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Ashy Storm Petrel document comparison

House Mouse Eradication EIS

· Pg 18.  EIS states that predation is extensive and may be having population level impacts.
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Researchers have discovered that mice on the South Farallon Islands are indirectly responsible  for extensive predation of ashy storm-petrels by burrowing owls. Burrowing owls overwinter on the islands because of the ready availability of mice as a dietary item when owls arrive in the fall (Mills 2006, Bradley et al. 2011, Nur et al. 2013). Physical and behavioral similarities between ashy storm-petrels and Leach’s storm-petrels, along with recovered carcasses suggest that the burrowing owls also prey on the less common Leach’s storm-petrels. may be suffering similar population level impacts (Bradley et al. 2011).	Comment by Grim, Mary: Does the data support the term extensive.  We generally try to avoid this kind of language in listing documents.  I would think just saying “predation” instead of “extensive predation” would be ok.



· Pg19.  The EIS states 225 petrels/year are preyed upon by burrowing owls.[image: ]

Predation by wintering owls accounts for substantial annual mortality of breeding ashy storm- petrels. Bradley et al. (2011) documented an average of about 225-270 ashy storm-petrels preyed upon by burrowing owls western gulls, and unknown avian predators per year, based on standardized carcass surveys (Bradley et al. 2011). From 2003-2012, an average of 85 ashy storm-petrel wings were found predated by burrowing owls per year. However, these totals underestimated total predation because only easily accessible portions of the islands were surveyed (Bradley et al. 2011).	Comment by Grim, Mary: Again, is this word needed to make the point and is it supported by the data?	Comment by Grim, Mary:  This is a bit confusing to me.  How do we come up with 2 different estimates an which one do we think is more accurate.  Or do the two numbers represent a potential range?	Comment by AMP: The estimates are not different…the 225 estimate is ASP and gulls and other, whereas the 85 estimate is just ASP.	Comment by Grim, Mary: Why delete – seems like this statement is true for the Bradley data.	Comment by AMP: I agree.  Do not delete?



· Pg 19.   EIS states that without the proposed action, the petrel population will decline or stay stable.
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A capture-recapture analysis reveals a strong and significant effect of burrowing owl abundance on annual ashy storm-petrel adult survival (Nur et al. 2013); in years when owls were more abundant, storm-petrel survivorship was reduced. Nur et al. (2013) estimate the change in population trend as a result of anticipated reductions in burrowing owl predation on SEFI, using a population-dynamic model. Less burrowing owls frequenting SE Farralon Island will likely result in a reduction of burrowing owl predation on ashy storm-petrel (Nur et al. 2013).With no reduction in burrowing owl abundance (assuming recent conditions continue into the future) the ashy storm-petrel population is expected to decline or remain nearly stable, without the possibility of substantial population growth (Nur et al. 2013).	Comment by Grim, Mary: Again, I would avoid these kinds of adjectives.  Also, was 



· Pg 21 The EIS states that direct effects from mice are at least a low-level impact[image: ]



Out of a total of 274 ashy storm-petrel eggs laid during 1972–1983, Ainley et al. (1990, p. 156) inferred predation by house mice of one ashy storm-petrel chick, based upon the remains of a partially eaten carcass. Twenty-six eggs (9.5 percent) failed to hatch, nine eggs (3.3 percent) were abandoned, eight eggs (2.9 percent) disappeared, and two eggs (0.7 percent) were found broken; however, house mice were not mentioned as a significant cause of egg failure. Because there is only one documentation of house mouse predation on ashy storm-petrel eggs or chicks, the best available scientific information indicates that direct predation by house mice on SE Farallon Island is negligible.

.

The inconspicuous rock-crevice nest sites and nocturnal habits of storm-petrels make it difficult to collect evidence of mouse predation and disturbance on the South Farallones without disrupting and destroying nest sites. However, evidence of direct mouse impacts has been recorded. Ainley et al. (1990c) found a few examples of mouse predation on both Leach’s and ashy storm-petrels in studies conducted from 1972 to 1983. They determined that mouse predation was likely contributing to the overall low breeding success rates of petrels on the Farallon Islands (Ainley et al. 1990c). In addition, researchers found mice would chew on decoy eggs made of modeling clay, when they were made available (PRBO, unpublished data). Chicks of storm-petrels and Cassin’s auklets (Ptychoramphus aleuticus) have been found with toes or feet missing as a result of mouse predation (D. Ainley pers. comm.; P. Pyle pers. comm.). These data, combined with the fact that mice have been documented preying on seabird eggs and chicks on other islands around the world (Cuthbert and Hilton 2004, Wanless et al. 2007, Angel et al. 2008, Jones and Ryan 2010); see Section 4.5.3.2.1), indicates that house mice have at minimum a low level of direct impact on storm-petrels on the South Farallon Islands. Because of the difficulty with monitoring storm-petrels in their small crevice nests, it is possible that house mice are imposing a greater impact on Farallon storm-petrels than has been directly observed.



· Pg 130.  The EIS states that the population is currently declining at 7.19%/year.  While it indicates that number is flawed, it seems to focus on it by not providing other estimates.
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It is unclear exactly what effect burrowing owls will have on the ashy storm-petrel population if house mice remain on the island. However, in a population modeling study, Nur et al. 2013 (p. 20) estimated a future ashy storm-petrel decline of 7.19 percent per year to continue if burrowing owls continue to frequent the Island at recent levels. The most recent 3 years of data were used to obtain an average burrowing owl population size, which the model then used to predict future population trends of ashy storm-petrels. This small subset of data used makes the model’s predictions very sensitive to any variations in burrowing owl numbers in the future. A 6 year timeframe is likely too short to produce a significant result with these methods (Nur et al. 2013, p. 25). Natural variations and fluctuations in environmental conditions or population parameters are not evaluated in deterministic models of the type used in this study. Overall, these models indicate that reducing burrowing owls on SE Farallon Island will likely benefit the ashy storm-petrel population on the island. 



 The data in this report were split into two different trend sets: one from 2000–2006 and one from 2007–2011. The data was split this way to evaluate whether an increase in burrowing owls on the island between 2006 and 2007 influenced ashy storm-petrels. This report found an average increase in the ashy storm-petrel population index of 22.1 percent per year from 2000–2006, and a mean decrease in the ashy storm-petrel population index on SE Farallon Island of 7.19 percent per year from 2007 to 2012 (Nur et al. 2013, p. 25). However, this negative trend was not statistically significant.Results from Nur et al. (2013, p. 18) do show that reducing the burrowing owl population will likely benefit the ashy storm-petrel population on the island.  





If house mice remain on the South Farallon Islands, the best fit model suggests a 7.19 percent annual decline in the ashy storm-petrel population, though the 95 percent confidence interval of this result is a near stable population (Nur et al. 2013). Reducing owl impacts will reduce a steep population decline to a much smaller decline, or under the most optimistic interpretation of the data will allow the population to increase its annual growth rate by nearly five times. The negative impact that mice have on ashy storm-petrels could be detrimental to the entire population since it is already a state and federal Species of Special Concern and a Candidate for listing under the federal ESA. Thus, the significance determination for ashy and Leach’s storm petrels is significant because of negative impacts on storm-petrel populations. For all other seabird species, the significance determination is not significant.



· Pg 130 and 128.  The EIS seems to indicate that the declines at the Farrallons have implications for species range-wide viability.  This is further indicated by the finding of significance which is based on a range-wide, or Farrallons-wide population level decline.

[image: ]

The negative impact that mice have indirectly through burrowing owls have on ashy storm-petrels could be detrimental to the result in a decline of the SE Farallon Island entire population. since it is already a state and federal Species of Special Concern and a Candidate for listing under the federal ESA. However, because the species is found elsewhere and the best available scientific data does not show a current nor predict a future declining trend in the species throughout its range, this historical predator-prey relationship is not expected to result in a rangewide decline in the species. Thus, the significance determination for ashy storm-petrel is and Leach’s storm petrels isnot significant. because of negative impacts on storm-petrel populations. For all other seabird species, the significance determination is not significant.
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· Pg212.  The EIS identifies long-term population declines as an unavoidable impact for the No Action Alt.
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Birds

 Future lLong-term impacts to ashy and Leach’s storm-petrel populations due to would continue

   as a result of ongoing hyperpredation by burrowing owls cannot be estimated at this time.



· Pg 228-229.   EIS states that the proposed action is needed to reduce the magnitude of the “steep decline” in the the Farrallones population.

[image: ][image: ]

The impacts that mice are having to the environment of the South Farallones, particularly on the islands’ biological resources, would continue under the No Action alternative. As discussed below, these impacts could be additive to the impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects on these resources in the future. It is unclear what indirect impact the continued presence of mice will have on ashy storm-petrel population on SE Farallon Island in the future. The ongoing indirect negative impacts that mice currently have to the storm-petrel populations will result in long term population declines. With no reduction in Burrowing Owl abundance (assuming recent conditions continue into the future) the Farallon ashy storm-petrel population is expected to decline or remain nearly stable, without the possibility of substantial population growth (Nur et al. 2013). Reducing burrowing owl impacts by 50 percent will likely have strong positive impacts for this the ashy storm-petrel population at SE Farallon Island under the multiple scenarios examined, from reducing the magnitude of a steep decline to facilitating strong population growth (Nur et al. 2013).



· Pg 237.  EIS states the irreversible and irretrievable impacts section states that with no action, there is a risk of irreversible decline for ashy storm-petrels.
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4.9.1 Alternative A

Pressure from invasive house mice could contribute to declines in the native biological resources of the South Farallones to below the level of population viability. For ashy and Leach’s storm petrels in particular, their recent population declines indicate a risk for an irreversible decline in the future if the No Action alternative is chosen.



At the present time, the best available information does not show a long term decline of ashy storm-petrel on SE Farallon Island. Therefore, it is unknown at this time what affect the No Action Alternative will have on the portion of the ashy storm-petrel population that nests on SE Farallon Island , if the No Action Alternative is chosen.
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