
From: Picco, Angela
To: Colin Grant
Cc: Mary Grim
Subject: Fwd: Draft Memo to file for Ashy storm Petrel finding
Date: Monday, August 5, 2013 11:11:54 AM
Attachments: 2013_8_2_Memo for Ashy Storm Petrel Finding_AP MG.docx

Hi Colin,

I just spoke with Mary and she thinks we need to add in some more language about what the
issues were about and how they were discussed/resolved.  She said that it is fine to quote the
Species Report (or other docs), so I think it might be helpful to paste in some of the sections of
the Species Report (or notes, etc.) that talk about these issues.  Pasting makes more sense to
me (rather than writing up our rationale again) to ensure that each of the documents match up
with one another.

Please let me know if you need help with this or if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Angela

Angela Picco, Ph.D.
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Pacific Southwest Regional Office, Region 8
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2606
Sacramento, CA 95825
(916) 414-6490

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Grim, Mary <mary_grim@fws.gov>
Date: Mon, Aug 5, 2013 at 10:55 AM
Subject: Re: Draft Memo to file for Ashy storm Petrel finding
To: "Picco, Angela" <angela_picco@fws.gov>
Cc: "Grant, Colin" <colin_grant@fws.gov>, Erin Gleason <Erin_Gleason@fws.gov>, Kim
Turner <kim_s_turner@fws.gov>

I think we need to beef up a few places to have more details about how things were discussed.  My edits
are attached.

Mary Grim
Pacific Southwest Region Listing Coordinator
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
916-414-6574
530-320-1300 (cell)
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										August 5, 2013

Memorandum To:  	Ashy Storm Petrel Project File

From:  		Colin Grant

Subject:  	Summary of treatment of scientific uncertainty during the ashy storm petrel status review

Memo for to file for Ashy Storm Petrel Finding                                                     August 2, 2013

The Purpose of this meme is to document for the project file how the Core Team treated points of uncertainty or debate during the status review for the ashy storm petrel.  Three issues were discussed by the team:  the Ainely and Hyrenbach 2013 document; the Nur et. al 2013 report; and the FWS predation impact calculations.  Each of these issues is discussed in greater detail below.

Subject 1: Ainley and Hyrenbach 2010 

Since the last ashy storm-petrel 12-month finding was published, we have further reviewed and addressed concerns with the 2010 Ainley and Hyrenbach paper titled “Long and Short-Term Factors Affecting Seabird Population Trends in the California Current System 1985-2006.”.  This paper used at-sea transects to estimate a 76 percent decline in ashy storm petrel populations from 1985-2006. The Ainley and Hyrenbach estimate of 1985-1994 densities included data from 2 years of unusually high densities (1991 and 1992), when ashy storm-petrel abundances were about twice that of any other year in the study. These 2 years were during an El Niño event, which may have affected the ashy storm-petrel’s at-sea distribution. The authors do not discuss the high densities in 1991 and 1992, or those two years’ contribution to their finding of a decline.



The Core Team also considered a second Another aat-sea survey, Mason et al. (2007, p. 94).  This sturdy observed a 450 percent increase in ashy storm-petrel at-sea densities in the years 1999–2002 compared to 1975–1983, in the Southern California Bight (Mason et al. 2007, p. 94). 



It is a widely accepted belief amongst sea bird biologists that colony data is more reliable than at- sea data for estimating population trends and.  Based on this expert advice, the Core Team therefore it is focused on colony data that we focused on to determine current ashy storm-petrel population trends.  At-sea versuss. colony data information was discussed at the recommendation team meeting and can be found in the recommendation team meeting notes dated March 8, 2013. 	Comment by Grim, Mary: Does tis mean that both of the studies above were considered to be porr estimates because the use at sea surveys?	Comment by Grim, Mary: Can you provide a referene or pers. comm?	Comment by Grim, Mary: Should include a paragraph above this one that summarizes the colony data that was used.



A full discussion ofn at-sea versuss. colony data can be found on page 17 of the species report.  A full discussion of Ainley and Hyrenbach 2010 can be found on page 19 of the species report. 	Comment by Grim, Mary: Can we reference any meeting notes included in the files.  I would point to everywhere this information was discussed in the process - more is better.	Comment by Grim, Mary: WHat about the Mason study.  Since we raise it here, we shoudl point to where in the files we discussed this also.  



The Ainley and Hyrenbach estimate of 1985-1994 densities included data from 2 years of unusually high densities (1991 and 1992), when ashy storm-petrel abundances were about twice that of any other year in the study. These 2 years were during an El Niño event, which may have affected the ashy storm-petrel’s at-sea distribution. The authors do not discuss the high densities in 1991 and 1992, or those two years’ contribution to their finding of a decline.



Subject 2: Nur et al. 2013 report: Modeling the Impacts of House Mouse Eradication on Ashy Storm-Petrels on Southeast Farallon Island



The purpose of the Nur et al. reportstudy was to evaluate the management benefits of house mouse eradication from the SE Farallon Islands.  The Nur et al. report was, not intended to determine future trends in ashy storm-petrel populations on the Southeast Farallon Island or estimate time to extinctionextirpation. The Nur et al. model uses data from a small number of years to predict future population trends on the Southeast Farallon Island, which limits its use in determining the current and future status of the species as a whole. This small subset of data (last 6 yrs. of ashy storm-petrel mist net data; last three years of burrowing owl abundance data) used makes the model’s predictions very sensitive to any variations in burrowing owl numbers in the future. This recent increase in burrowing owl predation has been accompanied by a large decrease in gull predation in the last three years suggesting an inverse relationship between predation effects from these two species. This can be seen in Figure 4 of the species report. It is possible that the predation effects from these two species are simply balancing out. A full discussion of the Nur et al. 2013 report can be found on pages 20-21 of the species report. Discussion in relation to burrowing owl predation can be found in the predation section on page 47. 



The Nur et. al report does provide some insight into the threat of threat of predation on Southwest East Farallon Island.  However, the Core Team discussed some limitations with that analysis.  The use of a small subset of data (which includes the last 6 years of ashy storm-petrel mist net data and the last 3 years of burrowing owl abundance data) makes the model’s predictions very sensitive to any variations in burrowing owl numbers in the future. The recent increase in burrowing owl predation has been accompanied by a large decrease in gull predation over the last 3 years.  This suggests an inverse relationship between predation effects from these two species, as illustrated in Figure 4 of the species report. The Core Team believed that it is possible that the predation effects from these two species are simply balancing out.



After the release of a draft version of this the Nur et al. report in 2012, the Ashy Storm-Petrel Core Tteam held a conference call with the report’s authors of this report to better clarify and understand the findings. At this meeting, the authors of the Nur et al. report clearly explained that the purpose of the report was not to determine overall species trend data for the ashy storm-petrel. The notes from this meeting are dated February 7, 2013. The Nur et al. 2012 report was further discussed in detail at the recommendation team meeting on March 8, 2013, and information about this discussion can be found in the recommendation team meeting notes. At this meeting, Tthe recommendation team agreed that the Nur et al. 2013 report did not show a long term decline in the species. 



After the recommendation team met, the authors of the Nur et al. report released a new draft of theiris report (Nur et al. 2013) in June of 2013. The recommendation team again convened on July 11, 2013, to discuss these new findings and to evaluate the impact this new data had on the listing recommendation that was made. At this time, the recommendation team agreed that the Nur et al. 2013 report this new report did not change the listing recommendation that was made. The notes from the July 11, 2013, meeting of this reconvening of the recommendation teammeeting that took place on July 11, 2013 are attached. An email exchange regarding the model used for the 2013 report took place on July 12, 2013, and is also included in the file. A finalized version of this report (Nur et al. 2013) was released in July 2013, and has been incorporated into the species report.	Comment by Grim, Mary: Need to say why they came to this conclusion.	Comment by Grim, Mary: Shoudl say first what new information was presented in the report, then discussion what the team determined.	Comment by Grim, Mary: by who?



Subject 3: FWS predation impact calculations:	Comment by Grim, Mary: If we are goign to include this, we need to say more about how it was done.  Where did the data come from and how did we analyze it.



The FWS derived its own estimates of predation impacts on the ashy storm-petrel and concluded that ashy storm-petrel populations could be reduced by 10% from burrowing owls over the next 40 years and 10% from Western gulls over the next 40 years. Two excel spreadsheets named “petrel wing database” and “generation time estimate” were used to derive these impact estimates. The actual calculations can be found in notes dated s March 4, 2013.











On Fri, Aug 2, 2013 at 2:42 PM, Picco, Angela <angela_picco@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks, Colin!  Attached are my edits to the memo.  Mary and I will discuss and send to HQ
as appropriate.

Thanks again for your help and the quick turnaround,

Angela

Angela Picco, Ph.D.
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
Pacific Southwest Regional Office, Region 8
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2606
Sacramento, CA 95825
(916) 414-6490

On Fri, Aug 2, 2013 at 2:24 PM, Grant, Colin <colin_grant@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Angela,

I have attached the memo for the file with all attachments. Please let me know if you
would like me to change the format and any edits or additional information that the RO
would like on the memo.

Thanks

Colin Grant
Endangered Species Listing Biologist
Bay-Delta Fish and Wildlife Office
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-930-5651
colin_grant@fws.gov
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