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Hi Gerry and Gabrielle:

Here are my comments.

I hope the comments help your process.  Feel free to call or email me if you want to
discuss any of them.

Sallie

<<<<<<<<<<<<<>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
Sallie Hejl
R-8 Regional Refuge Biologist
US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Sallie_Hejl@fws.gov
916-414-6637
FAX: 916-414-6486
mobile: 916-943-6662
<<<<<<<<<<<<<>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
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Internal USFWS Comments on the Jan. 18 Draft Farallon Mouse Alternatives Selection Process Report

Comments to be submitted by Feb. 1, 2012

Comments should be emailed to Gerry McChesney, USFWS and Gabrielle Feldman, Island Conservation:

(   Gerry_McChesney@fws.gov;    gabrielle.feldman@islandconservation.org  )

Comments Submitted by: __Sallie Hejl___

1.  The oral presentation that was given at the regional office on January 18, 2012 was fairly clear.  It seemed like your process of evaluating alternatives was fair, rigorous, and well-thought-out.  I was impressed by what you set out to do and how you did it.  In my opinion, the written document describing the alternatives selection process needs to be even clearer than the oral presentation so that experts and non-experts can easily understand your process.  Currently, the draft report is not written well (at least the first half of it, including the executive summary) and is very hard to understand.  I could not easily read the report.  My guess is that you have much of the right information included in the report, but that you need to organize the report better so that it flows from why you did the process to how you did it and what the results were.  Would it help to think of writing it in the same sequence as a scientific paper (abstract, introduction, methods, results, discussion)?

2.  The beginning sections of the report seem like an outline with listed products.  It seems odd that it is not written text.  I do not know why you stress the products.  I could not understand it well enough to give more specific comments.  I recommend that you write a better draft.  I would be happy to comment on a new revised version.

The following comments are responses to the oral presentation.

3.  Document the methods for how you did the process: that you used expert opinion, who the experts were, how you used their opinions, and how you used literature, knowledge of birds, knowledge of the Farallons, etc.

4.  Explain how you might use more than one method, that you will have a primary method, but will likely use secondary ones too.

5.  Cite references for the uncertainty model method/process.

6.  Include the notion of “waiting” in the No Action Alternative.  Explain what waiting could mean for the Farallon Islands with and without consideration of climate change, how populations of species such as Ashy Storm-Petrel could decline if we wait for new rodenticides to come on line, and how there are likely to be additional stressors on these populations in the future.

7.  Clarify that you did not include efficacy or registration as factors in the original 55 mouse removal methods and that you did not want to limit the selection process or the discussion leading up to final selections. 

Most of all, I hope my comments help.

Feel free to call or email me if you would like to discuss any of them.



Sallie Hejl 

Sallie_Hejl@fws.gov
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