red wolf (Canis rufus), pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act, by revising and updating our 1990 recovery plan for the species. The Red Wolf Recovery Plan, finalized on October 26, 1990, delineates reasonable actions which are believed to be required to restore the red wolf as a component of certain ecosystems within the southeastern United States. These actions include captive-breeding objectives as well as reintroduction and propagation-in-the-wild strategies.


On September 12, 2016, we released a memorandum outlining a proposed path forward for the red wolf recovery program. That memo can be found on our website at https://www.fws.gov/redwolf/docs/recommended-decisions-in-response-to-red-wolf-recovery-program-evaluation.pdf. In that memo, we committed to developing a Species Status Assessment (SSA) by October 2017, which will be used as the basis for a revised red wolf recovery plan.


Developing a revised recovery plan for this species is a high priority and will commence shortly after the completion of the SSA. To ensure the recovery plan provides the best course of action for conservation of this species, we will use the best available scientific and commercial information in developing the SSA; including the information you submitted with your petition. We greatly appreciate your interest in the conservation of the red wolf. For further information or if you have any questions, please contact Emily Weller, Regional Red Wolf Recovery Lead, at 337-291-3090 or at emily_weller@fws.gov. 


Sincerely yours,


Cynthia K. Dohner


Regional Director, Southeast Region


Fish and Wildlife Service




Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Weller, Emily
To: Bibb, Kelly
Cc: Amy Brisendine
Subject: Re: Peer Review of 5-year review/SSA and p10(j)
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 6:29:24 AM

I have the email, thanks! How much time have others been giving for peer review of an SSA and/or 5-year
review?

Thanks,
Em

On Mon, Jul 10, 2017 at 8:00 AM, Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov> wrote:
Yes ma'am.  
I am pretty sure I copied you in on the example peer review letters and COI form.
Amy's are also good examples.  Let me know if you do not have that prior email.  Happy to
resend.

We are implementing 2 options for our recovery leads under HQ's current guidance. One
possibility is working with a neighbor FO to conduct peer review and another option is
working with the RO to help you conduct it.

We have had several examples in recovery of neighbor FOs helping each other and a couple
of the RO.  So far both are working well.  
Let me know what questions you have or if I can describe better how it is rolling.  I'll try to
help

On Fri, Jul 7, 2017 at 1:39 PM, Weller, Emily <emily_weller@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Kelly and Amy. Given our new peer review policy and the selection of peer reviewers, I'm
wondering how this has been handled for other 5-year reviews and pRs. Has HQ selected them?
Other branches of RO ES?

Any guidance would be much appreciated. I need to get on the 5-year review/SSA peer review asap.

Thanks,
Em

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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-- 
Kelly A. Bibb
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Southeast Regional Recovery Coordinator
Southeastern U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
404-679-7132 (phone)
404-679-7081 (fax)
kelly_bibb@fws.gov 

"You don't step on enthusiasm." "Perpetual optimism is a force multiplier." - Former Secretary of State and retired four star
General, Colin Powell

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

-- 
Emily Bizwell Weller
Red Wolf Regional Recovery Lead
Division of Restoration and Recovery
Fish and Wildlife Service
646 Cajundome Blvd., Suite 400
Lafayette, LA 70506
337-291-3090
337-291-3139 (Fax)
emily_weller@fws.gov

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of

Information Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Scott Griffin
To: Dan Ashe; gary_frazer@fws.gov; secretary_jewell@iso.doi.gov; Jett Ferebee
Cc: cynthia_dohner@fws.gov; jclark@defenders.org; jRylander@defenders.org; cathy@awionline.org; Derb Carter;

dcarter@selcnc.org; sweaver@selcnc.org; gordon.myers@ncwildlife.org; Jim Cogdell; Leopoldo Miranda
Subject: - Question for Judge Boyle & $1B Hybrid Fraud
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 6:24:58 PM
Attachments: image3.PNG

ATT00001.txt
image1.PNG
ATT00002.txt
image2.PNG
ATT00003.txt

Jett - Knowing today's Red Wolf is a product of "Human Construct" and continues to be "Selectively" bred, how can
it enjoy any "Protected" and or "Endangered" status from the 1973 ESA given it didn't even exist until 1977?

This is best supported by the below physical attributes attachments below.

Sg

PS - Dan - Don't ever settle this case, as now I see both the CBD & Wildlands Network may want FWS to
"Hammer" some nursing puppies too. 

You know it's still hard believe, the Animal Welfare Institute is suing you & the Service to force y'all to resuming
your recently halted use of "Steel Leg-Hold Traps" on Federal Refuge Lands (Sterilization of Coyotes)  This in light
of AWI just tried to get Congress to pass a bill a few months ago to ban such cruel and harsh capture methods on the
very same federal Refuges.  Dan, you recon they don't understand their complaint?

The best part is still the other two plaintiffs DOW (Nina) & RWC (Albury) actually Co-wrote the "Nursing Puppy
Killing Plan" when they served on the "Biological Canid Control Working Group" stating in part (quote) "Its Faster,
Cheaper and the only way to remove newborns pups". 

Sometimes "Being Stuck in the Mud up to your Running Boards" will lead to "Congressional Sue & Settle Repeal"
and the full exposure of what is over a $1 Billion Dollar Hybrid Fraud costing many local municipalities "Massive"
amounts of money from having to burden "HYBRID" Habitat Offset & Mitigation expenses which are passed on to
their respective communities.  I suspect this will be FAR more contentious for some with the possibility of huge
implications and all encompassing media exposure...  "Hybrid-Gate"??  All things to consider when assessing the
risk vs the reward.  I suppose Ms. Liss the president over @ Animal Welfare Institute might have concerns on how
it looks to be suing the FWS to make them use Steel Leg-Hold traps and resume Killing Nursing Puppies.  I'd expect
the AWI Board would object, seeing as AWI just had to pay $3,000,000.00 to Kenneth Feld to settle, where he
claimed AWI and others paid Tom Ryder (Mr. Felds one time Employee) turned key witness $190,000.00 over a
two year period thus Mr. Feld bringing his Racketeering Suit fwd against AWI and others. 

You see on occasion, some misguided NGO's care more about keeping one kind of animal on the landscape solely
for its "Donor" Appeal & this is where u end up, right in the MUD and you cannot move forwards or backwards. All
the while some Crisis Peddling NGO's  may have had reasonable knowledge that the Mexican Wolf, Panther and
Red Wolf have NEVER been covered under the ESA.

This is best acknowledged given the actions   of creatively substituting the word Hybrid for Intergrade back in 1996
and publishing a 4 page Intergrade rule to the Federal Registry for comment where it too sat parked in the mud. 

Lastly, given the facts, I'm confused how a few folks with such great knowledge and personal experience with these
3 Hybrid Animals can from my eyes deceptively misrepresent each as Critically Endangered" to their trusting
donors when they have never even been covered under the ESA??

As if that's not bad enough, the past assistant Solicitor for USFWS personally reaffirmed the law as it relates to
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hybrids and the ESA stating in summary, affording protection to hybrids is not within the keeping of Congresses
intent of adopting such law, and it was further supported by the USFWS defunding the dusky seaside sparrow and
he said something about a Mexican Duck & a Mallard along those same lines.  However today this individual
continues to serve as the VP of Defenders of Wildlife, so you don't want to pass up attending that depo!

What's most fascinating Dan, is the number of high profile, widely respected geneticist and ecologist who were
rightfully so very guarded in speaking with me & Jett early on now seem to have a great deal of respect for both Jett
and myself.  Most of these Ph'ds have worked on one or all of these 3 hybrids throughout the past 40 yrs and it
became abundantly clear, Jett & I are finally assembling all the pieces and connecting the dots on what has been a
quietly known to be a Hybrid and given Jett not I are affiliated or paid we are free to share this story fully and totally
"Un-Encumbered".  Thus playing a very unique role vs the respected academia community whom operate in fear of
the corrupt dark side of science that can be revenue ending and bring ones career to an abrupt halt all for stating
what may have been the unpopular scientific truth and can lead to being ostracized within the academia
community.   I say this, we will continue to lend our unencumbered voices to fully exposing the corruption that is
ongoing byway of "Political Science" as it has "Hijacked" your entire agency.  What I'm saying is we never set out
to have support nor searched for such, only to tell the truth. 

As I stated before, you will never, ever have to worry about me bringing suit against your agency, as I'm content to
just continue turning over rocks, telling this captivating story and affording a much welcomed voice to the
professionals within our scientific community.

Sg

Pardon shorthand / grammar sent via mobile 



From: Sarah Alford
To: pete_benjamin@fws.gov; jim_kurth@fws.gov; darryl.fears@washpost.com; abennett@newsobserver.com; Sarah

Alford
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Replacement of the Regulations for the Nonessential Experimental Population of Red

Wolves
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:34:18 PM
Attachments: image.png
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Dear Mr. Benjamin:

I am a resident of Currituck County, North Carolina.  I want to thank you in advance for your
time.  I have a few questions pertaining to the Proposed Replacement of the Regulations for
the Nonessential Experimental Population of Red Wolves in Northeastern North Carolina.  In
short, if I have misunderstood the 60 page proposal, please direct me to the contents that I
missed.  

Is there a reference to the illegal killings of Red Wolves on Federal Land?  I didn't see any
references to the incidents of Red Wolves being killed on Federal Land, how those incidents
affect the population, what those incidents mean in regards to the safety of Red Wolves on
Federal Land and how the new plan addresses unsolved Red Wolf kills on Federal Land.   

The report states that, "The current five-county NC NEP is the only area in the State requiring a
permit for coyote hunting and a prohibition on nighttime coyote hunting, due to the presence of red
wolves and the increased risk of mistaken identity. This disparate treatment of landowners in the
five-county NC NEP raises equity issues that foster resentment towards the presence of red wolves
and has limited access to private lands for red wolf managers. This resentment is one of the most
important factors hindering the conservation of the red wolf." Am I correct that North Carolina's
Wildlife Resources Commission decision to allow night hunting of coyotes in all counties except five
was enacted in 2012 and is only 6 years old?

Is there a GIS driven section in any of the reports?  I would be looking for geographic points
representing "takes" and their genetic testing confirming hybridization, illegal kills on and off
Federal Land, a GIS layer representing parcels of land in which the owners indicated they
would sign an agreement for access to their land for hybrid mitigation, identification of parcels
of land in which coyote kills have been documented and a data layer representing coyote
"damage" - such as killed cattle etc.

I apologize if this GIS driven map exists in the SSA Report.  I could not pull the SSA report
through the instructions in the 60 page document.  Below are screen shots of the error reports
on both websites given.  I used the criteria given in the 60 page document.  
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Tyrell County has only 4,500 residents.  The population density is 11 people per square mile. 
If there is an "impact" study on the surrounding population, I would very much like that link. 
I will look further into NC States GIS system, but I suspect there are a few land owners that
own most of the surrounding land.  I may be wrong and if you have a petition with signatures,
stacks of complaints, etc, I would like to know those numbers.  If those hard stats exist in the
60 page document and I missed them, please just reference the page or link.

Again, thank you in advance for you clarifications. 

Sincerely,

Sarah Alford



From: Morris, Charisa
To: Ron Sutherland
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: key comments to USFWS re: red wolves in NC
Date: Monday, August 20, 2018 3:14:38 PM

Received - thank you.

On Mon, Aug 20, 2018 at 12:37 PM, Ron Sutherland <ron@wildlandsnetwork.org> wrote:
Dear Chief of Staff Morris,

Please see the email below (and attachments) that I tried sending to Greg Sheehan a few
minutes ago. 

Thanks!

Ron

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:key comments to USFWS re: red wolves in NC

Date:Mon, 20 Aug 2018 12:23:03 -0400
From:Ron Sutherland <ron@wildlandsnetwork.org>

To:Mike_Oetker@fws.gov, leopoldo_miranda@fws.gov, Weller, Emily
<emily_weller@fws.gov>, Pete Benjamin <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>,
greg_sheehan@fws.gov, jim_kurth@fws.gov

Dear Acting Director Sheehan, Deputy Director Kurth, Acting Regional Director Oetker,
Assistant Regional Director Miranda, and FWS colleagues in the SE Region,

Attached please find a selection of relevant comments that we and other conservation
groups, scientists, elected officials, and legal scholars have submitted to your agency via
Regulations.gov regarding the fate of the 10j rules for the wild red wolves in North Carolina.
I wanted to send them to you directly just to be sure they didn't get lost in the mix of the
thousands of other comments you're receiving.

Included are:
1. Comments from NC Governor Roy Cooper and NC Secretary of the Dept. of Natural and
Cultural Resources Susi Hamilton
2. Comments from Wildlands Network
3. Comments from the Southern Environmental Law Center, on behalf of various plaintiff
groups they represent
4. Comments led by Dr. Joseph Hinton, and signed by over 40 other scientists (including
Appendix A of this document, which contains the comments prepared by Hinton et al. in
2017 as well)
5. Comments by the red wolf Population Viability Analysis team, led by Dr. Lisa Faust
6. An annotated version of the comments recently submitted by NC Wildlife Resources
Commission Director Gordon Myers, where we've taken the liberty of responding to Mr.
Myers' arguments on a point-by-point basis
7. A legal analysis of your authority to continue releasing wolves in North Carolina under
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the existing set of 10j regulations, prepared at our request by the Duke Environmental Law
Clinic

Please let me know if I can answer any questions about these documents, and I wish you all
the best in your efforts to continue conserving the fish and wildlife resources of the United
States under the current political climate and regime. 

Sincerely,

Ron
-- 
Ron Sutherland, Ph.D.
Conservation Scientist
Wildlands Network
919-641-0060 cell
www.flickr.com/photos/redwolfreality/albums
www.wildlandsnetwork.org

-- 
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
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From: Scott Griffin
To: tom_mackenzie@fws.gov
Cc: cathy@awionline.org; jclark@defenders.org; jRylander@defenders.org; Derb Carter; sweaver@selcnc.org;

swilliams@wildlifemgt.org; Dan Ashe; gary_frazer@fws.gov; Leopoldo Miranda; cynthia_dohner@fws.gov;
Courtney_Temple@tillis.senate.gov; Adam Caldwell; Gordon S. Myers; keith_toomey@fws.gov;
kevin.a.shea@aphis.usda.gov; Kiel.Weaver@mail.house.gov; Todd Ungerecht; Jett Ferebee; Pete Benjamin; Rep.
George Cleveland; Thom; Michael Anderson

Subject: Red wolves face extinction in North Carolina for second time :: The Daily Tar Heel
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2016 1:18:08 PM

Mr. MacKenzie -

While I've been at times highly critical of the handling of the Red Wolf program and at times disagreed with your
(USFWS) perception / quotes given to the media.

However, I'd like to think I'm fair.  Your comment above goes a long ways in transparently educating the public on
what a successful red wolf program would look like...  Buckets full, of dispatched coyote pups. 

To that point as humans (public)... do we place a higher value on a humanly constructed, selectively bred canid than
a newborn, nursing coyote pup?

If the public fully understood just how many pups have been dispatched to save this majestic red canid there would
be little to no public support.  And definitely severely limit the plaintiffs ability to fundraise while denying their
lethal pup killing agenda and federal suit brought against your agency.

I commend your effort to softly open this much needed discussion among the public and members of Congress.

USFWS has a great opportunity to bring light on this most interesting federal case, that is founded in pup
eradication.  An "Adaptive" Pup eradication plan co-written by Defenders of Wildlife and the Red Wolf Coalition
(plaintiffs).

Possibly for the very first time Animal Rights Groups have solicited donor funds and used these funds in part to sue
your agency stating in summary;

USFWS is not utilizing enough Steel Leg-hold Traps on Public Lands nor is USFWS Eradicating enough Newborn
Coyote Pups on its Public Lands.

Tom, one national news release ends the entire court case and likely would have the plaintiffs donors demanding
refunds in utter disgust.

Again, I sincerely congratulate you on softly getting the truth out to the donating public.

Sg

http://www.dailytarheel.com/article/2016/09/red-wolves-face-extinction-in-north-carolina-for-second-time
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From: Eversen, Michelle
To: Frederick Williams; Kelly Bibb; Cindy Williams; Pete Benjamin; Rebecca Harrison; Matthew Butts; Aaron Valenta;

Lisa Ellis
Subject: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:49:02 AM

Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation with
Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they are
physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and the
RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
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disclosed to third parties



From: Lisa Ellis
To: Michelle Eversen
Subject: Fwd: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:57:59 AM

I can make Pete's times.  Kelly is currently working part-time, she has been coming in around
10 and leaving around 2 - would be good if she could be on it.

Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Benjamin, Pete" <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: May 11, 2016 at 12:53:01 PM EDT
To: "Eversen, Michelle" <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>
Cc: Frederick Williams <frederick_williams@fws.gov>, Kelly Bibb
<kelly_bibb@fws.gov>,  Cindy Williams <cynthia_williams@fws.gov>, Rebecca
Harrison <rebecca_harrison@fws.gov>,  Matthew Butts
<matthew_butts@fws.gov>, Aaron Valenta <Aaron_Valenta@fws.gov>,  Lisa
Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW
Administrative Record

Thanks for organizing this Michelle.  My best availability is either tomorrow morning or at
3:00 tomorrow afternoon.  

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:

Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some
cases up to your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support
our active litigation with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red
Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to
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be a part of what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to
complete this effort and ensure that our records are all electronic, named
correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most importantly that we have done
out best effort to distinguish between those records that are responsive and
those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me
know your availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.
 

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or
if they are physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the
call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from
Raleigh and the RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full
time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information
Act and may be disclosed to third parties



From: Morgan, Don
To: Jennifer Neely
Cc: Kelly Bibb
Subject: Fwd: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 11:38:19 AM

Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you could
help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page separately
(electronically), that'd be awesome. 
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From: Bibb, Kelly
To: Don Morgan
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 11:33:01 AM

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page separately
(electronically), that'd be awesome. 
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From: Harrison, Rebecca
To: Benjamin, Pete
Cc: Eversen, Michelle; Frederick Williams; Kelly Bibb; Cindy Williams; Matthew Butts; Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:02:45 AM

Hi Michelle,

Thank you.  I'm busy 8-10am tomorrow.

As for people to add--maybe Silmarie?  She was trying to help us get records from
folks in the RO for this effort and FOIA responses.

Becky

Becky (Bartel) Harrison, Ph.d.
Refuge Biologist (temporary detail through May 22)
Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge
Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge

Supervisory Biologist/Red Wolf Recovery Lead
Pollinator Coordinator-Southeast Region 

Eastern North Carolina Ecological Services Sub-Office
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
P.O. Box 1969
Manteo, NC 27954
Phone: (252) 473-1132 ext. 245
Email: rebecca_harrison@fws.gov

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:53 PM, Benjamin, Pete <pete_benjamin@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks for organizing this Michelle.  My best availability is either tomorrow morning or at 3:00
tomorrow afternoon.  

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>
wrote:

Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation
with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
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I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they
are physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and
the RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Benjamin, Pete
To: Eversen, Michelle
Cc: Frederick Williams; Kelly Bibb; Cindy Williams; Rebecca Harrison; Matthew Butts; Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:53:11 AM

Thanks for organizing this Michelle.  My best availability is either tomorrow morning or at 3:00
tomorrow afternoon.  

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:
Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation
with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they are
physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and the
RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
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Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Butts, Matthew
To: Eversen, Michelle
Cc: Frederick Williams; Kelly Bibb; Cindy Williams; Pete Benjamin; Rebecca Harrison; Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:04:59 AM

Michelle,

I'm available any time tomorrow, thanks.  

Respectfully,

Matthew Butts
Administrative Officer

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services - Raleigh Field Office
Office: 919-856-4520 x13  
Cell: 919-418-3188

P.O. Box 33726
Raleigh, NC 27636

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:
Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation
with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they are
physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and the
RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle
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-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Williams, Frederick
To: Eversen, Michelle
Cc: Kelly Bibb; Cindy Williams; Pete Benjamin; Rebecca Harrison; Matthew Butts; Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:02:34 AM

Thank you Michelle,

I can be available any time Thursday other than 11 AM-12 noon.

Just let me know when.

Thank You and Have a great day!

Respectfully,

Marshall Williams, PE
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Regional Sikes Act Coordinator
Southeast U.S., Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345
office:  404-679-4151
cell:  470-755-0495
frederick_williams@fws.gov

PLEASE NOTE: Yes, this is Marshall!  My FWS email is frederick_williams@fws.gov. 

NOTE: This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) and may be disclosed to third parties.

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:
Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation
with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they are
physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.
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My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and the
RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Lisa Ellis
To: Eversen, Michelle
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:19:54 AM

Aaron is with me at an off-site meeting - his iPad died but his calendar looks for those times
too. 

Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089

On May 11, 2016, at 12:58 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:

Thanks Lisa

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:57 PM, Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
I can make Pete's times.  Kelly is currently working part-time, she has been
coming in around 10 and leaving around 2 - would be good if she could be on it.

Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Benjamin, Pete" <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: May 11, 2016 at 12:53:01 PM EDT
To: "Eversen, Michelle" <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>
Cc: Frederick Williams <frederick_williams@fws.gov>, Kelly
Bibb <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>,  Cindy Williams
<cynthia_williams@fws.gov>, Rebecca Harrison
<rebecca_harrison@fws.gov>,  Matthew Butts
<matthew_butts@fws.gov>, Aaron Valenta
<Aaron_Valenta@fws.gov>,  Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the
RW Administrative Record
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Thanks for organizing this Michelle.  My best availability is either
tomorrow morning or at 3:00 tomorrow afternoon.  

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:

Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved
with in some cases up to your eyeballs putting together the
Administrative Record to support our active litigation with
Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf
Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and
for offering to be a part of what is a huge effort.  We have only a
month from today to complete this effort and ensure that our
records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and
perhaps most importantly that we have done out best effort to
distinguish between those records that are responsive and those
that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available. 
Please let me know your availability and I will determine a time
that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me
know so I invite or if they are physically there in Manteo or
Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional
support from Raleigh and the RO to help the staff in Manteo that
are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you
shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership
Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

mailto:michelle_eversen@fws.gov


Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and
the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the
Freedom of Information Act and may be disclosed to third parties

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act
and may be disclosed to third parties



From: Bibb, Kelly
To: Eversen, Michelle
Cc: Frederick Williams; Cindy Williams; Pete Benjamin; Rebecca Harrison; Matthew Butts; Aaron Valenta; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 11:24:21 AM

Good afternoon.
I'm working doctor's ordered half time tomorrow [10 /10:15 to 2 / 2:15]

Does anyone have the amended complaint for this case? No one has shared that out. Thank
you.

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle <michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:
Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in some cases up to
your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to support our active litigation
with Southern Environmental Law Center over the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering to be a part of
what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to complete this effort and ensure
that our records are all electronic, named correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most
importantly that we have done out best effort to distinguish between those records that are
responsive and those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me know your
availability and I will determine a time that works best for everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite or if they are
physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from Raleigh and the
RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Eversen, Michelle
To: Lisa Ellis
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW Administrative Record
Date: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:58:31 AM

Thanks Lisa

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:57 PM, Lisa Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov> wrote:
I can make Pete's times.  Kelly is currently working part-time, she has been coming in
around 10 and leaving around 2 - would be good if she could be on it.

Lisa

Lisa A. Ellis
Deputy Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard, Suite 200
Atlanta, Georgia  30345
404-679-7089

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Benjamin, Pete" <pete_benjamin@fws.gov>
Date: May 11, 2016 at 12:53:01 PM EDT
To: "Eversen, Michelle" <michelle_eversen@fws.gov>
Cc: Frederick Williams <frederick_williams@fws.gov>, Kelly Bibb
<kelly_bibb@fws.gov>,  Cindy Williams <cynthia_williams@fws.gov>,
Rebecca Harrison <rebecca_harrison@fws.gov>,  Matthew Butts
<matthew_butts@fws.gov>, Aaron Valenta <Aaron_Valenta@fws.gov>,  Lisa
Ellis <lisa_ellis@fws.gov>
Subject: Re: Availability for a call to discuss assisting with the RW
Administrative Record

Thanks for organizing this Michelle.  My best availability is either tomorrow morning or
at 3:00 tomorrow afternoon.  

Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor
Raleigh ES Field Office
Office: (919) 856-4520 x 11
Mobile: (919) 816-6408

On Wed, May 11, 2016 at 12:48 PM, Eversen, Michelle
<michelle_eversen@fws.gov> wrote:

Hello folks,

You are on this list because you have volunteered or are involved with in
some cases up to your eyeballs putting together the Administrative Record to
support our active litigation with Southern Environmental Law Center over
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the Red Wolf Recovery Program.

First - thank you for any work you have already contributed and for offering
to be a part of what is a huge effort.  We have only a month from today to
complete this effort and ensure that our records are all electronic, named
correctly and filed correctly and perhaps most importantly that we have done
out best effort to distinguish between those records that are responsive and
those that are not.  
 
I would like to schedule a call tomorrow if you are available.  Please let me
know your availability and I will determine a time that works best for
everyone.  

Becky / Matt / Pete if there are others you want to add let me know so I invite
or if they are physically there in Manteo or Raleigh they are welcomed to join
the call.

My hope is that we can come up with a plan to plug additional support from
Raleigh and the RO to help the staff in Manteo that are already working full
time on this effort.  

Thank you again and I look forward to hearing from all of you shortly,

Michelle

-- 
Michelle Eversen
Currently On Detail
Peninsular Florida Landscape Conservation Cooperative Leadership Coordinator
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Tallahassee, FL.
4/11/16-4/29/16 and 6/1/16-6/10/16

Normally
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information
Act and may be disclosed to third parties



-- 
Michelle Eversen
Ecological Services Program Supervisor for  KY, TN,  NC, SC, GA, and the Caribbean
Southeast Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Blvd.
Atlanta, GA. 30345

1-404-679-4108 (Office and Mobile) - also during detail

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties



From: Bibb, Kelly
To: Neely, Jennifer
Cc: Morgan, Don
Subject: Re: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 12:16:31 PM

If we could have just the line items for red wolf (86 - 2015) next week, that'd be awesome.

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:43 PM, Neely, Jennifer <jennifer_neely@fws.gov> wrote:
Sure, let me see what I can do.  What's your timeframe for the admin record?

Thanks, Jennifer

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you
could help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page
separately (electronically), that'd be awesome. 
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From: Neely, Jennifer
To: Morgan, Don
Cc: Kelly Bibb
Subject: Re: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 2:15:15 PM
Attachments: 20160512_Red Wolf_K.Bibb.xlsx

Hi Kelly, 

I was able to pull all but 1986-88.  And folks are still reporting on 2015.

I am off tomorrow and Monday, but will look at the older hard copies when I'm back in the
office on Tuesday.  I attached what I have so far.

Have a great weekend!

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you could
help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page separately
(electronically), that'd be awesome. 
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Sheet1

		RED WOLF

		E		FWS		Other Fed		Fed Tot		States		Species Total		EXPN		FWS		Other Fed		Fed Tot		States		Species Total

		2014		304,000		29,000		333,000		- 0		333,000		2014		972,000		17,000		989,000		33,673		1,022,673

		2013		30,000		1,500		31,500		- 0		31,500		2013		1,163,000		2,383,130		3,546,130		44,125		3,590,255

		2012		443,000		- 0		443,000		1,500		444,500		2012		826,500		2,630,500		3,457,000		- 0		3,457,000

		2011		359,000		80,100		439,100		- 0		439,100		2011		823,000		2,450		825,450		81,000		906,450

		2010		301,000		4,600		305,600		- 0		305,600		2010		802,500		4,000		806,500		89,000		895,500

		2009		387,500		200		387,700		- 0		387,700		2009		702,500		- 0		702,500		76,000		778,500

		2008		354,500		- 0		354,500		- 0		354,500		2008		712,548		1,500		714,048		1,200		715,248

		2007		505,600		2,754		508,354		- 0		508,354		2007		933,500		1,500		935,000		1,523		936,523

		2006		511,800		415		512,215		- 0		512,215		2006		646,200		600		646,800		25		646,825

		2005		458,800		2,400		461,200		645		461,845		2005		593,000		1,100		594,100		- 0		594,100

		2004		314,500		100		314,600		- 0		314,600		2004		737,000		5,250		742,250		- 0		742,250

		2003		258,500		1,000		259,500		- 0		259,500		2003		717,000		16,580		733,580		- 0		733,580

		2002		976,000		500		976,500		- 0		976,500		2002		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		2001		919,000		850		919,850		- 0		919,850		2001		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		2000		1,209,500		496,400		1,705,900		- 0		1,705,900		2000		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1999		1,236,000		18,050		1,254,050		500		1,254,550		1999		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1998		938,800		39,700		978,500		- 0		978,500		1998		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1997		1,019,000		40,700		1,059,700		1,000		1,060,700		1997		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1996		847,800		93,100		940,900		2,000		942,900		1996		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1995		888,700		123,100		1,011,800		2,000		1,013,800		1995		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1994		1,016,200		44,900		1,061,100		2,000		1,063,100		1994		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1993		1,021,000		20,500		1,041,500		3,000		1,044,500		1993		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1992		516,000		145,300		661,300		800		662,100		1992		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1991		979,000		1,100		980,100		- 0		980,100		1991		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1990		681,800		79,300		761,100		3,500		764,600		1990		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1989		453,000		16,000		469,000		5,000		474,000		1989		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		1988						- 0				- 0		1988						- 0				- 0

		1987						- 0				- 0		1987						- 0				- 0

		1986						- 0				- 0		1986						- 0				- 0

										Total 'E'		18,193,514

										Total 'EXPN'		15,018,904

										Grand Total		33,212,418





Sheet2

				235		Wolf, red (Canis rufus) - except where EXPN		E		$354,500		$0		$354,500		$0		$354,500

				151		Wolf, red (Canis rufus) - U.S.A. (portions of NC and TN)		EXPN		$712,548		$1,500		$714,048		$1,200		$715,248
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From: Neely, Jennifer
To: Morgan, Don
Cc: Kelly Bibb
Subject: Re: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 10:29:25 AM

Hi Kelly, 

I confirmed that there are no reports prior to 1989 and, to date, there are no expenditures
reported for 2015.  The data entry period closes soon.  I can look again after and let you know
if that changes.

Let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks, Jennifer

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 4:14 PM, Neely, Jennifer <jennifer_neely@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Kelly, 

I was able to pull all but 1986-88.  And folks are still reporting on 2015.

I am off tomorrow and Monday, but will look at the older hard copies when I'm back in the
office on Tuesday.  I attached what I have so far.

Have a great weekend!

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you
could help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants

mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:Kelly_Bibb@fws.gov
mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov


5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page
separately (electronically), that'd be awesome. 

mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov


From: Bibb, Kelly
To: Neely, Jennifer
Cc: Morgan, Don
Subject: Re: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Wednesday, May 18, 2016 10:42:43 AM

No this is good for now.
gracias gracias 

On Wed, May 18, 2016 at 12:28 PM, Neely, Jennifer <jennifer_neely@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Kelly, 

I confirmed that there are no reports prior to 1989 and, to date, there are no expenditures
reported for 2015.  The data entry period closes soon.  I can look again after and let you
know if that changes.

Let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks, Jennifer

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 4:14 PM, Neely, Jennifer <jennifer_neely@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Kelly, 

I was able to pull all but 1986-88.  And folks are still reporting on 2015.

I am off tomorrow and Monday, but will look at the older hard copies when I'm back in
the office on Tuesday.  I attached what I have so far.

Have a great weekend!

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you
could help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 

mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov


___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page
separately (electronically), that'd be awesome. 

mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov


From: Neely, Jennifer
To: Morgan, Don
Cc: Kelly Bibb
Subject: Re: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 11:44:46 AM

Sure, let me see what I can do.  What's your timeframe for the admin record?

Thanks, Jennifer

____________________________________
Jennifer Neely
Program Analyst,  USFWS - Ecological Svc
5275 Leesburg Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041
ph 703-358-1774    fax 358-1827

On Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Morgan, Don <don_morgan@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Jennifer, 

I understand that you are now managing the expenditures reporting.  Do you think you could
help Kelly out?  She is putting the Admin. Record for Red Wolf together.

Don 
___________________________
Don R. Morgan
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chief, Branch of Recovery and State Grants
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803
Phone (703) 358-2444  
Fax      (703) 358-1800

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Bibb, Kelly <kelly_bibb@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, May 12, 2016 at 1:32 PM
Subject: One minor way you could help on the admin record - tiny
To: Don Morgan <don_morgan@fws.gov>

If the person doing expenditures now, could share each year's final red wolf page separately
(electronically), that'd be awesome. 

mailto:jennifer_neely@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:Kelly_Bibb@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov
mailto:kelly_bibb@fws.gov
mailto:don_morgan@fws.gov


From: Justin Emery
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 3:16:40 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Justin Emery
101 Kenneth Ct
Wilmington, NC 28405
US

mailto:je6786@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Christie Heike
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 1:37:32 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Christie Heike
1420 Shermer Road
Northbrook, IL 60062
US

mailto:christie.heike@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Caryn Pena
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:31:41 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Caryn Pena
Broken Bell Lane
Henderson, NV 89002

mailto:P3nafam@cox.net
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Jared Stein
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:31:41 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Jared Stein
123 Main Street
Miami, FL 33139
US

mailto:Jareds954@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Jeff Friedson
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:30:12 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Jeff Friedson
10 WISTER PL
Aberdeen, NJ 07747
US

mailto:joeysdad@optonline.net
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Mia Augis
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:29:55 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Mia Augis
74 Arcadia Road
Westwood, MA 02090
US

mailto:Mia.augis@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Emma Herrera
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:29:18 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Emma Herrera
Av Lomas Anahuac
Huixquilican, ot 02487
MX

mailto:Blue_emma79@hotmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Maggie Howell
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:28:58 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Maggie Howell
8 Butler Hill Rd
Somers, NY 10589
US

mailto:maggie@nywolf.org
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Pirjo Talvitie
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Saturday, March 4, 2017 12:28:52 PM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Pirjo Talvitie
Torngatan 10 B
Älmhult, ot 34331 Swe
SE

mailto:pirjette@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Kathryn Rittenhour
To: jim_kurth@fws.gov
Subject: Recommit to Red Wolf Recovery in the Wild
Date: Monday, March 6, 2017 11:11:55 AM

The value and importance of conserving species and ensuring biodiversity is an accepted axiom of the 21st century.
The importance of a keystone predator such as the red wolf to a balanced and resilient ecosystem is undeniable. That
our policies should be motivated by these basic scientific principles is a must.

On September 12, 2016, USFWS published its long-awaited Red Wolf Program Review. The agency proposes a
new rule that significantly changes the size, scope and management of the current red wolf recovery program. The
rule includes USFWS’s plan to pull the last wild red wolves from most of their range in North Carolina to put them
in captivity. Ironically, the federal agency claimed its decision was "based on the best and latest scientific
information" from the red wolf Population Viability Analysis (PVA).

But the very scientists who drafted the PVA charge that USFWS based its plan on “many alarming
misinterpretations” of their scientific analysis and warn that USFWS's plan “will no doubt result in the extinction of
red wolves in the wild.” In a letter they ask the agency to "edit or append" its decision.

There is a perceived notion that red wolf recovery is a local or regional issue and that only the residents of North
Carolina are seemingly impacted by the results of this review. In fact, endangered species recovery is a matter of
pride and concern for all U.S. citizens and taxpayers. Thus, this issue is not exclusive to North Carolina. USFWS's
proposals set a dangerous precedent.  By succumbing to political pressure, the federal agency is allowing a state to
dictate endangered species policy instead of adhering to proven scientific principles and practices.

We must do what science says. USFWS's singular focus on the captive red wolf population will result in the
extinction of red wolves in the wild. USFWS is charged by federal law with protecting endangered species. Thus
USFWS needs to recommit to red wolf recovery in the wild.

Kathryn Rittenhour
2234 11th St
coralville, IA 52241
US

mailto:krittenhour@gmail.com
mailto:jim_kurth@fws.gov


From: Google Calendar on behalf of Todd Willens
To: greg j sheehan@fws.gov
Subject: Accepted: Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice ... @ Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am - 9:45am

(EDT) (greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

Todd Willens has accepted this invitation.
Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice of the red wolf proposal - Rm 3358
Below is the schedule so far. There are still a few details being ironed out and I hope to send you a final clean schedule shortly. When you get a chance,
can you please let me know what number Senator Burr should use to call Greg? 
9:30 a m - Senator Tillis
Call may include Todd Willens, TBD shortly
Senator's conference line:  Conference ID: 
10:00 a.m. - Congressman Rouzer 
Call details TBD
10:45 a.m. - Senator Burr
Senator to call Greg at 2 5
Thank you,
Alyssa

When Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am – 9:45am Eastern Time 
Where Rm 3358 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q=Rm+3358&hl=en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman <https://hangouts.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman?
hceid=Z3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg.62fdddudqs4aclr4vt2b8rfnr4>  
Calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
Who • greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov - organizer 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - creator 
• alyssa_hausman@fws.gov 
• martin_kodis@fws.gov 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• barbara_wainman@fws.gov - optional 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov - optional 
• angela_gustavson@fws.gov - optional 
• gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
 
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitation replies on calendar
greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More
<https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 

Ex (b)(5) 
CIP

Ex (b)
5) 

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: Frazer, Gary
To: Virginia Johnson; Maureen Foster; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Steve Guertin; Juliette Lillie; Megan Apgar;

Megan Bloomgren; Ann Navaro; BENJAMIN JESUP; Matt Huggler; Charisa Morris
Cc: Gina Shultz; Bridget Fahey; Jeff Newman; Lois Wellman
Subject: Agenda and briefing papers for ES Weekly FR Package Briefing
Date: Wednesday, February 15, 2017 6:28:31 AM
Attachments: Agenda 02.15.2017.docx

FR2833 CH 2 MT stoneflies.docx
FR2835 Listing 2 MT stoneflies.docx
FR2786 Listing 2 Australian parrots.docx
FRxxxx Petition 90 day batched.docx
FR2856 Petition Bone Cave harvestman.docx
FRxxxx Listing manatee.docx
FR2844 Notice US-Russia polar bear.docx
FR2838 ANPR red wolf NEP.docx
FR2840 HCP Hoopeston wind farm.docx
FR2834 HCP Coral Reef Commons.docx
FR2811 HCP Heart of Texas.docx
FR2832 HCP Am burying beetle.docx
FR2863 HCP Lake and Volusia Co.docx
FR2861 draft RP yellowcheek darter.pdf
FR2839 draft RP giant garter snake.docx
FR2821 SHORTGRASS BP (sp and ses).docx
2864 Notice permit Louisville Zoo.pdf

Attached is the agenda and the briefing papers for the packages that we will discuss today.  

Virginia, Maureen, and Casey, we will get you hard copies today and, in the future, will
deliver hard copies of the agenda and briefing papers at least 2 business days ahead of the
weekly briefing.  

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646



From: Gustavson, Angela
To: Angela Gustavson
Subject: Congressional Affairs Update
Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 2:53:19 PM
Attachments: 6.15.18.docx

Good afternoon, 

The Congressional Affairs Update for this week is attached. 

This week, the Service testified at a House Natural Resources field hearing in Michigan
on management of cormorants in the Great Lakes region. 
The Senate continued debate on the NDAA and is scheduled to vote on final passage of
the bill next week. 
The Senate Agriculture Committee approved the Farm bill this week. 
The House Natural Resources Committee approved legislation that would adopt nearly
all of the Coastal Barrier Resources System digital pilot project maps. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee approved the FY 2019 Interior appropriations
bill. 
Next week, the Service will testify at a Senate Indian Affairs oversight hearing on
subsistence activities. 

Have a good weekend,

Angela

Angela Gustavson
Deputy Chief
Division of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office: 703-358-2253
Mobile: 202-909-5105
angela_gustavson@fws.gov



From: Gustavson, Angela
To: Angela Gustavson
Subject: Congressional Meeting Memo
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 2:55:19 PM
Attachments: MM February 27.docx

Good afternoon, 

The Congressional Meeting Memo for this week is attached. 

Angela

Angela Gustavson
Deputy Chief
Division of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office: 703-358-2253
Mobile: 202-909-5105
angela_gustavson@fws.gov



From: Gustavson, Angela
To: Angela Gustavson
Subject: Congressional Meeting Memo
Date: Monday, June 12, 2017 2:19:36 PM
Attachments: MM June 12.docx

Good afternoon, 

The Congressional Meeting Memo for this week is attached. 

Angela

Angela Gustavson
Deputy Chief
Division of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office: 703-358-2253
Mobile: 202-909-5105
angela_gustavson@fws.gov



From: Willens, Todd
To: Greg Sheehan; Olivia Ferriter
Subject: Fwd: FWS ESA Capability Statements
Date: Thursday, October 12, 2017 4:07:59 PM
Attachments: S-FWS - 8 - ES Red Wolves Report Language Final.docx

S-FWS - 25 - ES Red Wolves Bill Language Final.docx

Greg,

I read this as not being consistent with our policy on red wolves. Can you please edit and
resubmit to Olivia to reflect where we are on this issue.  Thank you 

"This language would bar the Service from carrying out any of the responsibilities associated
with implementing the provisions of the non-essential experimental red wolf population rule,
which provides management flexibility and authorizes take for management purposes,
depredation, and nuisance behaviors. Under the ESA an experimental population designation
provides more management flexibility to accommodate landowners than does a normal listing.
Thus, this language would prohibit the Service from providing landowners in eastern North
Carolina regulatory relief as intended by the rule. "
 
Todd Willens
Assistant Deputy Secretary
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 6116
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-6291

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



From: Morris, Charisa
To: Larrabee, Jason
Subject: Fwd: NEED YOUR HELP: Spring 2018 Unif Agenda input/DUE ASAP: New RIN forms
Date: Friday, February 2, 2018 3:39:27 PM
Attachments: Approval Request for New RIN (non-ESA Rule) (eff 07-01-17).docx

Approval Request for New RIN (ESA Rule) (eff 07-01-17).docx
FWS Agenda Review Reports as of 1-31-18.pdf
Unified Agenda Spring 2018 Data Call from PPM.docx

FYI - I know Maureen has given you a heads up, but I wanted to reiterate that we are VERY
desperate for this package.  If you can send it this way, our folks can do the work they need
over the weekend to be successful for next week's unexpectedly rapid 2/9 deadline.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Morris, Charisa <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Feb 1, 2018 at 4:00 PM
Subject: NEED YOUR HELP: Spring 2018 Unif Agenda input/DUE ASAP: New RIN forms
To: "Foster, Maureen" <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>, Wendy Fink
<wendy_r_fink@ios.doi.gov>, Tasha Robbins <tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Kashyap Patel <kashyap_patel@fws.gov>

Hi Maureen and Wendy and Tasha!

We just discovered today that we need to get input on the 2018 Spring Unified Agenda to
Exec Sec by next Friday.  This is a very large project with a very quick turnaround (very large
for FWS due to us having more rules/regs/notices than other bureaus). 

FWP currently has the RIN package (DCN 067270) that PPM now needs back in a hurry so
they can know which forms have been approved; without this information, they cannot start
entering data into ROCIS to generate the RINs (and the paper Agenda forms that you are used
to seeing). We will be sending FWP another similar package as soon as we hear back from all the programs. 

As you can see from the email we sent yesterday below (we only received word yesterday of this ask), we are scrambling to
make this deadline.

Anything you can do to help would be appreciated!  We want to get this in on time.

Please help,
Charisa

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Prigan, Sara <sara_prigan@fws.gov>
Date: Wed, Jan 31, 2018 at 4:23 PM
Subject: DUE FEB 2: Spring 2018 Unif Agenda input/DUE ASAP: New RIN forms
To: Gina Shultz <Gina_Shultz@fws.gov>, Mark Phillips <mark_phillips@fws.gov>, Eric
Kershner <eric_kershner@fws.gov>, Ronald Kokel <ronald_kokel@fws.gov>, Lisa Van
Alstyne <lisa_van_alstyne@fws.gov>, Peter Barlow <peter_barlow@fws.gov>, Julie Jackson
<julie_jackson@fws.gov>, Clifton Horton <clifton_horton@fws.gov>, Theo Matuskowitz
<theo_matuskowitz@fws.gov>, Jeffery Donahoe <jeffery_donahoe@fws.gov>, Katherine
Spomer <katherine_spomer@fws.gov>, Rosemarie Gnam <rosemarie_gnam@fws.gov>,
Megan Kelhart <megan_kelhart@fws.gov>
Cc: Anissa Craghead <Anissa Craghead@fws.gov>, "Wilkinson, Susan"



<susan_wilkinson@fws.gov>, Katherine Garrity <katherine_garrity@fws.gov>

Good Afternoon --

 

The Office of the Executive Secretariat and Regulatory Affairs (OES) has requested our input
for the spring 2018 Semiannual Agenda of Regulatory and Deregulatory Actions (aka Unified
Agenda). The Unified Agenda includes rules which have already been published and rules
which we plan to propose from now through April 2019. 

 

To meet OES’s deadline, we ask that Service program offices provide their input for this
report to Sara Prigan in the Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs
(PPM), no later than Friday, February 2, 2018. We apologize for the short deadline, but we
just received this data request from OES today.  

We ask you to update existing regulatory actions in the same manner as before -- by reviewing
and updating existing Agenda review reports, attached (FWS Agenda Review Reports as of
1-31-18.pdf).

 

We may include only actions that have a current Regulation Identifier Number (RIN). If you
need to request a new RIN, please fill out the appropriate form below, and email it Susan
Wilkinson and Anissa Craghead as soon as possible:

·       Approval Request for New RIN (ESA Rule) (eff 07-01-17).docx

·       Approval Request for New RIN (non-ESA Rule) (eff  07-01-17).docx

 

We are simultaneously in the process of collecting input for the Quarterly Regulatory Report
(90-day list) for the third quarter of fiscal year 2018. Please make sure your contributions
for these two data calls match--especially dates and designations of significance.

 

If you have any questions about this request, please contact Susan Wilkinson at (703) 358-
2506 (phone) or susan_wilkinson@fws.gov (email), Anissa Craghead at 703-358-2445
(phone) or Anissa_Craghead@fws.gov, or Sara Prigan at (703) 358-2508 (phone) or
sara_prigan@fws.gov (email).

Please see the attached file (Unified Agenda Spring 2018 Data Call from PPM.docx) for



more about the data call, and stay tuned for possible further instructions we may receive from
OES.

Thanks,

Sara Prigan
Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: BPHC
Falls Church, VA  22041-3808
Telephone:  703-358-2508
Cell phone/text:  301-580-6520

-- 
Thanks,

Sara Prigan
Division of Policy, Performance, and Management Programs
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: BPHC
Falls Church, VA  22041-3808
Telephone:  703-358-2508
Cell phone/text:  301-580-6520

-- 
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: 

-- 
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: 

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: Larrabee, Jason
To: Zach Gambill
Subject: Fwd: North Carolina Red Wolf Program in President"s Budget
Date: Wednesday, March 7, 2018 9:21:25 AM

Zach,
can you track this down for me, please?

Jason Larrabee
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Whitson, Ian <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: Wed, Mar 7, 2018 at 10:28 AM
Subject: North Carolina Red Wolf Program in President's Budget
To: Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>

Jason,

 

I hope that you’re doing well this morning. My boss, Congressman Rouzer, asked me this
morning if the North Carolina Red Wolf Program was zeroed out in the President’s FY19
Budget proposal? I have been trying to track it down online but have not been able to find
specific line items for Fish and Wildlife in the budget that has been posted.

 

Any help you could provide would be greatly appreciated.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson

Legislative Assistant

Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)

424 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515



(202) 225-2731

 



From: Larrabee, Jason
To: Michael Gale
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 10, 2017 7:16:01 AM

Hi Michael,
I received an out of office from Charisa. Would you please queue up for delivery next week.  Thank you.

Jason Larrabee
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: Sat, Nov 4, 2017 at 3:34 PM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>

We'll shoot to have an update for you on Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:33 PM, Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

I also flagged this to Marty last week from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot of
interest waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the
Freedom of Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:



From: "Whitson, Ian" <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

Jason,

 

I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out
in the hopes that you could help me track down an
answer for my boss, Rep. Rouzer from NC, about the
Red Wolf Program. Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met with
Sec. Zinke to discuss the Red Wolf Program in eastern
NC and how it was impacting landowners. USFWS had
said there would be an announcement regarding this
program in October and the Congressman was
wondering what the status of that was?

 

Any and all help that you could provide would be greatly
appreciated. Thank you for looking into this for us.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson

Legislative Assistant

Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)

424 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-2731

 



From: Jason Larrabee
To: charisa morris@fws.gov; Maureen Foster
Cc: Micah Chambers
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 3, 2017 7:25:45 PM

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the Freedom of Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Whitson, Ian" <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov" <Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

Jason,
 
I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out in the hopes that you could help
me track down an answer for my boss, Rep. Rouzer from NC, about the Red Wolf
Program. Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met with Sec. Zinke to discuss the Red Wolf
Program in eastern NC and how it was impacting landowners. USFWS had said there
would be an announcement regarding this program in October and the Congressman
was wondering what the status of that was?
 
Any and all help that you could provide would be greatly appreciated. Thank you for
looking into this for us.
 
Best,
 
Ian Whitson
Legislative Assistant
Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)
424 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
(202) 225-2731
 



From: Charisa Morris
To: jason larrabee@ios.doi.gov
Cc: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; Maureen Foster; Barbara Wainman
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:36:33 AM

Good morning, Jason-

We have definitely been diligently attempting to chase down a firm answer for you this past
week, and while we have gotten a lot of information, we have not received the answer to your
question regarding the announcement date.

I sent the red wolf thread below to Maureen yesterday. According to EA, the date of the
announcement will be determined after a meeting we have scheduled for next Friday (11/17)
with the assistant regional director for endangered species in our Southeast region, Leo
Miranda.

I've entered this as an item on our check-in agenda for next week, in case there is any
evolution between now and then. 

I will be out of the country this afternoon through Friday, but Barbara (copied) has this issue
square in her sights. 

Have a great weekend,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Morris, Charisa" <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: November 9, 2017 at 5:05:43 PM EST
To: "Foster, Maureen" <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Michael Gale <michael_gale@fws.gov>, Kashyap Patel
<kashyap_patel@fws.gov>,  Zachariah Gambill <zachariah_gambill@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

RE: red wolves
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Wainman, Barbara <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>

this should answer Jason's question



Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kodis, Martin <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:35 PM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: "Wainman, Barbara" <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>

Hi Barbara,

Sorry for the delay, wanted to be sure I got the best info.

Possible announcement could be soon but it depends on Greg after he reviews
materials.  Right now, the subject of the announcement is still in the region.  It's
coming here soon and Leo from R4 is apparently meeting with Greg in person
next week on it (Friday - is Greg back from Africa by then?).

The products we're talking about are the Species Status Assessment and the 5
Year Review.  We've missed at least a couple of target dates; most recently, we
said they'd be ready in October 2017, but missed that.  Another pending
announcement (farther out) would be scoping of potential sites for future
reintroduction (the kickoff would be conceptual - not proposing specific sites,
from what we heard from the region).  

Hope that helps.

Marty

On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 1:15 PM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do we have an update on the timing of the red wolf announcement? Is it soon?

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)



On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 10:57 AM, Morris, Charisa <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
wrote:

Does this answer his question about timing for red wolves? Did this come up
at the FWP check in on Tuesday (I don't remember it popping up) - just want
to make sure this loop is closed.

On Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:54 AM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

FYI does this work for Jason as well I will also forward the pamplet

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Martin Kodis <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:34 AM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Barbara Wainman <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>
Cc: matthew_huggler@fws.gov, Angela Gustavson
<angela_gustavson@fws.gov>, Alyssa Hausman
<alyssa_hausman@fws.gov>

Good morning Barbara,

Per the email below, Micah asked for an update on wolves.  This is the info
Alyssa put together for Micah, I am planning to send it today to him.

Red wolves are listed as endangered and exist in the wild as a non-essential,
experimental population (NEP) in eastern NC. In September 2016, after a
review of the red wolf recovery program, FWS announced plans to propose
changes to the NEP management, expand the captive population, and revise
the recovery plan. One of the biggest things we're focused on is securing the
genetic diversity of the species. We also announced that we would focus on
recovery efforts on public lands.  

Currently, we are working to complete a Species Status Assessment (SSA)
and a five-year status review for the red wolf.  The SSA is the
foundational biological document that Endangered Species Act (ESA)
decisions for the species depend upon.  As for the five-year review, the
ESA requires the Service to solicit new scientific and commercial data
every five years to determine whether the status of a listed species has
changed since the time of its listing or last status review. 



We expect to complete both the SSA and five-year review in the near
future.  

We also are working on revising the NEP's 10(j) rule for red wolf so that it
aligns with the recommended scope and goals announced last September. 
The 10(j) rule established the NEP in eastern North  Carolina. 
This proposed action will go through appropriate environmental review and
public comment. FWS had a public scoping period this spring with public
meetings in NC to to discuss the future management of the NEP. The
meetings were a  step in the process for citizens to provide their perspective
and comments on an environmental assessment focusing on potential
changes to the  management of red wolves. 

A pamphlet (updated in June) outlines next steps well, but the target dates
listed are no longer accurate. I will send you that pamphlet later this
morning.  The steps laid out in the pamphlet are:

- Complete Species Status Assessment (SSA) to guide future recovery
efforts
- Complete the 5-year review
- Determining where potential new sites exist for additional
experimental wild populations
-  Securing the captive red wolf population by working with its partners
to increase capacity (Securing refers to prevent further loss of genetic
diversity)
-  Proposing a new rule to revise the scope and goals for the existing
experimental population to apply only federal lands within Dare County
where stable packs currently exist. This proposed action will go through
appropriate environmental review and public comment.

Thanks,

Marty

Sent from my iPad

On Nov 4, 2017, at 7:20 PM, Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do you have an update on this for Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: November 4, 2017 at 3:35:55 PM EDT
To: Barbara Wainman



<barbara_wainman@fws.gov>, Matthew Huggler
<Matthew_Huggler@fws.gov>,  Michael Oetker
<michael_oetker@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North
Carolina

Good afternoon!

Please see the inquiry about the timing of a red
wolf announcement- can we clarify expectations
for Jason et al on Monday am?

Thanks,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Micah Chambers
<micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>
Date: November 3, 2017 at 9:33:19
PM EDT
To: Jason Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: "charisa_morris@fws.gov"
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>, Maureen
Foster <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in
North Carolina

I also flagged this to Marty last week
from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot
of interest waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason
Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy
the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife



and Parks
***Please note all emails
sent and received are
subject to the Freedom of
Information Act***

Begin forwarded
message:

From:
"Whitson,
Ian"
<Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date:
November 2,
2017 at
11:22:04 AM
EDT
To:
"Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red
Wolf
Program in
North
Carolina

Jason,

 

I hope you
are doing
well this
week. I was
reaching out
in the hopes
that you
could help
me track
down an
answer for
my boss,
Rep. Rouzer
from NC,
about the Red
Wolf
Program.
Back in June,



Rep. Rouzer
met with Sec.
Zinke to
discuss the
Red Wolf
Program in
eastern NC
and how it
was
impacting
landowners.
USFWS had
said there
would be an
announcement
regarding this
program in
October and
the
Congressman
was
wondering
what the
status of that
was?

 

Any and all
help that you
could provide
would be
greatly
appreciated.
Thank you
for looking
into this for
us.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson

Legislative
Assistant

Office of
Congressman



David Rouzer
(NC-7)

424 Cannon
House Office
Building

Washington,
D.C. 20515

(202) 225-2731

 

-- 
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: 

-- 
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

-- 
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: 

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: Willens, Todd
To: Casey Stemler
Subject: Fwd: Senate Capability Statements
Date: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 4:10:19 PM
Attachments: S- FWS - 18 - ES Gray Wolves in Wyoming Final.docx

S-FWS - 22 - ES Governor Approval of listing Final bcj comments 9.26.17.docx
S-FWS - 8 - ES Red Wolves Report Language Final 9.26.17.docx
S-FWS - 25 - ES Red Wolves Bill Language Final (1).docx

Can you look at these.  

Todd Willens
Assistant Deputy Secretary
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 6116
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-6291

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Fink, Wendy <wendy_r_fink@ios.doi.gov>
Date: Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 3:43 PM
Subject: Fwd: Senate Capability Statements
To: Todd Willens <todd_willens@ios.doi.gov>

Attached below are four capability statements in which the Department's budget office is
seeking ASFWP clearance.  

Wendy
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Chris Nolin <chris_nolin@fws.gov>
Date: Tue, Sep 26, 2017 at 12:31 PM
Subject: Fwd: Senate Capability Statements
To: maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov, wendy_r_fink@ios.doi.gov

Here are the capability statements that need to be cleared. Thanks for your help!

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nolin, Chris" <chris_nolin@fws.gov>
Date: September 13, 2017 at 11:37:14 AM EDT
To: Charisa Morris <Charisa_Morris@fws.gov>, Stephen Guertin
<stephen_guertin@fws.gov>
Subject: Senate Capability Statements



Hi -

The Department Budget Office is asking once again that we try to clear the
attached capability statements with FWP.

Can you see if we can get them cleared? 

Thanks!

-- 
Chris Nolin
Budget Officer
US Fish & Wildlife Service
703-358-2343 desk 
240-305-0490 cell
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters
MS:  BPHC
5275 Leesburg Pike
Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

-- 

Wendy R. Fink

Counselor to the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C St NW | MS 3145 | Washington D.C. 20240
P|202.208.4615



From: Foster, Maureen
To: Gareth Rees
Cc: Virginia Johnson; Casey Hammond; Charisa Morris
Subject: FWS weekly report
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2017 5:09:39 PM
Attachments: FWS Weekly 2017-02-08 final.docx

Gareth:

I apologize for the delay in submitting the report.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Maureen
__________________________________
Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary 
  for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
1849 C Street, NW, Room 3161
Washington, DC 20240

202.208.5970 (desk)
202.208.4416 (main)

Maureen_Foster@ios.doi.gov
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WEEKLY REPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 
February 8, 2017  

 
Week Ahead Schedule of Meetings, Hearings, and Travel 
 
Acting Director Jim Kurth has no travel planned through February 17.   
 
 
Hot Topics 
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Marine Mammal Protection Act Actions: 

February: 

 

 

 

 
 

Endangered Species Act Recovery Actions: 

February: 
Santa Ana sucker draft recovery plan:  In February, FWS will publish, once cleared, a notice of 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Red wolf notice: In February, FWS will publish a notice of intent that the bureau will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in conjunction with a proposed rule to revise the existing 
nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina. This notice 
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announces FWS’ intention to revise the designation under section 10(j) of the ESA and the 
initiation of a public scoping process to identify issues and concerns, potential impacts, and 
possible alternatives to the proposed action. Controversial. Outreach planned upon Reading 
Room publication. R4 (Southeast Region) 
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From: Morris, Charisa
To: Foster, Maureen; Virginia Johnson
Cc: Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Stephen Guertin
Subject: FWS Weekly Secretarial Report
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 4:25:27 PM
Attachments: FWS Weekly 2017-03-01.docx

Good evening, Maureen and Virginia-

Our draft FWS Weekly Secretarial Report is attached.

Many 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: Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP
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WEEKLY REPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 
March 1, 2017  
 
Week Ahead Schedule of Meetings, Hearings, and Travel 
 
Acting Director Jim Kurth will be attending the 82nd North American Wildlife and Natural 
Resources Conference March 4-11 in Spokane, Washington.  
 
Hot Topics 
 
White-Nose Syndrome 

 
 

 
Monarch Butterfly Conservation 
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Red wolf notice – Once cleared, FWS will publish a notice of intent that it will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in conjunction with a proposed rule to revise the existing 
nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina. The proposed 
rule, and the preferred action in the EIS, would revise the existing experimental population rule 
to apply only to the Dare County Bombing Range and Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge, 
where stable packs exist on federal lands. FWS expects to make a final decision on the proposed 
action, which will change the scope of and goals for the experimental population, by December 
2017. The notice announces FWS’ intention to revise the designation under section 10(j) of the 
ESA and the initiation of a public scoping process to identify issues and concerns, potential 
impacts, and possible alternatives to the proposed action. Outreach planned upon Reading Room 
publication. Controversial. (R4 – Southeast Region) 
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From: Morris, Charisa
To: Foster, Maureen; Virginia Johnson
Cc: Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Stephen Guertin
Subject: FWS Weekly Secretarial Report
Date: Tuesday, March 14, 2017 11:49:28 AM
Attachments: FWS2017-03-14.docx

Good afternoon-

The FWS Weekly Secretarial Report is attached. Please let me know if you have any
questions.

Many 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: Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP



WEEKLY REPORT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR / U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
March 14, 2017  
 
Week Ahead Schedule of Meetings, Hearings, and Travel 

No travel is scheduled for Jim Kurth, the acting director. 
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Endangered Species Act Recovery Actions 

In April, FWS plans to announce proposed changes to the red wolf recovery program in North 
Carolina. Red wolves are listed as endangered and have been released under a special 
“nonessential experimental” designation under the ESA. The program is highly controversial and 
has been under review in recent months. Accordingly, FWS plans to publish a notice of intent 
that it will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement in conjunction with a proposed rule to 
shrink the existing experimental population boundary to encompass only the Dare County 
Bombing Range and Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge, where stable packs exist on 
federal lands. FWS expects to make a final decision on the proposed action by December 2017. 
Public scoping meetings are also being scheduled as a means of engaging the public in the 
process. Outreach is planned. Controversial.  
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Latest Version, attached.  Also attached is a rundown of the members and topics Ben Tuggle
plans to address during his hill visits.  This is an annual visit during which he touches on as
many relevant subjects with as many people as possible - too many to list in the blurb, so I
kept it generic by just specifying it is an annual courtesy visit.

-- 
Charisa_Morris@fws.gov | Chief of Staff, Office of the Director | U.S. Fish & Wildlife
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Week Ahead Schedule of Meetings, Hearings, and Travel 
 
Acting Director Jim Kurth has no travel planned through February 17.   
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Red wolf notice: In February, FWS will publish a notice of intent that the bureau will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in conjunction with a proposed rule to revise the existing 
nonessential experimental population designation of red wolves in North Carolina. This notice 
announces FWS’ intention to revise the designation under section 10(j) of the ESA and the 
initiation of a public scoping process to identify issues and concerns, potential impacts, and 
possible alternatives to the proposed action. Controversial. Outreach planned upon Reading 
Room publication. R4 (Southeast Region) 
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From: gareth_rees@ios doi gov
To: james cason@ os.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; scott hommel@ios.doi.gov; daniel jorjani@ os.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov;

downey magallanes@ os.doi.gov
Cc: gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios doi gov; nancy_guiden@ios doi gov; tasha_l_robbins@ios doi gov
Subject: Invitation: Internal Br ef ng on Red Wolf Recovery Program @ Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm - 5:45pm (maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4YTViZjg1NjE2NDNiYWY3MDRlYjM0ZTY5MWU3MDI1OTI5NmNjOWQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program
When Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm – 5:45pm Eastern Time 
Where Room 6120 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Room 6120&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees <https://plus google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees?hceid Z2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.vib7q48kar9j5pdqmejv0aotbc>  
Calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• scott_hommel@ios.doi.gov 
• daniel_jorjani@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios doi.gov 
• gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• nancy_guiden@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4YTViZjg1NjE2NDNiYWY3MDRlYjM0ZTY5MWU3MDI1OTI NmNjOWQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4YTViZjg1NjE2NDNiYWY3MDRlYjM0ZTY5MWU3MDI1OTI NmNjOWQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4YTViZjg1NjE2NDNiYWY3MDRlYjM0ZTY5MWU3MDI1OTI NmNjOWQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4YTViZjg1NjE2NDNiYWY3MDRlYjM0ZTY5MWU3MDI1OTI5NmNjOWQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gareth rees@ios.doi.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; daniel jorjani@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; scott hommel@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ os.doi.gov;

james cason@ os.doi.gov
Cc: gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios doi gov; nancy_guiden@ios doi gov; tasha_l_robbins@ios doi gov
Subject: Invitat on: Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program @ Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm - 5:45pm (casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2YWVmNDZlMmE2MzQzNTczYTZiNDVlNTRkOWFhZmIxOTQ3MGEzMzUy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program
When Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm – 5:45pm Eastern Time 
Where Room 6120 (map <https://maps.google com/maps?q Room 6120&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees?hceid Z2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.vib7q48kar9j5pdqmejv0aotbc>  
Calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• daniel_jorjani@ios.doi gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• scott_hommel@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• nancy_guiden@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2YWVmNDZlMmE2MzQzNTczYTZiNDVlNTRkOWFhZmIxOTQ3MGEzMzUy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2YWVmNDZlMmE2MzQzNTczYTZiNDVlNTRkOWFhZmIxOTQ3MGEzMzUy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2YWVmNDZlMmE2MzQzNTczYTZiNDVlNTRkOWFhZmIxOTQ3MGEzMzUy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2YWVmNDZlMmE2MzQzNTczYTZiNDVlNTRkOWFhZmIxOTQ3MGEzMzUy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gareth rees@ios.doi.gov
To: gary frazer@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov; james cason@ os.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; scott hommel@ os.doi.gov;

daniel jorjani@ios.doi.gov
Cc: gisella ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov; nancy guiden@ios.doi.gov; tasha l robb ns@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Inv tation: Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program @ Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm - 5:45pm (tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdGFzaGFfbF9yb2JiaW5zQGlvcy kb2kuZ292&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjJkZTQ1Njg1OWZiZGJjNzk1YjcwOTM2Nzk2NmQ2M2E3ZTIyMGQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program
When Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm – 5:45pm Eastern Time 
Where Room 6120 (map <https://maps.google com/maps?q Room 6120&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees?hceid Z2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.vib7q48kar9j5pdqmejv0aotbc>  
Calendar tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• scott_hommel@ios.doi.gov 
• daniel_jorjani@ios.doi.gov 
• gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• nancy_guiden@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdGFzaGFfbF9yb2JiaW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 1&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjJkZTQ1Njg1OWZiZGJjNzk1YjcwOTM2Nzk2NmQ2M2E3ZTIyMGQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdGFzaGFfbF9yb2JiaW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 3&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjJkZTQ1Njg1OWZiZGJjNzk1YjcwOTM2Nzk2NmQ2M2E3ZTIyMGQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdGFzaGFfbF9yb2JiaW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 2&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjJkZTQ1Njg1OWZiZGJjNzk1YjcwOTM2Nzk2NmQ2M2E3ZTIyMGQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdGFzaGFfbF9yb2JiaW5zQGlvcy kb2kuZ292&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjJkZTQ1Njg1OWZiZGJjNzk1YjcwOTM2Nzk2NmQ2M2E3ZTIyMGQy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gareth_rees@ios doi gov
To: james cason@ os.doi.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; daniel jorjani@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; scott hommel@ios.doi.gov
Cc: nancy guiden@ios.doi.gov; gisella ojeda-dodds@ os.doi.gov; tasha l robbins@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Inv tation: Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program @ Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm - 5:45pm (virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZlYzhkNDFkNGE4ZDI0MTg3ZDMyMTBmMTYyMGQ4NDFhMmMzNmI2NDgz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program
When Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm – 5:45pm Eastern Time 
Where Room 6120 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Room 6120&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees?hceid Z2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.vib7q48kar9j5pdqmejv0aotbc>  
Calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gareth_rees@ios.doi gov - organizer 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• daniel_jorjani@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi gov 
• scott_hommel@ios.doi.gov 
• nancy_guiden@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZlYzhkNDFkNGE4ZDI0MTg3ZDMyMTBmMTYyMGQ4NDFhMmMzNmI2NDgz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZlYzhkNDFkNGE4ZDI0MTg3ZDMyMTBmMTYyMGQ4NDFhMmMzNmI2NDgz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZlYzhkNDFkNGE4ZDI0MTg3ZDMyMTBmMTYyMGQ4NDFhMmMzNmI2NDgz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZlYzhkNDFkNGE4ZDI0MTg3ZDMyMTBmMTYyMGQ4NDFhMmMzNmI2NDgz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gareth rees@ios.doi.gov
To: gary frazer@fws.gov; maureen foster@ os.doi.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; daniel jorjani@ios.doi.gov; juliette lillie@ios.doi.gov; scott hommel@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov;

casey_hammond@ios doi gov; virginia_johnson@ios doi gov
Cc: nancy guiden@ios.doi.gov; tasha l robb ns@ios.doi.gov; gisella ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Invitation: Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program @ Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm - 5:45pm (jul ette_lill e@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMganVsaWV0dGVfbGlsbGllQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiNGEyMjEwNTk3YTVkYWJkOGM1OThjM2E3YzUwZDJlMzhlNjMyZDVj&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Internal Briefing on Red Wolf Recovery Program
When Wed Mar 22, 2017 5pm – 5:45pm Eastern Time 
Where Room 6120 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Room 6120&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gareth-rees?hceid Z2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.vib7q48kar9j5pdqmejv0aotbc>  
Calendar juliette_lillie@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• daniel_jorjani@ios.doi.gov 
• juliette_lillie@ios.doi gov 
• scott_hommel@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• nancy_guiden@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• tasha_l_robbins@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMganVsaWV0dGVfbGlsbGllQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 1&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiNGEyMjEwNTk3YTVkYWJkOGM1OThjM2E3YzUwZDJlMzhlNjMyZDVj&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMganVsaWV0dGVfbGlsbGllQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 3&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiNGEyMjEwNTk3YTVkYWJkOGM1OThjM2E3YzUwZDJlMzhlNjMyZDVj&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMganVsaWV0dGVfbGlsbGllQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 2&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiNGEyMjEwNTk3YTVkYWJkOGM1OThjM2E3YzUwZDJlMzhlNjMyZDVj&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dmliN3E0OGthcjlqNXBkcW1lanYwYW90YmMganVsaWV0dGVfbGlsbGllQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjMjZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiNGEyMjEwNTk3YTVkYWJkOGM1OThjM2E3YzUwZDJlMzhlNjMyZDVj&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account juliette_lillie@ios doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar juliette_lillie@ios.doi gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: casey hammond@ os.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; russe l roddy@ios.doi.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; jean parrish@ os.doi.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Invitat on: NOTE: New title and agenda items added -- Briefing on Pen... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y3MTkxOWM3OGFjNGY2MjJmMzM0ZGMzMTkyMTZiMTc0Yzg5M2M2MjMz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

NOTE: New title and agenda items added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
-Clearance of report to Congress on pesticide consultations
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y3MTkxOWM3OGFjNGY2MjJmMzM0ZGMzMTkyMTZiMTc0Yzg5M2M2MjMz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y3MTkxOWM3OGFjNGY2MjJmMzM0ZGMzMTkyMTZiMTc0Yzg5M2M2MjMz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y3MTkxOWM3OGFjNGY2MjJmMzM0ZGMzMTkyMTZiMTc0Yzg5M2M2MjMz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y3MTkxOWM3OGFjNGY2MjJmMzM0ZGMzMTkyMTZiMTc0Yzg5M2M2MjMz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: greg j sheehan@fws.gov
To: martin_kod s@fws gov; todd_willens@ios doi gov; alyssa_hausman@fws gov
Cc: gareth rees@ios.doi.gov; barbara wainman@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; angela gustavson@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice ... @ Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am - 9:45am (EDT) (gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdmE0OWE5ODU1ZGMyZGZiNTQxZjZiMzI5ZWIwMDY1YjA5MzEyNGNhODE&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice of the red wolf proposal - Rm 3358
Below is the schedule so far. There are still a few details being ironed out and I hope to send you a final clean schedule shortly. When you get a chance, can you please let me know what number Senator Burr should use to call Greg? 
9:30 a.m - Senator Tillis
Call may include Todd Willens, TBD shortly
Senator's conference line  Conference ID: 
10:00 a.m. - Congressman Rouzer 
Call details TBD
10:45 a.m. - Senator Burr
Senator to call Greg a
Thank you,
Alyssa

When Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am – 9:45am Eastern Time 
Where Rm 33 8 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Rm 3358&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman?hceid Z3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg.62fdddudqs4aclr4vt2b8rfnr4>  
Calendar gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov 
Who • greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov - organizer 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - creator 
• martin_kodis@fws.gov 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• alyssa_hausman@fws.gov 
• gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• barbara_wainman@fws.gov - optional 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov - optional 
• angela_gustavson@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdmE0OWE5ODU1ZGMyZGZiNTQxZjZiMzI5ZWIwMDY1YjA5MzEyNGNhODE&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdmE0OWE5ODU1ZGMyZGZiNTQxZjZiMzI5ZWIwMDY1YjA5MzEyNGNhODE&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdmE0OWE5ODU1ZGMyZGZiNTQxZjZiMzI5ZWIwMDY1YjA5MzEyNGNhODE&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgZ2FyZXRoX3JlZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdmE0OWE5ODU1ZGMyZGZiNTQxZjZiMzI5ZWIwMDY1YjA5MzEyNGNhODE&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account gareth_rees@ios doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar gareth_rees@ios.doi gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 

Ex (b)
 

Ex 

 



From: greg_j_sheehan@fws gov
To: martin kod s@fws.gov; alyssa hausman@fws.gov; todd willens@ios.doi.gov
Cc: angela gustavson@fws.gov; barbara wainman@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; gareth rees@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Invitat on: Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice ... @ Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am - 9:45am (EDT) (todd_willens@ os.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgdG9kZF93aWxsZW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjBhY2NhYzBlZGY1ZWIzNmNlODE3OGViZTYzMTZmMTZkMDYxZmY1MWQ&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice of the red wolf proposal - Rm 3358
Below is the schedule so far. There are still a few details being ironed out and I hope to send you a final clean schedule shortly. When you get a chance, can you please let me know what number Senator Burr should use to call Greg? 
9:30 a.m - Senator Tillis
Call may include Todd Willens, TBD shortly
Senator's conference line  Conference ID: 
10:00 a.m. - Congressman Rouzer 
Call details TBD
10:45 a.m. - Senator Burr
Senator to call Greg a
Thank you,
Alyssa

When Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am – 9:45am Eastern Time 
Where Rm 33 8 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Rm 3358&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman?hceid Z3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg.62fdddudqs4aclr4vt2b8rfnr4>  
Calendar todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
Who • greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov - organizer 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - creator 
• martin_kodis@fws.gov 
• alyssa_hausman@fws.gov 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• angela_gustavson@fws.gov - optional 
• barbara_wainman@fws.gov - optional 
• matthew_huggler@fws gov - optional 
• gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgdG9kZF93aWxsZW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 1&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjBhY2NhYzBlZGY1ZWIzNmNlODE3OGViZTYzMTZmMTZkMDYxZmY1MWQ&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgdG9kZF93aWxsZW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 3&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjBhY2NhYzBlZGY1ZWIzNmNlODE3OGViZTYzMTZmMTZkMDYxZmY1MWQ&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgdG9kZF93aWxsZW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 2&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjBhY2NhYzBlZGY1ZWIzNmNlODE3OGViZTYzMTZmMTZkMDYxZmY1MWQ&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQgdG9kZF93aWxsZW5zQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjBhY2NhYzBlZGY1ZWIzNmNlODE3OGViZTYzMTZmMTZkMDYxZmY1MWQ&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account todd_willens@ios doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar todd_willens@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 

Ex (b)
 

Ex 

 



From: greg j sheehan@fws.gov
To: alyssa hausman@fws.gov; mart n kodis@fws.gov; todd wi lens@ios.doi.gov; kat e.m lls@sol.doi.gov
Cc: barbara wainman@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; angela gustavson@fws.gov; gareth rees@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Invitation: Phone call: (Greg and Senator Till s) re: advance notice ... @ Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am - 9:45am (EDT) (katie.mills@sol.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQga2F0aWUubWlsbHNAc29sLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjlkYWI2MWQxZTgwZDFkMmIwMGVjODRmNzQyOTYwNzdmMWM3NTQ2YWM&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 0> 

Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice of the red wolf proposal (Greg should call Senator conference line  Passcode  - Rm 3358
When Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am – 9:45am Eastern Time 
Where Rm 3358 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q Rm 3358&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman?hceid Z3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg.62fdddudqs4aclr4vt2b8rfnr4>  
Calendar katie.mills@sol.doi.gov 
Who • greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov - organizer 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - creator 
• alyssa_hausman@fws.gov 
• martin_kodis@fws.gov 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• katie.mills@sol.doi.gov 
• barbara_wainman@fws.gov - optional 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov - optional 
• angela_gustavson@fws gov - optional 
• gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Below is the schedule so far. There are still a few details being ironed out and I hope to send you a final clean schedule shortly. When you get a chance, can you please let me know what number Senator Burr should use to call Greg? 
9:30 a.m - Senator Tillis
Call may include Todd Willens, TBD shortly
Senator's conference line:  Conference ID: 

10:00 a.m. - Congressman Rouzer 
Call details TBD
10:45 a.m. - Senator Burr
Senator to call Greg a
Thank you,
Alyssa

Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQga2F0aWUubWlsbHNAc29sLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjlkYWI2MWQxZTgwZDFkMmIwMGVjODRmNzQyOTYwNzdmMWM3NTQ2YWM&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 0> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQga2F0aWUubWlsbHNAc29sLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjlkYWI2MWQxZTgwZDFkMmIwMGVjODRmNzQyOTYwNzdmMWM3NTQ2YWM&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 0> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQga2F0aWUubWlsbHNAc29sLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjlkYWI2MWQxZTgwZDFkMmIwMGVjODRmNzQyOTYwNzdmMWM3NTQ2YWM&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 0>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid NjJmZGRkdWRxczRhY2xyNHZ0MmI4cmZucjQga2F0aWUubWlsbHNAc29sLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjIjZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdjlkYWI2MWQxZTgwZDFkMmIwMGVjODRmNzQyOTYwNzdmMWM3NTQ2YWM&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 0>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this courtesy email at the account katie.mills@sol.doi.gov because you are an attendee of this event.
To stop receiving future updates for this event, decline this event. Alternatively you can sign up for a Google account at https://www.google.com/calendar/ and control your notification settings for your entire calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 
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From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: stephen guertin@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov;

cynthia dohner@fws.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Invitat on: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (jim_kurth@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account jim_kurth@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; virg nia johnson@ os.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov;

micah chambers@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Inv tation: Red Wolf Brief ng @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account stephen_guertin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (cynthia_dohner@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account cynthia_dohner@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar cynthia_dohner@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; virg nia johnson@ os.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov
Cc: thomas_ rwin@fws gov; acquanetta_reese@fws gov; roslyn_sellars@fws gov
Subject: Inv tation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; maureen foster@ os.doi.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Br efing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (char sa_morris@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar charisa_morris@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account charisa_morris@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar charisa_morris@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (acquanetta_reese@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar acquanetta_reese@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account acquanetta_reese@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar acquanetta_reese@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; char sa morris@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ os.doi.gov
Cc: thomas_irwin@fws gov; roslyn_sellars@fws gov; acquanetta_reese@fws gov
Subject: Inv tation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: v rginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; casey hammond@ os.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (thomas_irwin@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; v rginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas rwin@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Br efing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (matthew_huggler@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account matthew_huggler@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar matthew_huggler@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: char sa morris@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ os.doi.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas rwin@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (roslyn_se lars@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; james schindler@ os.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; m cah chambers@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar downey_magallanes@ios doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
To: todd_willens@ios doi gov; greg_j_sheehan@fws gov
Cc: thomas_irw n@fws gov; roslyn_sell rs@fws gov; catherine_gulac@ios doi gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (thomas_irwin@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

more details » <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where 6136 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 6136&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ os.doi.gov
To: todd_w llens@ios doi gov; greg_j_sheehan@fws gov
Cc: thomas rwin@fws.gov; catherine gulac@ios.doi.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Invitation: Red Wolf Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (roslyn_sellars@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where 6136 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 6136&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
To: todd willens@ios.doi.gov; greg j sheehan@fws.gov
Cc: thomas irw n@fws.gov; roslyn se lars@fws.gov; catherine gulac@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Inv tat on: Red Wolf Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23  2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where 6136 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 6136&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangou s.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y 0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_wi lens@ios doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invi ation from Google Calendar <https://www google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitations on calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <h tps://support.google.com/calendar/answer 37135#forwarding> . 



From: Downey Magallanes
To: greg j sheehan@fws.gov
Cc: todd willens@ios.doi.gov; lacey smethers@ios.doi.gov
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 9:55:02 AM

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov;

micah chambers@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: New Event: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional. 
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for new event updates on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov;

jim kurth@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: New Event: Red Wolf Br efing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where TBD (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q TBD&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional. 
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for new event updates on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
To: todd willens@ios.doi.gov; greg j sheehan@fws.gov
Cc: thomas_irwin@fws gov; roslyn_sellars@fws gov; catherine_gulac@ios doi gov
Subject: New event: Red Wo f Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where 6136 (map <https://maps google.com/maps?q 6136&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional. 
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for new event updates on calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: Todd Willens
To: greg j sheehan@fws.gov; Maureen D. Foster
Subject: Predator document
Date: Tuesday, September 5, 2017 8:51:34 PM

I read the document.  Does Downey want foreign species?  I thought the
topic was to be focused on domestic only.  If so, we can scale back.

On Mexican wolf and red wolf, I suggest we include the genetic issues
raised and the historic positions taken by the states.  New Mexico has
sued to stop reintroductions, and does not participate in the recovery
team. Earlier this year, FWS agreed to terms limited reintroduction.

North Carolina has sued on red's and opposed reintroduction, correct?

What about Florida Panther and reintroduction.

Are there other prospective predator reintroductions planned?

Todd Willens
Assistant Deputy Secretary
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW - MIB Room 6116
Washington, DC  20240



From: Dohner, Cynthia
To: Aurelia Skipwith
Cc: Maureen Foster; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 6:14:14 AM

Ms. Skipworth,

No, we anticipate that the cost of the revised NC NEP program will be reduced.  Any
reduction in the cost of that program will be redirected toward expanding the captive
population and revising the recovery plan.  

Best -
Cindy Dohner

On Tue, Apr 25, 2017 at 6:35 AM, Aurelia Skipwith <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Cynthia,
  So, the revised Program will cost more than the current Program. Am I understanding that
correctly?

Aurelia Skipwith

On Apr 24, 2017, at 1:02 PM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

Yes, it includes those activities.  

On Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 12:19 PM, Aurelia Skipwith
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for this, Cynthia.

Does the current ~$1.2 million budget include the breeding activities and
other population maintenance? Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith 

On Apr 24, 2017, at 11:55 AM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>
wrote:

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority of
this amount covers activities (e.g., responding the landowner concerns, rulemaking,
etc.) related to managing the Eastern North Carolina Nonessential Experimental
Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the management of the NC
NEP and, until we do, we can't estimate future costs.  We do, however, anticipate that
we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the savings redirected toward
expanding the captive population and revising the recovery plan.  Let us know if you
need additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner



On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red
Wolf Recovery Program and the proposed budget
for the revised Red Wolf Recovery Program. I
need this information Monday morning. Thank
you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith,
Aurelia <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary
<gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register
notice that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7 provide the
background on the recovery program and
describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to
summarize the purpose, substance, and issues
associated with this notice.  It was drafted to
facilitate review and clearance of the FR
notice, so is not a comprehensive treatment of
the recovery program.  Again, the guts of the
FR notice is the best I have available right
now.   



The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also
attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner
(cell 678/427-0142) if you have any
questions.  And if you need a more
comprehensive briefing paper on the recovery
program, I'm sure the Region can generate one
for you early next week. -- GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Aurelia Skipwith
To: Dohner, Cynthia
Cc: Maureen Foster; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 4:35:36 AM

Cynthia,
  So, the revised Program will cost more than the current Program. Am I understanding that
correctly?

Aurelia Skipwith

On Apr 24, 2017, at 1:02 PM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

Yes, it includes those activities.  

On Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 12:19 PM, Aurelia Skipwith
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for this, Cynthia.

Does the current ~$1.2 million budget include the breeding activities and other
population maintenance? Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith 

On Apr 24, 2017, at 11:55 AM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov>
wrote:

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority of
this amount covers activities (e.g., responding the landowner concerns, rulemaking,
etc.) related to managing the Eastern North Carolina Nonessential Experimental
Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the management of the NC
NEP and, until we do, we can't estimate future costs.  We do, however, anticipate that
we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the savings redirected toward
expanding the captive population and revising the recovery plan.  Let us know if you need
additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 



202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf
Recovery Program and the proposed budget for the
revised Red Wolf Recovery Program. I need this
information Monday morning. Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary
<gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice
that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7 provide the background
on the recovery program and describe next steps.
 

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to
summarize the purpose, substance, and issues
associated with this notice.  It was drafted to
facilitate review and clearance of the FR notice,
so is not a comprehensive treatment of the
recovery program.  Again, the guts of the FR
notice is the best I have available right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also
attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell
678/427-0142) if you have any questions.  And if
you need a more comprehensive briefing paper
on the recovery program, I'm sure the Region
can generate one for you early next week. --
GDF

Gary Frazer



Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Dohner, Cynthia
To: Aurelia Skipwith
Cc: Maureen Foster; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Monday, April 24, 2017 11:02:27 AM

Yes, it includes those activities.  

On Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 12:19 PM, Aurelia Skipwith <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Thank you for this, Cynthia.

Does the current ~$1.2 million budget include the breeding activities and other population
maintenance? Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith 

On Apr 24, 2017, at 11:55 AM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority of this amount covers
activities (e.g., responding the landowner concerns, rulemaking, etc.) related to managing the Eastern
North Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the
management of the NC NEP and, until we do, we can't estimate future costs.  We do, however, anticipate
that we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the savings redirected toward expanding the
captive population and revising the recovery plan.  Let us know if you need additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf Recovery
Program and the proposed budget for the revised Red Wolf
Recovery Program. I need this information Monday morning.
Thank you.



Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary
<gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice that I
mentioned.  Pp 3-7 provide the background on the recovery
program and describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to summarize
the purpose, substance, and issues associated with this
notice.  It was drafted to facilitate review and clearance of the
FR notice, so is not a comprehensive treatment of the
recovery program.  Again, the guts of the FR notice is the
best I have available right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell 678/427-
0142) if you have any questions.  And if you need a more
comprehensive briefing paper on the recovery program, I'm
sure the Region can generate one for you early next week. --
GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Aurelia Skipwith
To: Dohner, Cynthia
Cc: Maureen Foster; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Monday, April 24, 2017 10:19:32 AM

Thank you for this, Cynthia.

Does the current ~$1.2 million budget include the breeding activities and other population
maintenance? Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith 

On Apr 24, 2017, at 11:55 AM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority of this amount covers
activities (e.g., responding the landowner concerns, rulemaking, etc.) related to managing the Eastern North
Carolina Nonessential Experimental Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the
management of the NC NEP and, until we do, we can't estimate future costs.  We do, however, anticipate that
we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the savings redirected toward expanding the captive
population and revising the recovery plan.  Let us know if you need additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf Recovery
Program and the proposed budget for the revised Red Wolf
Recovery Program. I need this information Monday morning.
Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia



<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary
<gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice that I
mentioned.  Pp 3-7 provide the background on the recovery
program and describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to summarize the
purpose, substance, and issues associated with this notice.  It
was drafted to facilitate review and clearance of the FR notice,
so is not a comprehensive treatment of the recovery program. 
Again, the guts of the FR notice is the best I have available
right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell 678/427-
0142) if you have any questions.  And if you need a more
comprehensive briefing paper on the recovery program, I'm
sure the Region can generate one for you early next week. --
GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Dohner, Cynthia
To: Maureen Foster
Cc: Skipwith, Aurelia; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Monday, April 24, 2017 9:55:35 AM

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority of this amount covers activities (e.g.,
responding the landowner concerns, rulemaking, etc.) related to managing the Eastern North Carolina Nonessential
Experimental Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the management of the NC NEP and, until we do,
we can't estimate future costs.  We do, however, anticipate that we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the
savings redirected toward expanding the captive population and revising the recovery plan.  Let us know if you need
additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf Recovery Program and the
proposed budget for the revised Red Wolf Recovery Program. I need this
information Monday morning. Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov>
wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7
provide the background on the recovery program and describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to summarize the purpose,



substance, and issues associated with this notice.  It was drafted to facilitate
review and clearance of the FR notice, so is not a comprehensive treatment
of the recovery program.  Again, the guts of the FR notice is the best I have
available right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell 678/427-0142) if you
have any questions.  And if you need a more comprehensive briefing paper
on the recovery program, I'm sure the Region can generate one for you early
next week. -- GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Dohner, Cynthia
To: Maureen Foster
Cc: Skipwith, Aurelia; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Monday, April 24, 2017 5:31:53 AM

Morning,

We are working on the numbers and will send this morning.

Cindy 

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf Recovery Program and the
proposed budget for the revised Red Wolf Recovery Program. I need this
information Monday morning. Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov>
wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7
provide the background on the recovery program and describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to summarize the purpose,
substance, and issues associated with this notice.  It was drafted to facilitate
review and clearance of the FR notice, so is not a comprehensive treatment
of the recovery program.  Again, the guts of the FR notice is the best I have
available right now.   



The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell 678/427-0142) if you
have any questions.  And if you need a more comprehensive briefing paper
on the recovery program, I'm sure the Region can generate one for you early
next week. -- GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
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Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Maureen Foster
To: Skipwith, Aurelia
Cc: Frazer, Gary; Cynthia Dohner; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Sunday, April 23, 2017 5:46:41 PM

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red Wolf Recovery Program and the
proposed budget for the revised Red Wolf Recovery Program. I need this
information Monday morning. Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary <gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:
Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register notice that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7
provide the background on the recovery program and describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper to summarize the purpose,
substance, and issues associated with this notice.  It was drafted to facilitate
review and clearance of the FR notice, so is not a comprehensive treatment of
the recovery program.  Again, the guts of the FR notice is the best I have
available right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner (cell 678/427-0142) if you have
any questions.  And if you need a more comprehensive briefing paper on the
recovery program, I'm sure the Region can generate one for you early next
week. -- GDF



Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
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From: Skipwith, Aurelia
To: Dohner, Cynthia
Cc: Maureen Foster; Frazer, Gary; Casey Hammond; Jim Kurth; Johnson Virginia
Subject: Re: Background materials on red wolf recovery program
Date: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 7:07:08 AM

Cynthia, 
  What I understand from your message is that there are two sub-budgets within the Red Wolf
Recovery Program: 1) NC NEP and 2) Captive Population/Recovery Plan. And any savings in
NC NEP will be shifted over to that second budget. So, the budget of the revised Red Wolf
Recovery Program will be at a minimum ~$1.2 million - the same as the current Program, but
could potentially be more. Please further explain if I did not understand correctly.  

Also, my last name is Skipwith. I know that sometimes spellcheck auto-correct my last name
to Skipworth.  

Thank you,

Aurelia Skipwith
Deputy Assistant Secretary
Fish & Wildlife and Parks 

U.S. Department of Interior
1849 C Street, NW,  Room 3148
Washington, DC 20240
(202) 208-5837

On Tue, Apr 25, 2017 at 8:14 AM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:
Ms. Skipworth,

No, we anticipate that the cost of the revised NC NEP program will be reduced.  Any
reduction in the cost of that program will be redirected toward expanding the captive
population and revising the recovery plan.  

Best -
Cindy Dohner

On Tue, Apr 25, 2017 at 6:35 AM, Aurelia Skipwith <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Cynthia,
  So, the revised Program will cost more than the current Program. Am I understanding
that correctly?

Aurelia Skipwith

On Apr 24, 2017, at 1:02 PM, Dohner, Cynthia <cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

Yes, it includes those activities.  



On Mon, Apr 24, 2017 at 12:19 PM, Aurelia Skipwith
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for this, Cynthia.

Does the current ~$1.2 million budget include the breeding activities and
other population maintenance? Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith 

On Apr 24, 2017, at 11:55 AM, Dohner, Cynthia
<cynthia_dohner@fws.gov> wrote:

The overall red wolf recovery budget is just over $1.2 million dollars.  The majority
of this amount covers activities (e.g., responding the landowner concerns,
rulemaking, etc.) related to managing the Eastern North Carolina Nonessential
Experimental Population (NC NEP).  We haven't yet finalized changes to the
management of the NC NEP and, until we do, we can't estimate future costs.  We do,
however, anticipate that we'll be spending less in the future on the NC NEP, with the
savings redirected toward expanding the captive population and revising the
recovery plan.  Let us know if you need additional information.  

Best - 
Cindy Dohner

On Sun, Apr 23, 2017 at 7:46 PM, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

+ Virginia 

Maureen D. Foster
Chief of Staff
Office of the Assistant Secretary for
  Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 
202.208.5970 office 
202.306.3845 cell

On Apr 23, 2017, at 3:34 PM, Skipwith, Aurelia
<aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Gary, 
  Please provide the budget of the current Red
Wolf Recovery Program and the proposed
budget for the revised Red Wolf Recovery
Program. I need this information Monday
morning. Thank you.

Aurelia Skipwith



On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:29 PM, Skipwith,
Aurelia <aurelia_skipwith@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Thank you for these materials, Gary.

Have a good weekend.

Aurelia

On Fri, Apr 21, 2017 at 6:10 PM, Frazer, Gary
<gary_frazer@fws.gov> wrote:

Aurelia -- Attached is the Federal Register
notice that I mentioned.  Pp 3-7 provide the
background on the recovery program and
describe next steps.  

Also attached is the clearance briefing paper
to summarize the purpose, substance, and
issues associated with this notice.  It was
drafted to facilitate review and clearance of
the FR notice, so is not a comprehensive
treatment of the recovery program.  Again,
the guts of the FR notice is the best I have
available right now.   

The electronic file of the PowerPoint is also
attached.  

Call me or Regional Director Cindy Dohner
(cell 678/427-0142) if you have any
questions.  And if you need a more
comprehensive briefing paper on the
recovery program, I'm sure the Region can
generate one for you early next week. --
GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646
cell Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP









From: Zachariah Gambill
To: Larrabee, Jason
Subject: Re: North Carolina Red Wolf Program in President"s Budget
Date: Wednesday, March 7, 2018 9:30:28 AM

Copy that. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 7, 2018, at 9:21 AM, Larrabee, Jason <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Zach,
can you track this down for me, please?

Jason Larrabee
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Whitson, Ian <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: Wed, Mar 7, 2018 at 10:28 AM
Subject: North Carolina Red Wolf Program in President's Budget
To: Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>

Jason,

 

I hope that you’re doing well this morning. My boss, Congressman Rouzer, asked
me this morning if the North Carolina Red Wolf Program was zeroed out in the
President’s FY19 Budget proposal? I have been trying to track it down online but
have not been able to find specific line items for Fish and Wildlife in the budget
that has been posted.

 

Any help you could provide would be greatly appreciated.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson



Legislative Assistant

Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)

424 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-2731

 



From: Larrabee, Jason
To: Wainman, Barbara
Cc: Gambill, Zachariah
Subject: Re: RE NC Red Wolf Program in President"s Budget
Date: Thursday, March 8, 2018 1:05:49 PM

thank you for the update. 

Jason Larrabee
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

On Thu, Mar 8, 2018 at 2:01 PM, Wainman, Barbara <barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Hi Jason my staff got a little over anxious when they got Zach's inquiry and went straight to
the staff I am sorry if you wanted to answer him. Feel free to reach out to me with any
congressional inquiries you get and we will get the information for you and if you want to
follow up that is of course fine. We like to know what is coming in as these tend to come in
at multiple entry points kind of searching for fastest answer so we like to know about them
in case we are also working on a similar inquiry. I think what you might want to follow up
on if you wish to contact the staffer is that the whole Red Wolf program is under review and
to the best of my knowledge no decision has as yet been made but that would not appear
directly in the Greenbook. Let me know if there is anything more you need on this from us
and apologies for any missteps they were not Zach's. 

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Hausman, Alyssa <alyssa_hausman@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Mar 8, 2018 at 1:48 PM
Subject: RE NC Red Wolf Program in President's Budget
To: Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov
Cc: Martin Kodis <martin_kodis@fws.gov>, Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov>, zachariah_gambill@fws.gov

Hi Ian,

I was forwarded your inquiry on red wolf funding. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not have a specific line
item for red wolves in our budget, and the President's request for FY19 does not propose to zero out the
red wolf recovery program.



I'm happy to discuss this further if you have any questions.

Best,
Alyssa

Alyssa Hausman
Congressional and Legislative Affairs Specialist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office: (703) 358-2275
Mobile: (703) 785-3402
alyssa_hausman@fws.gov



From: Charisa Morris
To: Larrabee, Jason
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 10, 2017 9:27:17 AM

I promise to! Please keep our guys out of trouble while I'm gone.  

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 10, 2017, at 10:49 AM, Larrabee, Jason <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

thanks.  have a nice trip.

Jason Larrabee
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

On Fri, Nov 10, 2017 at 10:36 AM, Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
wrote:

Good morning, Jason-

We have definitely been diligently attempting to chase down a firm answer for
you this past week, and while we have gotten a lot of information, we have not
received the answer to your question regarding the announcement date.

I sent the red wolf thread below to Maureen yesterday. According to EA, the
date of the announcement will be determined after a meeting we have scheduled
for next Friday (11/17) with the assistant regional director for endangered
species in our Southeast region, Leo Miranda.

I've entered this as an item on our check-in agenda for next week, in case there
is any evolution between now and then. 

I will be out of the country this afternoon through Friday, but Barbara (copied)
has this issue square in her sights. 

Have a great weekend,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

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



Date: November 9, 2017 at 5:05:43 PM EST
To: "Foster, Maureen" <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Michael Gale <michael_gale@fws.gov>, Kashyap Patel
<kashyap_patel@fws.gov>,  Zachariah Gambill
<zachariah_gambill@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

RE: red wolves
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Wainman, Barbara <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>

this should answer Jason's question

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kodis, Martin <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:35 PM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: "Wainman, Barbara" <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>

Hi Barbara,

Sorry for the delay, wanted to be sure I got the best info.

Possible announcement could be soon but it depends on Greg after
he reviews materials.  Right now, the subject of the announcement
is still in the region.  It's coming here soon and Leo from R4 is
apparently meeting with Greg in person next week on it (Friday - is
Greg back from Africa by then?).

The products we're talking about are the Species Status Assessment
and the 5 Year Review.  We've missed at least a couple of target
dates; most recently, we said they'd be ready in October 2017, but
missed that.  Another pending announcement (farther out) would be
scoping of potential sites for future reintroduction (the kickoff
would be conceptual - not proposing specific sites, from what we



heard from the region).  

Hope that helps.

Marty

On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 1:15 PM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do we have an update on the timing of the red wolf
announcement? Is it soon?

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 10:57 AM, Morris, Charisa
<charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

Does this answer his question about timing for red wolves? Did
this come up at the FWP check in on Tuesday (I don't
remember it popping up) - just want to make sure this loop is
closed.

On Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:54 AM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

FYI does this work for Jason as well I will also forward the
pamplet

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Martin Kodis <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:34 AM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Barbara Wainman <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>



Cc: matthew_huggler@fws.gov, Angela Gustavson
<angela_gustavson@fws.gov>, Alyssa Hausman
<alyssa_hausman@fws.gov>

Good morning Barbara,

Per the email below, Micah asked for an update on wolves. 
This is the info Alyssa put together for Micah, I am planning
to send it today to him.

Red wolves are listed as endangered and exist in the wild as
a non-essential, experimental population (NEP) in eastern
NC. In September 2016, after a review of the red wolf
recovery program, FWS announced plans to propose changes
to the NEP management, expand the captive population, and
revise the recovery plan. One of the biggest things we're
focused on is securing the genetic diversity of the species.
We also announced that we would focus on recovery efforts
on public lands.  

Currently, we are working to complete a Species Status
Assessment (SSA) and a five-year status review for the red
wolf.  The SSA is the foundational biological document that
Endangered Species Act (ESA) decisions for the species
depend upon.  As for the five-year review, the ESA requires
the Service to solicit new scientific and commercial data
every five years to determine whether the status of a listed
species has changed since the time of its listing or last status
review. 

We expect to complete both the SSA and five-year review in
the near future.  

We also are working on revising the NEP's 10(j) rule for red
wolf so that it aligns with the recommended scope and goals
announced last September.  The 10(j) rule established the
NEP in eastern North  Carolina.  This proposed action will go
through appropriate environmental review and
public comment. FWS had a public scoping period this
spring with public meetings in NC to to discuss the future
management of the NEP. The meetings were a  step in the
process for citizens to provide their perspective and
comments on an environmental assessment focusing on
potential changes to the  management of red wolves. 

A pamphlet (updated in June) outlines next steps well, but
the target dates listed are no longer accurate. I will send you
that pamphlet later this morning.  The steps laid out in the
pamphlet are:



- Complete Species Status Assessment (SSA) to guide future
recovery efforts
- Complete the 5-year review
- Determining where potential new sites exist for additional
experimental wild populations
-  Securing the captive red wolf population by working with
its partners to increase capacity (Securing refers to prevent
further loss of genetic
diversity)
-  Proposing a new rule to revise the scope and goals for the
existing
experimental population to apply only federal lands within
Dare County
where stable packs currently exist. This proposed action will
go through
appropriate environmental review and public comment.

Thanks,

Marty

Sent from my iPad

On Nov 4, 2017, at 7:20 PM, Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do you have an update on this for Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Charisa Morris
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: November 4, 2017 at 3:35:55
PM EDT
To: Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov>,
Matthew Huggler
<Matthew_Huggler@fws.gov>, 
Michael Oetker
<michael_oetker@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program
in North Carolina

Good afternoon!



Please see the inquiry about the
timing of a red wolf announcement-
can we clarify expectations for
Jason et al on Monday am?

Thanks,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Micah
Chambers
<micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>
Date: November 3,
2017 at 9:33:19 PM
EDT
To: Jason Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Cc:
"charisa_morris@fws.gov"
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>,
Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Re: Red Wolf
Program in North
Carolina

I also flagged this to
Marty last week from
Sen tillis office. So we
have a lot of interest
waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25
PM, Jason Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for
next week.
Enjoy the
weekend. 



Jason
Larrabee
DOI, Fish
and
Wildlife
and Parks
***Please
note all
emails sent
and
received
are subject
to the
Freedom of
Information
Act***

Begin
forwarded
message:

From:
"Whitson,
Ian"
<Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date:
November
2,
2017
at
11:22:04
AM
EDT
To:
"Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject:
Red
Wolf
Program
in
North
Carolina

Jason,

 

I



hope
you
are
doing
well
this
week.
I
was
reaching
out
in
the
hopes
that
you
could
help
me
track
down
an
answer
for
my
boss,
Rep.
Rouzer
from
NC,
about
the
Red
Wolf
Program.
Back
in
June,
Rep.
Rouzer
met
with
Sec.
Zinke
to
discuss
the
Red
Wolf
Program



in
eastern
NC
and
how
it
was
impacting
landowners.
USFWS
had
said
there
would
be
an
announcement
regarding
this
program
in
October
and
the
Congressman
was
wondering
what
the
status
of
that
was?

 

Any
and
all
help
that
you
could
provide
would
be
greatly
appreciated.
Thank
you



for
looking
into
this
for
us.

 

Best,

 

Ian
Whitson

Legislative
Assistant

Office
of
Congressman
David
Rouzer
(NC-
7)

424
Cannon
House
Office
Building

Washington,
D.C.
20515

(202)
225-
2731

 

-- 
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: Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP



-- 
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

-- 
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:
Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: Larrabee, Jason
To: Charisa Morris
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:49:22 AM

thanks.  have a nice trip.

Jason Larrabee
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

On Fri, Nov 10, 2017 at 10:36 AM, Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

Good morning, Jason-

We have definitely been diligently attempting to chase down a firm answer for you this past
week, and while we have gotten a lot of information, we have not received the answer to
your question regarding the announcement date.

I sent the red wolf thread below to Maureen yesterday. According to EA, the date of the
announcement will be determined after a meeting we have scheduled for next Friday (11/17)
with the assistant regional director for endangered species in our Southeast region, Leo
Miranda.

I've entered this as an item on our check-in agenda for next week, in case there is any
evolution between now and then. 

I will be out of the country this afternoon through Friday, but Barbara (copied) has this issue
square in her sights. 

Have a great weekend,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Morris, Charisa" <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: November 9, 2017 at 5:05:43 PM EST
To: "Foster, Maureen" <maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Michael Gale <michael_gale@fws.gov>, Kashyap Patel
<kashyap_patel@fws.gov>,  Zachariah Gambill <zachariah_gambill@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

RE: red wolves



---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Wainman, Barbara <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:41 PM
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>

this should answer Jason's question

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kodis, Martin <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 2:35 PM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: "Wainman, Barbara" <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>

Hi Barbara,

Sorry for the delay, wanted to be sure I got the best info.

Possible announcement could be soon but it depends on Greg after he reviews
materials.  Right now, the subject of the announcement is still in the region.  It's
coming here soon and Leo from R4 is apparently meeting with Greg in person
next week on it (Friday - is Greg back from Africa by then?).

The products we're talking about are the Species Status Assessment and the 5
Year Review.  We've missed at least a couple of target dates; most recently, we
said they'd be ready in October 2017, but missed that.  Another pending
announcement (farther out) would be scoping of potential sites for future
reintroduction (the kickoff would be conceptual - not proposing specific sites,
from what we heard from the region).  

Hope that helps.

Marty

On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 1:15 PM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do we have an update on the timing of the red wolf announcement? Is it



soon?

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

On Thu, Nov 9, 2017 at 10:57 AM, Morris, Charisa
<charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:

Does this answer his question about timing for red wolves? Did this come
up at the FWP check in on Tuesday (I don't remember it popping up) - just
want to make sure this loop is closed.

On Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:54 AM, Wainman, Barbara
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

FYI does this work for Jason as well I will also forward the pamplet

Barbara W. Wainman
Assistant Director, External Affairs
US Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-5256 (office)
(571) 471-4159 (cell)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Martin Kodis <martin_kodis@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Nov 6, 2017 at 7:34 AM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Barbara Wainman <barbara_wainman@fws.gov>
Cc: matthew_huggler@fws.gov, Angela Gustavson
<angela_gustavson@fws.gov>, Alyssa Hausman
<alyssa_hausman@fws.gov>

Good morning Barbara,

Per the email below, Micah asked for an update on wolves.  This is the
info Alyssa put together for Micah, I am planning to send it today to him.

Red wolves are listed as endangered and exist in the wild as a non-
essential, experimental population (NEP) in eastern NC. In
September 2016, after a review of the red wolf recovery program, FWS



announced plans to propose changes to the NEP management, expand the
captive population, and revise the recovery plan. One of the biggest things
we're focused on is securing the genetic diversity of the species. We also
announced that we would focus on recovery efforts on public lands.  

Currently, we are working to complete a Species Status Assessment
(SSA) and a five-year status review for the red wolf.  The SSA is the
foundational biological document that Endangered Species Act (ESA)
decisions for the species depend upon.  As for the five-year review, the
ESA requires the Service to solicit new scientific and commercial data
every five years to determine whether the status of a listed species has
changed since the time of its listing or last status review. 

We expect to complete both the SSA and five-year review in the near
future.  

We also are working on revising the NEP's 10(j) rule for red wolf so
that it aligns with the recommended scope and goals announced last
September.  The 10(j) rule established the NEP in eastern North
 Carolina.  This proposed action will go through appropriate
environmental review and public comment. FWS had a public scoping
period this spring with public meetings in NC to to discuss the future
management of the NEP. The meetings were a  step in the process for
citizens to provide their perspective and comments on an environmental
assessment focusing on potential changes to the  management of red
wolves. 

A pamphlet (updated in June) outlines next steps well, but the target dates
listed are no longer accurate. I will send you that pamphlet later this
morning.  The steps laid out in the pamphlet are:

- Complete Species Status Assessment (SSA) to guide future recovery
efforts
- Complete the 5-year review
- Determining where potential new sites exist for additional
experimental wild populations
-  Securing the captive red wolf population by working with its partners
to increase capacity (Securing refers to prevent further loss of genetic
diversity)
-  Proposing a new rule to revise the scope and goals for the existing
experimental population to apply only federal lands within Dare County
where stable packs currently exist. This proposed action will go through
appropriate environmental review and public comment.

Thanks,

Marty

Sent from my iPad



On Nov 4, 2017, at 7:20 PM, Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov> wrote:

Do you have an update on this for Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Charisa Morris
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: November 4, 2017 at 3:35:55 PM EDT
To: Barbara Wainman
<barbara_wainman@fws.gov>, Matthew
Huggler <Matthew_Huggler@fws.gov>, 
Michael Oetker <michael_oetker@fws.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Red Wolf Program in North
Carolina

Good afternoon!

Please see the inquiry about the timing of a red
wolf announcement- can we clarify expectations
for Jason et al on Monday am?

Thanks,
Charisa

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Micah Chambers
<micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>
Date: November 3, 2017 at 9:33:19
PM EDT
To: Jason Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: "charisa_morris@fws.gov"
<charisa_morris@fws.gov>,
Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program
in North Carolina

I also flagged this to Marty last



week from Sen tillis office. So we
have a lot of interest waiting on
conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason
Larrabee
<jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week.
Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife
and Parks
***Please note all
emails sent and
received are subject to
the Freedom of
Information Act***

Begin forwarded
message:

From:
"Whitson,
Ian"
<Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date:
November
2, 2017 at
11:22:04
AM EDT
To:
"Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject:
Red Wolf
Program
in North
Carolina

Jason,

 



I hope you
are doing
well this
week. I was
reaching
out in the
hopes that
you could
help me
track down
an answer
for my
boss, Rep.
Rouzer
from NC,
about the
Red Wolf
Program.
Back in
June, Rep.
Rouzer met
with Sec.
Zinke to
discuss the
Red Wolf
Program in
eastern NC
and how it
was
impacting
landowners.
USFWS
had said
there would
be an
announcement
regarding
this
program in
October
and the
Congressman
was
wondering
what the
status of
that was?

 



Any and all
help that
you could
provide
would be
greatly
appreciated.
Thank you
for looking
into this for
us.

 

Best,

 

Ian
Whitson

Legislative
Assistant

Office of
Congressman
David
Rouzer (NC-
7)

424 Cannon
House Office
Building

Washington,
D.C. 20515

(202) 225-
2731

 

-- 
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: Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP



-- 
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

-- 
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: Ex (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: Larrabee, Jason
To: Charisa Morris
Cc: Micah Chambers; Maureen Foster
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 10, 2017 7:02:37 AM

Hi Charisa,
circling back on this request.  Please queue up for delivery next week.  Thanks!

Jason Larrabee
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

On Sat, Nov 4, 2017 at 3:34 PM, Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov> wrote:
We'll shoot to have an update for you on Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:33 PM, Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

I also flagged this to Marty last week from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot of
interest waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the
Freedom of Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Whitson, Ian"
<Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina



Jason,

 

I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out
in the hopes that you could help me track down an
answer for my boss, Rep. Rouzer from NC, about the
Red Wolf Program. Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met
with Sec. Zinke to discuss the Red Wolf Program in
eastern NC and how it was impacting landowners.
USFWS had said there would be an announcement
regarding this program in October and the
Congressman was wondering what the status of that
was?

 

Any and all help that you could provide would be
greatly appreciated. Thank you for looking into this for
us.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson

Legislative Assistant

Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)

424 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-2731

 



From: Charisa Morris
To: Micah Chambers
Cc: Jason Larrabee; Maureen Foster
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Saturday, November 4, 2017 1:34:30 PM

We'll shoot to have an update for you on Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:33 PM, Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

I also flagged this to Marty last week from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot of
interest waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the
Freedom of Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Whitson, Ian" <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

Jason,
 
I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out in the
hopes that you could help me track down an answer for my
boss, Rep. Rouzer from NC, about the Red Wolf Program.
Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met with Sec. Zinke to discuss the
Red Wolf Program in eastern NC and how it was impacting
landowners. USFWS had said there would be an
announcement regarding this program in October and the
Congressman was wondering what the status of that was?



 
Any and all help that you could provide would be greatly
appreciated. Thank you for looking into this for us.
 
Best,
 
Ian Whitson
Legislative Assistant
Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)
424 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515
(202) 225-2731
 



From: Micah Chambers
To: Jason Larrabee
Cc: charisa morris@fws.gov; Maureen Foster
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Friday, November 3, 2017 7:33:30 PM

I also flagged this to Marty last week from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot of interest
waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the Freedom of
Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Whitson, Ian" <Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov" <Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

Jason,
 
I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out in the hopes that
you could help me track down an answer for my boss, Rep. Rouzer from
NC, about the Red Wolf Program. Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met with Sec.
Zinke to discuss the Red Wolf Program in eastern NC and how it was
impacting landowners. USFWS had said there would be an announcement
regarding this program in October and the Congressman was wondering
what the status of that was?
 
Any and all help that you could provide would be greatly appreciated.
Thank you for looking into this for us.
 
Best,
 
Ian Whitson
Legislative Assistant
Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)
424 Cannon House Office Building



Washington, D.C. 20515
(202) 225-2731
 



From: Gale, Michael
To: Larrabee, Jason
Cc: Foster, Maureen; Greg Sheehan; Zachariah Gambill; Wainman, Barbara; Martin Kodis
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
Date: Monday, November 13, 2017 12:44:28 PM

+Maureen Foster and FWS Team

Hi Jason,

Yes, I'll be acting for Charisa this week while she is out of the office. This is very much on our
radar.

We've set up an internal meeting within FWS when Greg Sheehan returns (this Friday) to get
resolution on the timing of any announcements on this issue. My understanding is that after
that conversation we'll be better positioned to provide you information on a revised timeline,
so more like early the week of Thanksgiving.

Below is a summary that our Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs (CLA) provided
to Micah Chambers in OCL on the same issue. Our CLA team is in regular contact with
Representative Rouzer's office. I've copied Barbara Wainman (External Affairs) and Marty
Kodis (CLA) to keep them in the loop.

We appreciate your office's patience, and please let us know if there is anything you need in
the interim.

cheers,

Michael

--

Red wolves are listed as endangered and exist in the wild as a non-essential, experimental population (NEP) in eastern NC. In
September 2016, after a review of the red wolf recovery program, FWS announced plans to propose changes to the NEP
management, expand the captive population, and revise the recovery plan. One of the biggest things we're focused on
is securing the genetic diversity of the species. We also announced that we would focus on recovery efforts on public lands.  

Currently, we are working to complete a Species Status Assessment (SSA) and a five-year status review for the red wolf.  The
SSA is the foundational biological document that Endangered Species Act (ESA) decisions for the species depend upon.  As
for the five-year review, the ESA requires the Service to solicit new scientific and commercial data every five years
to determine whether the status of a listed species has changed since the time of its listing or last status review. 

We expect to complete both the SSA and five-year review in the near future.  

We also are working on revising the NEP's 10(j) rule for red wolf so that it aligns with the recommended scope and goals
announced last September.  The 10(j) rule established the NEP in eastern North  Carolina.  This proposed action will go
through appropriate environmental review and public comment. FWS had a public scoping period this spring with public
meetings in NC to to discuss the future management of the NEP. The meetings were a  step in the process for citizens to
provide their perspective and comments on an environmental assessment focusing on potential changes to the  management of
red wolves. 

A pamphlet (updated in June) outlines next steps well, but the target dates listed are no longer accurate. I will send you that
pamphlet later this morning.  The steps laid out in the pamphlet are:

- Complete Species Status Assessment (SSA) to guide future recovery efforts



- Complete the 5-year review
- Determining where potential new sites exist for additional experimental wild populations
-  Securing the captive red wolf population by working with its partners to increase capacity (Securing refers to prevent
further loss of genetic
diversity)
-  Proposing a new rule to revise the scope and goals for the existing
experimental population to apply only federal lands within Dare County
where stable packs currently exist. This proposed action will go through
appropriate environmental review and public comment.

On Fri, Nov 10, 2017 at 9:15 AM, Larrabee, Jason <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Hi Michael,
I received an out of office from Charisa. Would you please queue up for delivery next week.  Thank you.

Jason Larrabee
Acting Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 3154
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-4416

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Charisa Morris <charisa_morris@fws.gov>
Date: Sat, Nov 4, 2017 at 3:34 PM
Subject: Re: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina
To: Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov>
Cc: Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>, Maureen Foster
<maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov>

We'll shoot to have an update for you on Monday. 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:33 PM, Micah Chambers <micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

I also flagged this to Marty last week from Sen tillis office. So we have a lot of
interest waiting on conclusion 

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 3, 2017, at 9:25 PM, Jason Larrabee <jason_larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Hi ladies,
One for next week. Enjoy the weekend. 

Jason Larrabee
DOI, Fish and Wildlife and Parks
***Please note all emails sent and received are subject to the



Freedom of Information Act***

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Whitson, Ian"
<Ian.Whitson@mail.house.gov>
Date: November 2, 2017 at 11:22:04 AM EDT
To: "Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov"
<Jason_Larrabee@ios.doi.gov>
Subject: Red Wolf Program in North Carolina

Jason,

 

I hope you are doing well this week. I was reaching out
in the hopes that you could help me track down an
answer for my boss, Rep. Rouzer from NC, about the
Red Wolf Program. Back in June, Rep. Rouzer met
with Sec. Zinke to discuss the Red Wolf Program in
eastern NC and how it was impacting landowners.
USFWS had said there would be an announcement
regarding this program in October and the
Congressman was wondering what the status of that
was?

 

Any and all help that you could provide would be
greatly appreciated. Thank you for looking into this for
us.

 

Best,

 

Ian Whitson

Legislative Assistant

Office of Congressman David Rouzer (NC-7)

424 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

(202) 225-2731

 



-- 

Michael Gale
Deputy Chief of Staff (Acting), Director's Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

202.208.4923 (office)
571.982.2158 (cell)



more details »

From: Frazer, Gary
To: james cason@ios.doi.gov; Maureen Foster; Virginia Johnson; Jim Kurth; Casey Hammond
Cc: Tasha Robbins; Charisa Morris; Roslyn Sellars; Thomas Irwin; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Re: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm -

5pm (gary_frazer@fws.gov)
Date: Wednesday, February 8, 2017 3:10:09 PM
Attachments: Briefing Paper for Notices 1-30-17 HOO.docx

Briefing Paper 2017 02 08 Red wolf ANPR.docx
ALL STAFF- 1835026-v1-EMPF 4 5 2 SECURED DRAFT ESA SECTION 4 DEADLINE SUITS (100480).PDF
Final FWS 2017 Conference Invite.PDF

Attached are briefing materials for tomorrow's 4p meeting on pending ESA actions. --GDF

Gary Frazer
Assistant Director -- Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(202) 208-4646

On Wed, Feb 8, 2017 at 2:55 PM, Tasha Robbins <tasha_robbins@fws.gov> wrote:

This event has been changed.

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on
Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:

-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an 
overview of the ESA

When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time

Where 5112 (map)

Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster

Calendar gary_frazer@fws.gov

Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer

• tasha robbins@fws.gov - creator

• virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov
• charisa_morris@fws.gov
• james cason@ios.doi.gov
• russell roddy@ios.doi.gov
• jim_kurth@fws.gov
• gary_frazer@fws.gov
• roslyn sellars@fws.gov - optional

• thomas irwin@fws.gov - optional

• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional



Going?   Yes  - Maybe  - No    more options »

Invitation from Google Calendar

You are receiving this email at the account gary_frazer@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations
on calendar gary frazer@fws.gov.

To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification
settings for this calendar.

Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More.



From: gregory sheehan@fws.gov on behalf of Sheehan, Greg
To: Smethers, Lacey
Cc: Downey Magallanes; Todd Willens; Gulac, Catherine; Roslyn Sellars
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 11:02:25 AM

I could you meet on Monday am.  I have included my assistant for scheduling purposes.

Thanks

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:56 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Would Tuesday or Wednesday morning work for everyone? 

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:37 PM, Sheehan, Greg <greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov> wrote:
If you want a quick run down I could come up right now and do that.  If more formal then
early Monday morning or Wed-Friday.

Let me know

Thanks
Greg

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:00 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Let me know what works best for everyone!

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone

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



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

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Smethers, Lacey
To: Sheehan, Greg
Cc: Downey Magallanes; Todd Willens; Gulac, Catherine
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:56:31 AM

Would Tuesday or Wednesday morning work for everyone? 

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:37 PM, Sheehan, Greg <greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov> wrote:
If you want a quick run down I could come up right now and do that.  If more formal then
early Monday morning or Wed-Friday.

Let me know

Thanks
Greg

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:00 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Let me know what works best for everyone!

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone

-- 
Greg Sheehan
Principal Deputy Director
US Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C Street NW, Room 3358
Washington, DC  20240
Office  202-208-4545
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: gregory sheehan@fws.gov on behalf of Sheehan, Greg
To: Smethers, Lacey
Cc: Downey Magallanes; Todd Willens
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:38:16 AM

If you want a quick run down I could come up right now and do that.  If more formal then
early Monday morning or Wed-Friday.

Let me know

Thanks
Greg

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:00 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Let me know what works best for everyone!

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone

-- 
Greg Sheehan
Principal Deputy Director
US Fish and Wildlife Service
1849 C Street NW, Room 3358
Washington, DC  20240
Office  202-208-4545
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Willens, Todd
To: Downey Magallanes
Cc: Greg Sheehan; Smethers, Lacey; Gulac, Catherine
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:37:26 AM

looping in Cathy

Todd Willens
Assistant Deputy Secretary
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW -- MIB Room 6116
Washington, DC  20240
office:  202-208-6291

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

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone



From: Smethers, Lacey
To: Downey Magallanes
Cc: Greg Sheehan; Todd Willens
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 10:00:49 AM

Let me know what works best for everyone!

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone



From: Smethers, Lacey
To: Sheehan, Greg
Cc: Downey Magallanes; Todd Willens; Gulac, Catherine; Roslyn Sellars
Subject: Re:
Date: Thursday, May 17, 2018 11:21:08 AM

Downey is unavailable Monday. Tues-Thursday mornings after 9:30 seem to be the best 

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 1:01 PM, Sheehan, Greg <greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov> wrote:
I could you meet on Monday am.  I have included my assistant for scheduling purposes.

Thanks

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:56 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Would Tuesday or Wednesday morning work for everyone? 

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:37 PM, Sheehan, Greg <greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov> wrote:
If you want a quick run down I could come up right now and do that.  If more formal
then early Monday morning or Wed-Friday.

Let me know

Thanks
Greg

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 12:00 PM, Smethers, Lacey <lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:

Let me know what works best for everyone!

Lacey Smethers 
Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary 

On Thu, May 17, 2018 at 11:54 AM, Downey Magallanes
<downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov> wrote:

Could we schedule and update on red Wolf program

Sent from my iPhone



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

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

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP

Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIPEx (b)(5) CIP



From: Google Calendar on behalf of Todd Willens
To: greg j sheehan@fws.gov
Subject: Tentatively Accepted: Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice ... @ Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am -

9:45am (EDT) (greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

Todd Willens has replied "Maybe" to this invitation.
Phone call: (Greg and Senator Tillis) re: advance notice of the red wolf proposal - Rm 3358
Below is the schedule so far. There are still a few details being ironed out and I hope to send you a final clean schedule shortly. When you get a chance,
can you please let me know what number Senator Burr should use to call Greg? 
9:30 a m - Senator Tillis
Call may include Todd Willens, TBD shortly
Senator's conference line:  Conference ID: 
10:00 a.m. - Congressman Rouzer 
Call details TBD
10:45 a.m. - Senator Burr
Senator to call Greg at 2
Thank you,
Alyssa

When Tue Jun 26, 2018 9:30am – 9:45am Eastern Time 
Where Rm 3358 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q=Rm+3358&hl=en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman <https://hangouts.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/alyssa-hausman?
hceid=Z3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg.62fdddudqs4aclr4vt2b8rfnr4>  
Calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
Who • greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov - organizer 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - creator 
• alyssa_hausman@fws.gov 
• martin_kodis@fws.gov 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• barbara_wainman@fws.gov - optional 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov - optional 
• angela_gustavson@fws.gov - optional 
• gareth_rees@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
 
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov because you are subscribed for invitation replies on calendar
greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More
<https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 

Ex (b)(5) 
CIP

Ex (b)
5) 

Ex (b)(5) CIP
Ex (b)(5) CIP



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; russe l roddy@ios.doi.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov
Cc: jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; roslyn se lars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Inv tation: NOTE: New t tle and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (roslyn_sellars@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4MTJkNDgxZWFlNDc4ZDkxMDM5NzVkM2IwODdjNjEzYzQ5MjcyYTIy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4MTJkNDgxZWFlNDc4ZDkxMDM5NzVkM2IwODdjNjEzYzQ5MjcyYTIy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4MTJkNDgxZWFlNDc4ZDkxMDM5NzVkM2IwODdjNjEzYzQ5MjcyYTIy&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4MTJkNDgxZWFlNDc4ZDkxMDM5NzVkM2IwODdjNjEzYzQ5MjcyYTIy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4MTJkNDgxZWFlNDc4ZDkxMDM5NzVkM2IwODdjNjEzYzQ5MjcyYTIy&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen_foster@ios doi gov
To: tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; roslyn se lars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcnVzc2VsbF9yb2RkeUBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4NzE4YmYyOWU0YzliMmFkZjM1MjgzMTE4NzYxMTE3NjI2MmVkZGFh&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcnVzc2VsbF9yb2RkeUBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4NzE4YmYyOWU0YzliMmFkZjM1MjgzMTE4NzYxMTE3NjI2MmVkZGFh&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcnVzc2VsbF9yb2RkeUBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4NzE4YmYyOWU0YzliMmFkZjM1MjgzMTE4NzYxMTE3NjI2MmVkZGFh&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcnVzc2VsbF9yb2RkeUBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4NzE4YmYyOWU0YzliMmFkZjM1MjgzMTE4NzYxMTE3NjI2MmVkZGFh&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgcnVzc2VsbF9yb2RkeUBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y4NzE4YmYyOWU0YzliMmFkZjM1MjgzMTE4NzYxMTE3NjI2MmVkZGFh&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: charisa morris@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov
Cc: jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pend ng E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite. cs

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGFzaGFfcm9iYmluc0Bpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YzNDM2MjA0MzkwMDIzMjExZmQ2MjU0ZmZhYjlkODY5OTAyNjc0YmMx&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGFzaGFfcm9iYmluc0Bpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YzNDM2MjA0MzkwMDIzMjExZmQ2MjU0ZmZhYjlkODY OTAyNjc0YmMx&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGFzaGFfcm9iYmluc0Bpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YzNDM2MjA0MzkwMDIzMjExZmQ2MjU0ZmZhYjlkODY OTAyNjc0YmMx&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGFzaGFfcm9iYmluc0Bpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YzNDM2MjA0MzkwMDIzMjExZmQ2MjU0ZmZhYjlkODY OTAyNjc0YmMx&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGFzaGFfcm9iYmluc0Bpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YzNDM2MjA0MzkwMDIzMjExZmQ2MjU0ZmZhYjlkODY5OTAyNjc0YmMx&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: m ureen_foster@ios doi gov
To: j mes_cason@ios doi gov; charisa_morris@fws gov; t sha_robbins@ios doi gov; j m_kurth@fws gov; v rginia_johnson@ios doi gov; russell_roddy@ios doi gov; gary_frazer@fws gov
Cc: roslyn se lars@fws.gov; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (v rginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYWVjMjMxY2ExMjM4NDk1N2ExZWI3MjdhMjZlMDA3MGVmZTVmMGQz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios doi.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYWVjMjMxY2ExMjM4NDk1N2ExZWI3MjdhMjZlMDA3MGVmZTVmMGQz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYWVjMjMxY2ExMjM4NDk1N2ExZWI3MjdhMjZlMDA3MGVmZTVmMGQz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYWVjMjMxY2ExMjM4NDk1N2ExZWI3MjdhMjZlMDA3MGVmZTVmMGQz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYWVjMjMxY2ExMjM4NDk1N2ExZWI3MjdhMjZlMDA3MGVmZTVmMGQz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar virginia_johnson@ios doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; russell roddy@ os.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; char sa morris@fws.gov
Cc: jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; roslyn se lars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: NOTE: New t tle and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (charisa_morris@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y5NzcxZTE2NTMxYjQ1OWQ0NWEzNDcyNTU2NDQ5ZWY2NjQ3ODNmM2M5&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar charisa_morris@fws gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jean_parrish@ios doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y5NzcxZTE2NTMxYjQ1OWQ0NWEzNDcyNTU2NDQ5ZWY2NjQ3ODNmM2M5&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y5NzcxZTE2NTMxYjQ1OWQ0NWEzNDcyNTU2NDQ5ZWY2NjQ3ODNmM2M5&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y5NzcxZTE2NTMxYjQ1OWQ0NWEzNDcyNTU2NDQ5ZWY2NjQ3ODNmM2M5&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y5NzcxZTE2NTMxYjQ1OWQ0NWEzNDcyNTU2NDQ5ZWY2NjQ3ODNmM2M5&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account charisa_morris@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar charisa_morris@fws gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov
Cc: roslyn se lars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Updated Inv tation: NOTE: New t tle and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (gary_frazer@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiYTQ1NTU0MTkzMzhkNDVlNjdjYmRhNmMwOGM0ODZjMmIxMjY1YmQ0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar gary_frazer@fws.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiYTQ1NTU0MTkzMzhkNDVlNjdjYmRhNmMwOGM0ODZjMmIxMjY1YmQ0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiYTQ1NTU0MTkzMzhkNDVlNjdjYmRhNmMwOGM0ODZjMmIxMjY1YmQ0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiYTQ1NTU0MTkzMzhkNDVlNjdjYmRhNmMwOGM0ODZjMmIxMjY1YmQ0&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZiYTQ1NTU0MTkzMzhkNDVlNjdjYmRhNmMwOGM0ODZjMmIxMjY1YmQ0&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account gary_frazer@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar gary_frazer@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: gary frazer@fws.gov; j m kurth@fws.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov; tasha robb ns@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; jean parrish@ os.doi.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (james_cason@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamFtZXNfY2Fzb25AaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjODI5ZGRlZTRjZjc4ZWZhYzE1ZTM1NTQxYjUxNTg2MWIxZjU0NzM0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamFtZXNfY2Fzb25AaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjODI5ZGRlZTRjZjc4ZWZhYzE1ZTM1NTQxYjUxNTg2MWIxZjU0NzM0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamFtZXNfY2Fzb25AaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjODI5ZGRlZTRjZjc4ZWZhYzE1ZTM1NTQxYjUxNTg2MWIxZjU0NzM0&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamFtZXNfY2Fzb25AaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjODI5ZGRlZTRjZjc4ZWZhYzE1ZTM1NTQxYjUxNTg2MWIxZjU0NzM0&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamFtZXNfY2Fzb25AaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjODI5ZGRlZTRjZjc4ZWZhYzE1ZTM1NTQxYjUxNTg2MWIxZjU0NzM0&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account james_cason@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar james_cason@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: james cason@ios.doi.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; char sa morris@fws.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (jim_kurth@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjUzNTNjYTBlNmIwOWZiNjc2MTM2ZTgwZDNiODhmYzE1MjljNzkz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjUzNTNjYTBlNmIwOWZiNjc2MTM2ZTgwZDNiODhmYzE1MjljNzkz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjUzNTNjYTBlNmIwOWZiNjc2MTM2ZTgwZDNiODhmYzE1MjljNzkz&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjUzNTNjYTBlNmIwOWZiNjc2MTM2ZTgwZDNiODhmYzE1MjljNzkz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZjMjUzNTNjYTBlNmIwOWZiNjc2MTM2ZTgwZDNiODhmYzE1MjljNzkz&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account jim_kurth@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
To: gary frazer@fws.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; russe l roddy@ os.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov
Cc: jean parrish@ os.doi.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (thomas_irw n@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZhZWQ5ZWZmZjE1YzJjMjk0NDk5NTAyMjQ2ZjhhMGE3MDRhMTU2N2Y4&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZhZWQ5ZWZmZjE1YzJjMjk0NDk5NTAyMjQ2ZjhhMGE3MDRhMTU2N2Y4&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZhZWQ5ZWZmZjE1YzJjMjk0NDk5NTAyMjQ2ZjhhMGE3MDRhMTU2N2Y4&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZhZWQ5ZWZmZjE1YzJjMjk0NDk5NTAyMjQ2ZjhhMGE3MDRhMTU2N2Y4&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZhZWQ5ZWZmZjE1YzJjMjk0NDk5NTAyMjQ2ZjhhMGE3MDRhMTU2N2Y4&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: maureen_foster@ios doi gov
To: jim kurth@fws.gov; tasha robbins@ios.doi.gov; gary frazer@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; james cason@ios.doi.gov; russell roddy@ios.doi.gov; char sa morris@fws.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; jean parrish@ios.doi.gov; thomas rw n@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Br ef ng on Pending E... @ Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm - 5pm (jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamVhbl9wYXJyaXNoQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YxNDAxMDBmZWMwYjlmMmIyNjliNGU5YTI3YzAwYWZjYWQ0MDhlOTg2&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Changed: NOTE: New title and agenda added -- Briefing on Pending ESA-Related Actions
Changed: Agenda:
-Notice of application for ESA sec 10 permit -- Hoopeston wind farm draft HCP
-ANPR and scoping notice -- revision to red wolf experimental population rule
-Comments on draft GAO report on ESA deadline lawsuits
-Invitation to speak at National Mitigation Banking Association meeting in March
-Heads up on separate upcoming briefings on litigation RE: Our recent habitat rules and an overview of the ESA
When Thu Feb 9, 2017 4pm – 5pm Eastern Time 
Where 5112 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 5112&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/maureen-foster?hceid bWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.tc1aj6fk9rel227hnrvtrque2g>  
Calendar jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov 
Who • maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• tasha_robbins@fws.gov - creator 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• tasha_robbins@ios.doi.gov 
• gary_frazer@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_cason@ios.doi.gov 
• russell_roddy@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamVhbl9wYXJyaXNoQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 1&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YxNDAxMDBmZWMwYjlmMmIyNjliNGU5YTI3YzAwYWZjYWQ0MDhlOTg2&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamVhbl9wYXJyaXNoQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 3&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YxNDAxMDBmZWMwYjlmMmIyNjliNGU5YTI3YzAwYWZjYWQ0MDhlOTg2&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamVhbl9wYXJyaXNoQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 2&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YxNDAxMDBmZWMwYjlmMmIyNjliNGU5YTI3YzAwYWZjYWQ0MDhlOTg2&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid dGMxYWo2Zms5cmVsMjI3aG5ydnRycXVlMmcgamVhbl9wYXJyaXNoQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MjYjbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YxNDAxMDBmZWMwYjlmMmIyNjliNGU5YTI3YzAwYWZjYWQ0MDhlOTg2&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar jean_parrish@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; stephen guert n@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wo f Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; james sch ndler@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ os.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Inv tation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgc3RlcGhlbl9ndWVydGluQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjYwYWIxNWIxMDk5NzAxZWIxMTg3MjQ0ZDdhMDZiYmI0OGE4NGJmODQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account stephen_guertin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: charisa morris@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: Red Wolf Brief ng @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (acquanetta_reese@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar acquanetta_reese@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgYWNxdWFuZXR0YV9yZWVzZUBmd3MuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0ZjUyYzllOWQ5Nzc2MzY5MGRmM2QzZjliZTIyMGNlNGIxZmJhMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account acquanetta_reese@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar acquanetta_reese@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov;

james_schindler@ os doi gov; jim_kurth@fws gov; stephen_guertin@fws gov; cynthia_dohner@fws gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (roslyn_sellars@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; virg nia johnson@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov;

charisa morris@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: Red Wo f Brief ng @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF1cmVlbl9mb3N0ZXJAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmM2MzBhYTgxZWJjNTMzYWViNDgyZTQ2NTM0MDFmMGJmNmE1ODc1NjE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; charisa morr s@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2FzZXlfaGFtbW9uZEBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmEwZDY3NWNhMWE2OGY3MWYyMTg3MjQwYzc5ZGFiYmQ3ZDM0ZGQ5YmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ os.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (downey_maga lanes@ os.doi.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjQ4Y2I3ZDY5MDcwN2ZjN2QzZmVjMDU0Y2RiMjM1MjZkMWY2NTQwOTQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (jim_kurth@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamltX2t1cnRoQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmQ0YjE1ZGFiZGYxNWY1NzJhODFlMTFmYTA2YTEyYjg3OGM0YTNlYmQ&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account jim_kurth@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar jim_kurth@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; v rginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; downey maga lanes@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov;

jim kurth@fws.gov; charisa morr s@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov
Cc: acquanetta_reese@fws gov; thomas_irwin@fws gov; roslyn_sellars@fws gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (james_schindler@ios.doi.gov)
Attachments: nv te.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamFtZXNfc2NoaW5kbGVyQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjk2MjBiODQ1YTMzYjM5YTc0M2NhNzdhMDg3YWFiMGQyZWEwMGRhMjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamFtZXNfc2NoaW5kbGVyQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjk2MjBiODQ1YTMzYjM5YTc0M2NhNzdhMDg3YWFiMGQyZWEwMGRhMjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamFtZXNfc2NoaW5kbGVyQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjk2MjBiODQ1YTMzYjM5YTc0M2NhNzdhMDg3YWFiMGQyZWEwMGRhMjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamFtZXNfc2NoaW5kbGVyQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjk2MjBiODQ1YTMzYjM5YTc0M2NhNzdhMDg3YWFiMGQyZWEwMGRhMjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgamFtZXNfc2NoaW5kbGVyQGlvcy5kb2kuZ292&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjk2MjBiODQ1YTMzYjM5YTc0M2NhNzdhMDg3YWFiMGQyZWEwMGRhMjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account james_schindler@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar james_schindler@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ os.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (matthew_huggler@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWF0dGhld19odWdnbGVyQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjA1YjM5NDc3ZTdmNDhmMjk3NzY4MThhNTEyYmZmOWI5ZWFkYjNlNDM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account matthew_huggler@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar matthew_huggler@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

stephen guertin@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (virg nia_johnson@ os.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdmlyZ2luaWFfam9obnNvbkBpb3MuZG9pLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjZjZWU0YTk3ZDU1MGYxMTc2MzE5ZDg1NGM3YWQzYzE0YzdkMjdlMmE&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; j m kurth@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov;

matthew huggler@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; downey maga lanes@ios.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (char sa_morris@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar charisa_morris@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY2hhcmlzYV9tb3JyaXNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdmNmYzYxMjEwNDZhOTJmM2M5NTdhMzQ2MTBmMmRjOTBjNDQwNGRlNzk&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account charisa_morris@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar charisa_morris@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; char sa morris@fws.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov;

casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wo f Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (thomas_irwin@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjg4ZTIwZDFhNmMwNmNkZGQyYzdmMWZlN2RkZWQxYTkwMzEzODk3Njc&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; v rginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

matthew_huggler@fws gov; casey_hammond@ios doi gov; charisa_morris@fws gov; jim_kurth@fws gov
Cc: acquanetta reese@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (stephen_guertin@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjJhN2M0NTIwM2RkMTM5MGRkZGE0NGIwZjJmY2FmZDE3NDYxOGEyZmM&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar stephen_guertin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: cynthia dohner@fws.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov; jim kurth@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ os.doi.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov;

stephen guert n@fws.gov; charisa morris@fws.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitation: Red Wolf Brief ng @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (micah_chambers@ os.doi.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWljYWhfY2hhbWJlcnNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjMxODkzMmM4NDNkYTE4ZGQxODY2NWZhZDQxNGZhZTYxOWIxMWExZjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWljYWhfY2hhbWJlcnNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjMxODkzMmM4NDNkYTE4ZGQxODY2NWZhZDQxNGZhZTYxOWIxMWExZjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWljYWhfY2hhbWJlcnNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjMxODkzMmM4NDNkYTE4ZGQxODY2NWZhZDQxNGZhZTYxOWIxMWExZjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWljYWhfY2hhbWJlcnNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjMxODkzMmM4NDNkYTE4ZGQxODY2NWZhZDQxNGZhZTYxOWIxMWExZjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgbWljYWhfY2hhbWJlcnNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjMxODkzMmM4NDNkYTE4ZGQxODY2NWZhZDQxNGZhZTYxOWIxMWExZjA&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: gary frazer@fws.gov
To: jim kurth@fws.gov; james schindler@ios.doi.gov; cynthia dohner@fws.gov; micah chambers@ios.doi.gov; downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov; casey hammond@ios.doi.gov; matthew huggler@fws.gov; maureen foster@ios.doi.gov;

charisa morris@fws.gov; virginia johnson@ios.doi.gov; stephen guertin@fws.gov
Cc: thomas irwin@fws.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov; acquanetta reese@fws.gov
Subject: Updated Invitat on: Red Wolf Briefing @ Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm - 3:30pm (cynthia_dohner@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 

Red Wolf Briefing
When Thu Mar 2, 2017 2:30pm – 3:30pm Eastern Time 
Where Changed: MIB - Conference room 3038 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q MIB - Conference room 3038&hl en> ) 
Video call https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer <https://plus.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/gary-frazer?hceid Z2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdg.j9437ic2hf8239h3s5vqmt8bv0>  
Calendar cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
Who • gary_frazer@fws.gov - organizer 
• lois_wellman@fws.gov - creator 
• jim_kurth@fws.gov 
• james_schindler@ios.doi.gov 
• cynthia_dohner@fws.gov 
• micah_chambers@ios.doi.gov 
• downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov 
• casey_hammond@ios.doi.gov 
• matthew_huggler@fws.gov 
• maureen_foster@ios.doi.gov 
• charisa_morris@fws.gov 
• virginia_johnson@ios.doi.gov 
• stephen_guertin@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• acquanetta_reese@fws.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid ajk0MzdpYzJoZjgyMzloM3M1dnFtdDhidjAgY3ludGhpYV9kb2huZXJAZndzLmdvdg&tok MTkjZ2FyeV9mcmF6ZXJAZndzLmdvdjI0N2ZhMzdmNzRmYjVmMTgzMzk5ZDViZGI5NmFjZjEyNjk2N2FmMDg&ctz America/New_York&hl en>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account cynthia_dohner@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar cynthia_dohner@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
To: todd_willens@ios doi gov; greg_j_sheehan@fws gov
Cc: thomas_irw n@fws gov; roslyn_sell rs@fws gov; catherine_gulac@ios doi gov
Subject: Updated nvitation: Red Wolf Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (thomas_irwin@fws.gov)
Attachments: inv te.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where Changed: 6136 CALL IN- (877)988-2994 code 7728906 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 6136 CALL IN- %28877%29988-2994 code 7728906&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gdGhvbWFzX2lyd2luQGZ3cy5nb3Y&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3YyYmIzMzhiYzRjOGQ4NzM1NzUxNGM0YjBmZDRlOTYzNTFlNGNjYWVk&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account thomas_irwin@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar thomas_irwin@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ os.doi.gov
To: todd_w llens@ios doi gov; greg_j_sheehan@fws gov
Cc: thomas rwin@fws.gov; catherine gulac@ios.doi.gov; roslyn sellars@fws.gov
Subject: Updated invitation: Red Wolf Program Update @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (roslyn_sellars@fws.gov)
Attachments: invite. cs

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update 
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where Changed: 6136 CALL IN- (877)988-2994 code 7728906 (map <https://maps.google.com/maps?q 6136 CALL IN- %28877%29988-2994 code 7728906&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y.0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• todd_willens@ios.doi.gov 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws gov 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
 
Your attendance is optional.
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gcm9zbHluX3NlbGxhcnNAZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3ZkYjE2ZDQ3OWIxNTBjYTJlYWVlMjhiMzU0MjQyMWJiNjg5MGFiODBh&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invitation from Google Calendar <https://www.google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account roslyn_sellars@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar roslyn_sellars@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <https://support.google.com/calendar/answer/37135#forwarding> . 



From: downey magallanes@ios.doi.gov
To: greg j sheehan@fws.gov; todd w llens@ os.doi.gov
Cc: roslyn sellars@fws.gov; thomas irwin@fws.gov; catherine gulac@ios.doi.gov
Subject: Updated invitation: Red Wolf Program Update - Rm 6136 @ Wed May 23, 2018 10am - 11am (EDT) (greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov)
Attachments: nvite.ics

This event has been changed.
more details » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 

Red Wolf Program Update - Rm 6136
When Wed May 23, 2018 10am – 11am Eastern Time 
Where Changed: 6136 CALL IN- (877)988-2994 code 7728906 (map <https://maps google.com/maps?q 6136 CALL IN- %28877%29988-2994 code 7728906&hl en> ) 
Video call https://hangou s.google.com/hangouts/_/doi.gov/downey-magallan <https://hangouts.google.com/hangouts/_/doi gov/downey-magallan?hceid ZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y 0nionfmn54le0sigill72oijfm>  
Calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
Who • downey_magallanes@ios.doi.gov - organizer 
• lacey_smethers@ios.doi.gov - creator 
• greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov 
• todd_wi lens@ios doi.gov 
• roslyn_sellars@fws.gov - optional 
• thomas_irwin@fws.gov - optional 
• catherine_gulac@ios.doi.gov - optional 
 
Going?   Yes <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 1&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- Maybe <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 3&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1> 
- No <https://www google.com/calendar/event?
action RESPOND&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&rst 2&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>    
more options » <https://www.google.com/calendar/event?
action VIEW&eid MG5pb25mbW41NGxlMHNpZ2lsbDcyb2lqZm0gZ3JlZ19qX3NoZWVoYW5AZndzLmdvdg&tok MjkjZG93bmV5X21hZ2FsbGFuZXNAaW9zLmRvaS5nb3Y2NGU4YjE1ZTM0Y2NlYWQxODc1OWM0MTkzZmNmMTNlODBhYmY3YTky&ctz America%2FNew_York&hl en&es 1>  
Invi ation from Google Calendar <https://www google.com/calendar/> 
You are receiving this email at the account greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov because you are subscribed for updated invitations on calendar greg_j_sheehan@fws.gov.
To stop receiving these emails, please log in to https://www.google.com/calendar/ and change your notification settings for this calendar.
Forwarding this invitation could allow any recipient to modify your RSVP response. Learn More <h tps://support.google.com/calendar/answer 37135#forwarding> . 



From: Valenta, Aaron
To: Karen Myers; Lisa Ellis
Subject: Pre-decisional, Not for Release
Date: Friday, February 8, 2019 5:16:49 AM
Attachments: 20190204 IM for Dir_Path Forward.pdf

Here's the briefing paper Leo worked off in his dept. briefings.

Thanks,

Aaron Valenta
Chief, Division of Restoration and Recovery
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
404/679-4144

This email correspondence and any attachments to and from this sender is subject to the Freedom of Information Act and may be
disclosed to third parties.  

Attachment (2pages) withheld in full Ex 5 DPP
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