
   
 

 
 
 
 

  
 

 
  

 
   

 
 

 
 

    
 

 
 

    
  

  
    

    
      

      
 

     
   

      
      

     
       

      
    

     
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 29, 2014 

Jerome E Perez, State Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Oregon/Washington 
United States Department of Interior 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, OR 97208 
BLM_OR_RMPs_WesternOregon@blm.gov. 

RE: Planning Criteria for Western Oregon Resource Management Plans 

Dear Mr. Perez: 

The Bureau of Land Management western Oregon forests support abundant salmon, steelhead and 
wildlife that provide outstanding site seeing, fishing, hunting, camping, hiking and wild river boating 
opportunities for all Americans at affordable costs. These public land forests purify drinking water for 
thousands of Oregonians, sequester large amounts of carbon for all earthlings, and provide a proven 
ecological defense against wildfire due to their older stand age. We want these important amenities and 
environmental services to continue on all BLM lands in western Oregon and not become degraded due 
to short sited modeling for timber dominant management in the planning criteria. 

We greatly appreciate the public review period for the planning criteria and the open house forums. 
Unfortunately, we find the planning criteria are seriously flawed ecologically, legally and socially. We are 
providing you additional issues needing analysis in one or more alternatives to correct these serious 
deficiencies. Our comments are most relevant to the Medford District where we have the most 
experience. Analysis and modeling in the interior Rogue Basin (Medford District) must be adjusted to 
account for the hot dry summers, dry forests, frequent droughts, inevitable large forest fires, and 
anticipated climate change that will favor broad leaved trees over commercially valuable conifers at 
lower elevation BLM lands. Analysis and modeling parameters appropriate for the coast range (Coos 
Bay District) cannot be assumed to be scientifically valid or ecologically appropriate for the Medford 
District. We look forward to discussing these comments with your planning staff prior to DEIS 
development. 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 

1.	 The 2014 Planning Criteria inappropriately uses and references the analyses in the 2008 
WOPR1 to support many anticipated 2014 DEIS analyses. 

We object to the use of the 2008 WOPR  as an analytic source or routinely cited supportive 
reference for the Planning Criteria and the 2014 DEIS The 2008 WOPR has been found to be illegal 
by the courts and officially withdrawn by USDI.  The only credible and legal source for 2014 Planning 
Criteria would be to use the 1995 RMP as a starting point and reference for analyses because it has 
been found legal and is being successfully implemented. The explicit and cited use of the 2008 
WOPR for this 2014 planning process is arbitrary and capricious. The BLM is being disingenuous 
because BLM have not stated publicly that this 20012-2015 RMP planning process would use 
portions of the 2008 WOPR analysis and cite the illegal and withdrawn 2008 WOPR as a credible 
source to support DEIS analysis and 2015 decisions. A specific issue is flawed WOPR riparian reserves 
carried forward into the Planning Criteria. There are no “changed circumstances” that would cause 
BLM to replace the ACS with simplistic and reduced riparian reserves, if anything, the listing of coho 
salmon and identification of critical habitat would cause the BLM to retain the NMFS approved ACS 
or strengthen its effectiveness with systematic reduction in road related sediment and increased 
instream mining restrictions. 

2.	 The Planning Criteria has failed to take a “hard look” at available existing scientific 
information (e.g. best existing relevant modeling reports and publications). Several recent 
scientific publications and government reports refute some of the important but controversial 
modeling assumptions in the Planning Criteria. Similarly, the Planning Criteria fails to identify 
existing scientific information (e.g. existing modeling reports and publications) that answer 
the stated questions. 

Policy Standard: BLM must use the best available science for managing fish and wildlife on 
public lands. 

The Planning Criteria examined several existing models for analyzing timber growth and harvest 
and selected a proven model for use (Woodstock).  But for most other ecologically important 
issues the Planning Criteria identified novel, simplistic and untested models (often lifted from 
failed 2008 WOPR) when sophisticated and tested peer reviewed models already exist.  For 
example, the Planning Criteria (p. 49-50) identifies a novel and untested model for large wood 
recruitment to streams when a sophisticated wood recruitment model developed by regional 
government scientists already exists (Spies et al. 2013). Similarly, the untested and simplistic 
model for analyzing fine sediment delivery to fish streams (PC p. 51) is not an appropriate 
starting point when many more sophisticated and tested models exist for modeling sediment 
delivery to streams (see BLM Timber Rock FEIS). 

The PC p. 176 reports that “[Northern spotted owl] Conservation Need 3 includes “a monitoring 
program to clarify whether these risk reduction methods are effective and to determine how 

1 U S Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 2008 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Revision of the Resource Management Plans of the Western Oregon Bureau of Land Management Districts 
Portland, OR Vol I-IV http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/wopr/fi nal_eis/index.php 
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owls use habitat treated to reduce fuels However, the creation of such a monitoring program 
is not a BLM responsibility and will not be included in the BLM evaluation.” (emphasis added) 
We believe it’s not appropriate for BLM to ignore FLPMA, NEPA and Congress which also call for 
the stated effectiveness monitoring. Why is BLM spending millions on reducing fire risk if it does 
not work or is harmful to spotted owl recovery? In the absence of monitoring, it would at least 
seem logical and prudent for BLM to employ modeling to determine the trade-offs between 
logging impacts to owl habitat, when reducing fuels, and loss of spotted owl habitat to fires. Two 
independent studies (i.e. new information) have found that the BLM’s commonly asserted 
assumption (that logging to reduce fuels in fire prone spotted owl habitat is beneficial) have 
found that  fuels reduction at a landscape scale is actually harmful to spotted owl habitat  (see 
Hanson et al. 2009 and Raphael et al. 2013). Each of these studies is relevant to dry forests in 
the Medford and Lakeview Districts. Thus, the science finds that thinning resulted in much larger 
losses to owl habitat over a 40 and 100 year period than living with more fire killed habitat. 
Several other studies soon to be published are also finding that the spotted owls are better off 
with fire and no pre-emptive fuels reduction logging. Add to this the need for large patches of 
fire killed snag forests for “status review” black-backed woodpeckers in these same districts and 
logging to reduce fires is not a win-win technique as once thought. Large scale fuels reduction 
projects have now been shown to be lose-lose for the wildlife on at least the Medford and 
Lakeview Districts. 

3.	 Please stratify or segregate analysis by BLM district based on the District’s context and the 
nature of analysis parameters. 

The Planning Criteria is inconsistent about providing district specific analysis and the PC suggest that 
for some Planning Criteria districts will be lumped for analysis to support “Western Oregon” decision 
making. This is not appropriate legally, ecologically or socially because the context (as per NEPA) is 
substantially different in some Districts.  The Medford District does not group with other districts 
because it is in the Klamath Province with diverse dry forests in a Mediterranean climate. Analysis 
needs to have the flexibility to analyze the Medford District distinct from other districts to provide 
for locally appropriate decision making. Lumping the Medford District with other districts is 
ecologically and legally wrong for decision making with regard to certain parameters where scales of 
analysis are relatively small.   Analysis must be designed to provide Medford district outputs with 
high recreation management, high species area protection, and low timber production because its 
context is best suited for these outcomes as is demonstrated by current RMP and past management. 
For example, the Medford District needs twice the road mileage to deliver the same amount of 
board feet as other districts (PC p. 127).  We believe that analysis tailored to the Medford District 
would demonstrate it is best suited to balance relatively low timber production with high species 
protection and high recreation development. Analysis in some districts would show they are best 
suited to high timber production as demonstrated by timber outputs from moist forests over the 
past ten years. 

ALTERNATIVES 

4.	 Land Allocations, riparian prescriptions, and silvicultural prescriptions (e.g. ecological forestry) 
in Senator Wyden’s Bill “The Oregon & California Lands Act of 2013”S.B.1781 must be 
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analyzed in a separate alternative because it meets all requirements for a stand-alone 
alternative http://www.wyden.senate.gov/priorities/the-oandc-act-of-2013-bill-text 

The BLM must analyze the Wyden O&C Bill land allocations and management prescriptions as a 
distinct alternative with 2 land allocations: timber emphasis and conservation emphasis. We believe 
each of these components would provide sustainable timber and thus are reasonable. A dual 
standard for riparian reserve buffers would be analyzed. In addition, the techniques of ecological 
forestry would be analyzed along with spatially explicit logging protections (conservation emphasis) 
for drinking water areas, primitive areas, and Illinois Valley Salmon/Botanical area. BLM would 
analyze effects of Wyden Bill Wilderness, Wild and Scenic River designations and mineral 
withdrawals.  Only the land allocation aspects, withdrawals, forest management techniques, road 
decommissioning funding, and quantitative standards would be analyzed. Obviously the procedural 
aspects of the bill would not be analyzed because they are not currently legal (i.e. cannot be 
implemented). There is much controversy about the environmental and timber harvest effects of 
the Wyden O&C Legislation and it is imperative that BLM provide the public an objective and 
quantitative analysis. We believe there are conservation oriented aspects of this bill that would be 
desirable in decisions, thus the need to analyze in an alternative. 

5.	 We are providing several documents in support of analysis of the Illinois Valley as a “Salmon 
and Botanical Area” because this unique area has extraordinary potential for wilderness 
recreation, wild and scenic river recreation, botanical recreation, unmatched steelhead fishing 
opportunities, and high value conservation of rare and endangered wildlife, rare plants, and 
native fishes. The free flowing Illinois River basin hosts one of the largest remaining coho 
salmon populations of the SONCC ESU.  The BLM needs to initiate cooperative and 
coordinated management of the Eight Dollar Mt complex with the Forest Service, Oregon 
Parks and Recreation and Nature conservancy similar to management agreements in place at 
Table Rock complex. 

The Illinois Valley is a large interior valley of the Rogue River basin in the Klamath-Siskiyou ecoregion of 
southwestern Oregon/northwestern California.  The BLM managed lands have exceptional plant and 
animal diversity because of elevation gradients, a hierarchy of perennial streams, and complex 
serpentine geology.  A large number of the endemic plant species of the Klamath Siskiyou ecoregion are 
found in the Illinois Valley.  Some of these plants are found nowhere else in the world and two are 
federally listed due to limited range. Plant protection is the focus of three existing ACECs, two Research 
Natural Areas, and two proposed ACECs.  ACEC’s and RNA’s often abut similar Forest Service botanical 
area designations and require close coordination to prevent damage from off road vehicles, mining, and 
undesirable introductions of alien species such as Alyssum. The Eight Dollar Mountain Area is a complex 
of BLM ACEC, Forest Service Botanical Areas, Oregon State Parks Lands, and Nature Conservancy lands 
with numerous Darlingtonia fens, associated rare plants and recreational facilities. The BLM manages a 
boardwalk that provides handicapped access to a Darlingtonia fen at the base of Eight Dollar Mountain. 
Coordinated management is needed to protect fragile ecosystems and provide appropriate recreational 
opportunities for plant areas and the Wild and Scenic Illinois River. Additional recreational areas are 
identified along the West Fork Illinois and for the 80 acre BLM parcel within  Forks State Park. 
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In addition to the exceptional plant diversity of the Serpentine Siskiyous,  large areas of oak woodlands 
and mixed evergreen forests provide high tree and shrub diversity in the Oak Savanna Foothills and 
Inland Siskiyous ecoregions of the Illinois Valley.  Neotropical and resident bird species diversity is high. 
The endemic Del Norte salamander occupies talus areas. Rare Pacific fishers and federally listed 
northern spotted owls inhabit these forested areas.  Beaver create ponds for declining western pond 
turtles (e.g. a beaver dam occupied by pond turtles is at proposed Logan Cut recreation area) 

Illinois Valley streams and rivers support robust runs of native winter steelhead, Chinook salmon, coho 
salmon, cutthroat trout, and Pacific lamprey.  Anadromous fishes can access nearly all historical habitat 
because the mainstem Illinois River and its major tributaries have no high dams.  All fish species sustain 
themselves with natural production and with no hatchery fish supplementation, thus assuring a high 
degree of genetic integrity.  The Illinois Valley is a major stronghold for the federally listed coho salmon 
because several tributaries have viable populations.  High elevation headwater areas have dependable 
snowpacks that provide cool  perennial water through the long hot summers. Winter Steelhead that 
spawn and rear in BLM streams are caught in a recreational fishery as adults in the mainstem Illinois. 
Selmac Lake, an artificial impoundment, near Selma provides year round fishing for primarily non-native 
fishes such as bass and perch. 

Timber harvest is primarily directed at upland forests that have been categorized as “dry” forests where 
thinning young trees is the principal silvicultural technique.  High priority for harvest are densely stocked 
plantations and encroaching Douglas-fir trees that have invaded oak woodlands and are a threat to 
plant biodiversity because they shade out understory shade intolerant species.  Fuels treatments to 
break up dense shrub patches and remove flammable small trees are augmented with controlled fires. 

FISH, WATER QUALITY, RIPARIAN RESERVES 

6.	 The anticipated Fisheries modeling/analyses for wood  contribution to streams (PC p. 49-50) 
fails to identify Spies et al. 2013 and Anthony 2013 as best available scientific sources to 
evaluate the effects or even the desirability of streamside tree cutting and removal (i.e. 
riparian reserve logging). 

Changed Circumstances. Coho salmon have been listed and critical habitat identified. State Director 
Jerome Perez concurred with the adoption of several Science Review Team documents and reports 
contained in a June 6, 2013 BLM/FWS/NOAA Fisheries-Memorandum (attached). The Science 
Review Team documents are attached in electronic form for use in the Planning Criteria and analysis 
in the DEIS. 

New Information. The interagency Science Review Team has produced the attached scientific 
analysis document: “Effects of Riparian Thinning on Wood recruitment: A Scientific Synthesis (Spies 
et al. 2013). Key Points from Spies et al. 2013 analysis suggest that there are significant and long-
term adverse effects from PC Alternatives A, B, C and D that would thin portions of proposed outer 
Riparian Reserves to 50% canopy (PC p. 20-22) and clear-cut portions of existing (no action) riparian 
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reserves. Analysis in the DEIS must use Spies et al 2013 to make a scientifically valid comparison 
between No Action and Proposed Action Riparian Thinning and clear-cutting with respect to the 
number of future dead trees and recruitment of dead wood to stream channels. The PC alternatives 
A,B,C,and D fail to describe unit specific conditions that would warrant science based Riparian 
Reserve commercial thinning.  Furthermore, the PC and anticipated DEIS will likely fail to provide 
relevant scientific data, reports, or published information to support assertions that habitat for 
wildlife and stream health would be improved and not be degraded from proposed Riparian Reserve 
thinning and adjacent clear-cutting. The PC and subsequent DEIS must use the best available science 
on riparian thinning as transmitted in June 6, 2013 Perez memo. 

Policy Standard: Maintain and improve riparian condition, particularly where riparian forests 
maintain critical coho salmon habitat. 

Spies et al. 2013:2 key finding #3 states: Accurate assessments of thinning effects requires site-specific 
information. The effects of thinning regimes on dead wood creation and recruitment (relative to no-
thinning) will depend on many factors including initial stand conditions, particularly stand density, and 
thinning prescription—it is difficult to generalize about the effects of thinning on dead wood without 
specifying the particulars of the management regime and stand conditions. The PC fails to identify 
adequate site specific information about actual riparian conditions of the units that will have Riparian 
Reserve commercial treatments (e.g. proper riparian functioning condition class assessments, down 
cutting, migrating nick points, amount of stable wood in channels, existing wood related sediment 
storage, potential for tree tipping etc.).  We assert that programmatic decisions about systematic 
thinning of riparian reserves are not appropriate and best left to specialists during project level 
implementation as is being done currently with large amounts of volume being removed from riparian 
reserves with little controversy. Our policy is to keep what is working, what’s yours? 

Spies et al. 2013:2 key finding #4 states: “Conventional thinning generally produces fewer large dead 
trees. Thinning with removal of trees (conventional thinning) will generally produce fewer large dead 
trees across a range of sizes over the several decades following thinning and the life-time of the stand 
relative to equivalent stands that are not thinned. Generally, recruitment of dead wood to streams would 
likewise be reduced in conventionally thinned stands relative to unthinned stands.” The proposed 
commercial thinning would be expected to degrade wildlife habitat and stream health because thinned 
stands would produce fewer large dead trees and less recruitment of dead wood to streams as 
described and quantified by Spies et al. 2013. Clear-cutting portions of existing riparian reserves would 
produce no large wood for 100 years. The No Action Aquatic Conservation Strategy objective 6 would 
not be met. 

Spies et al 2013:2 key finding #9 states: “95% of near-stream wood inputs come from within 82 to 148 
feet of a stream. The distance of near-stream inputs to streams varies with forest conditions and 
geomorphology. Empirical studies indicate that 95% of total instream wood (from near-stream sources) 
comes from distances of 82 to 148 feet. Shorter distances occur in young, shorter stands and longer 
distances occur in older and taller stands.” (emphasis added) 
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The current PC and resulting DEIS  are likely to fail to report the anticipated quantitative adverse effects 
to wood inputs (e.g. fewer future large tree stems entering the stream channel) caused by proposed 
removal of commercial sized trees from the “outer” riparian zone. The anticipated analysis for wood 
recruitment in the PC is seriously flawed because it does not take into account analysis by Spies et al. 
2013. Spies et al. 2013: 18 reports that “95% of the total instream wood inputs in these [cited] studies 
came from distances that ranged between about 25 and 45 m (about 82 to 148 feet) depending on the 
stand conditions.” The Planning Criteria p.48 cites a study by Johnston et al (2011) that “found that 
while source distances ranged, approximately 90 percent of large wood entered the stream from within 
18 meters (60 feet) at 90 percent of the sites in the study sites.”  Although the data sets used by both 
authors are similar, the biased selection in the planning criteria of a minimum distance for wood 
recruitment (60 ft) will likely lead to much different outcomes in predicted wood recruitment to streams 
as compared to Spies et al. 2013. We know this be true because the PC has identified a 50- 60 ft no cut 
buffer in the potential alternatives. Analysis from Spies et al. 2013 finds that a 50- 60 ft no cut buffer 
(alternatives A, B and C) would provide only 58% of potential wood recruitment.  This would not be 
acceptable to meet the “maintain or improve” goal. 
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Spies et al. 2013:3 key finding #15 states: “Healthy, diverse forests contain many dead trees. Numerous 
terrestrial forest species require large dead or dying trees as essential habitat. Some directly, others 
indirectly; to support the food web within which they exist. Abundant large snags and large down wood 
on the forest floor are common features of natural forests and essential for the maintenance of 
biological diversity.” The current PC and resulting DEIS  are likely to fail to disclose adverse impacts to 
forest health and terrestrial species dependent on riparian reserves (e.g. amphibians, aquatic birds, 
fishers) due to significant and long term reductions in the numbers of dead and dying trees from the 
proposed Riparian Reserve thinning. 

The FEIS for the NW Forest Plan (No Action) did not disclose that anticipated Riparian Reserve thinning 
(as proposed in the PC) would have significant and long-term adverse impacts to dead wood and dead 
wood recruitment to streams. In the absence of site specific data, analysis from Spies et al. 2013 
suggests likely significant impacts from proposed riparian thinning that would need to be disclosed in 
the RMP DEIS. Alternatively, all or most mandated Riparian Reserve commercial thinning could be 
eliminated from anticipated DEIS and decisions made to achieve consistency with the NW Forest Plan 
(No Action) aquatic objectives. 

Similarly we believe the PC and anticipated DEIS will be defective because they do not use the best 
available science regarding thinning impacts to spotted owls. We assert that no commercial treatment 
for Riparian Reserves is a preferred requirement to assure a well distributed spotted owl prey base while 
thinned upland stands recover as habitat for spotted owls (See Anthony 2013). 

We are providing electronic copies of  Science Review Team documents for your use in planning and for 
the administrative record. These documents represent the best available information to guide riparian 
thinning actions in western Oregon. 

7.	 The anticipated Hydrology modeling/analyses for streamside shade cooling of streams (PC p. 
66-75) fails to identify Leinenbach et al. 2013 in addition to EPA 2013 as best available 
scientific sources to evaluate the effects, desirability, and legality of streamside tree cutting 
and removal (i.e. riparian reserve logging). 

Planning Criteria Figure 6. p. 69 indicates to us that no cut buffers less than 1 tree height (All 
alternatives) would have measurable and likely illegal effects on stream shade and contribute to stream 
warming. The anticipated modeling/analysis for the DEIS fails to provide adequate context (as per NEPA) 
that any reductions in shade would be cumulative due to past large shade tree removal on both BLM 
and intermingled private lands. The PC needs to  identify streams where there has not been substantial 
losses of shade due to previous logging and road building. The PC needs to identify critical coho habitat 
in the hot dry Medford District where any shade loss, no matter how small, is likely to retard or prevent 
coho salmon recovery. The PC and DEIS analysis must consider deterioration of logged riparian reserves 
due to fire, landslide, flooding, and disease (POC root disease) in the context of effective riparian reserve 
widths. Existing Riparian Reserve widths have been proven to be resilient in the face of disturbance over 
the past 20 years. The systematic prescribed cutting of “outer” riparian reserves as proposed has not 
been demonstrated to be resilient to disturbance over the next 50 or 100 years. 
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Changed Circumstances. Coho salmon have been listed and critical habitat identified. State Director 
Jerome Perez concurred with the adoption of several Science Review Team documents and reports 
contained in a June 6, 2013 BLM/FWS/NOAA Fisheries-Memorandum (attached). The Science Review 
Team documents are attached in electronic form for use in the Planning Criteria and analysis in the DEIS. 

New Information. The interagency Science Review Team has produced the attached scientific analysis 
documents: Leinenbach et al. 2013 (Effects of Riparian Management Strategies on Stream 
Temperature); Appendix A – Synopsis of Literature Describing the Effects of Riparian Management on 
Stream Shade and Stream; Appendix B – Consolidated Summary of Literature Describing 
the Effects of Riparian Management on Stream Shade and Stream Temperature; Appendix C – 
Annotated Bibliography of Literature Describing the Effects of Riparian Management on Stream Shade 
and Stream Temperature; and  Use of Geospatial Data and Models in Natural Resource Management 
By Lee Benda 20 July 2012. 

Analysis in the DEIS must use the best available  scientific information to make a scientifically valid 
comparison between No Action and Proposed Action Riparian Thinning/clear-cutting with respect to 
shade and resulting stream warming. The PC and subsequent DEIS must use the best available science 
on riparian thinning as transmitted in June 6, 2013 Perez memo in addition to EPA 2013. The PC 
alternatives A,B,C,and D fail to describe unit specific conditions that would warrant science based 
Riparian Reserve commercial thinning.  Furthermore, the PC and anticipated DEIS will likely fail to 
provide relevant scientific data, reports, or published information to support assertions that shade can 
be degraded or reduced from proposed Riparian Reserve thinning. We assert that current policy that 
provides for these kinds of management decisions be made at the project level as they have for  nearly 
18 years with successful implementation guided by new information. 

Modeling assumptions to dismiss effects of logging and road building on groundwater need to be 
remedied with the existing 2 tree height riparian reserves for fish bearing streams, especially occupied 
coho critical habitat in the Medford District. The PC p.65 states: “Although important for stream 
thermal regulation, the BLM will not consider streamflow and groundwater, because of the difficulty of 
spatial modeling.” (emphasis added) Near surface groundwater is sensitive to thinning and clear-
cutting and is important in creating small scale thermal refugia important to coho salmon and other cold 
water fishes. Biologists have observed juvenile fishes surviving in very small ground water associated 
thermal refugia while adjacent ambient stream temperatures are lethal. Thus, in many streams that 
have hot dry summers (Medford District) small ground water influenced refugia are extremely important 
to maintain habitat for coho salmon and other cold water fishes, hence, the need for default 2 tree 
height riparian reserves on fish bearing streams. 

8.	 Planning criteria and analysis needs to spatially identify the Oregon Drinking Water Protection 
Program in the Rogue Valley and develop increase stream protection on Medford District BLM 
lands. 

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality has spatially mapped drinking water surface 
source areas for Oregon. http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/dwp/swcountymap.htm We are 
specifically requesting that BLM analyze a higher protection standard for BLM lands within these 
drinking water source areas.  For example, we recommend that  Cave Junction and the Kerby 
Water District should receive a  higher degree of watershed protections and higher priority for 
restoration. A Cave Junction “Drinking Water Special Management Unit” would include the 
entire East Fork Illinois River watershed upstream of the highway 199 bridge where the City of 
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Cave Junction water intake is located. The federal government invested more than $10 million 
to construct the City of Cave Junction water and sewage treatment systems in the 1990s. That 
investment and the City water rights should be a high priority for protection. In addition the 
City of Cave Junction has complied with the US Environmental Protection Agency source water 
protection planning requirements. The City of Cave Junction holds two water rights to divert 
water from the East Fork Illinois River and serve domestic water to many businesses and 2,350 
citizens who live in Cave Junction and Kerby. The Oregon DEQ has mapped the drinking water 
source area for Kerby and Cave Junction. BLM needs to make spatially explicit analysis of this 
and all Oregon DEQ drinking water source area maps. 

Improved drinking water protection would entail the retention of NW Forest Plan Riparian 
Reserves with added emphasis on actions to filter out excessive nutrients caused by logging (e.g. 
phosphorus, nitrogen), filter out roadside use of herbicides, reducing pollutants from road 
runoff by decommissioning roads or disconnecting roads from stream channels., eliminating 
rampant off- road- vehicle use that often travel in  and across stream channels, eliminating 
herbicides for roadside weed control, eliminating grazing and horse trails, reducing public road 
access to stream channels where motorized user dump trash and toxic materials (e.g. Logan 
Cut), mineral withdrawal to prevent the creation of additional toxic mine waste (e.g.  Queen of 
Bronze mine in Takilma Area) and increased law enforcement to prevent illegal marijuana 
gardens that use toxic materials (rodenticides) and excessive fertilizers. 

We will not be satisfied with the all too often repeated rhetoric that “logging will meet all 
drinking water requirements.” Management of BLM lands and streams must be designed to 
buffer the effect of ongoing private land pollution and not contribute towards cumulative non-
point water pollution effects. 

9.	 The PC and DEIS need to analyze specific recovery actions (see a-r below) for coho salmon and 
other imperiled fishes by retaining and modifying portions of Northwest Forest Plan Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy (No Action). The Southern Oregon Northern California Coastal coho 
recovery plan2 provides recovery actions relevant for analysis in the Medford District. 
Modeling analysis must delineate critical coho habitat and the network of stream channels 
upstream of critical habitat that would affect critical habitat. 

Circumstances have changed since the ACS was adopted in 1995 BLM RMPS. Coho salmon have 
been listed and critical habitat identified on BLM lands. The NMFS have deemed the existing ACS (no 
action alt.) as adequate to maintain and recover listed coho salmon.  A draft recovery plan is 
available for Southern Oregon Northern California Coastal coho  salmon and a final plan is expected 
soon.   The PC (p. 4) states that the “[t]he results of monitoring and research will be used to make 
changes or adjustments necessary to achieve this vision”. A huge body of monitoring and research 
demonstrate that the current ACS has been effective at protecting and improving both water quality 

2http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/recovery_planning/salmon_steelhead/domains/southern_ 
oregon_northern_california/soncc_plan_draft_2012_entire.pdf   A final SONCC coho recovery plan is expected to 
be released soon. 
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and habitat for coho salmon.  Any analysis for reduced riparian reserves need to factor in climate 
change that is likely to be first evident with exacerbated  hot dry summers in the Medford District.3 

We provide the following recovery actions and analysis for coho salmon and other fishes that could 
become biologically threatened and be listed. 

a. The National Marine Fisheries Service has identified critical habitat for Oregon Coastal Coho 
salmon and Southern Oregon Northern California Coastal coho salmon.  Spatially explicit 
identification of these critical habitats need to be integrated into analysis with a higher Riparian 
Reserve protection standard than non-critical habitat or unoccupied critical habitat. Analysis 
would need a watershed approach since all stream channels upstream of occupied critical 
habitat would also need a higher protection standard (e.g. Riparian Reserve land allocations, 
protections from logging, habitat enhancement, passage improvement, and sediment 
reductions from non-point sources such as roads, gullies, landslides, OHV use). 

b. Timber yield projections (p. 58) must be reduced due to landslide prone lands that are 
unsuitable for harvest due to sediment pollution risk to coho salmon or are uneconomical due 
to access costs and risks. This is especially relevant for the Medford District because of low 
productivity on steep lands and need for relatively high road miles to access the low volumes of 
timber (See Table 28 p. 127). The Medford District needs over a mile of new road for every 1.5 
million board ft thinned. 

c. We recommend that one or more alternatives analyze retaining the existing ACS with more 
flexibility when implementing project level “buffers” within Riparian Reserve that contain 
occupied critical habitat of listed species such as coho salmon. 

d. Analysis of at least one action alternative must include the identification of “inner gorges” and 
“landslide prone areas” for inclusion within protective riparian reserves based on site specific 
project analysis. 

e. Unwanted competing green trees over 12 inches diameter within riparian reserves would be 
killed and left standing or directionally felled to reduce overland flow of sediment. 

f. Where feasible, large trees >20’ dbh in the outer fish riparian reserve (150-300ft) would be cut 
or tipped and cabled yarded into the stream with logging  equipment. The Medford District has 
been successful with this technique on Cheney Creek, a high quality coho stream in the 
Applegate River basin. Obviously, if these large trees in the existing fish riparian reserves (15
300ft) are logged (Alts A,B,C,D) they will never be available for enhancing fish habitat. 

g. Fire killed trees within Riparian Reserves would not be removed from the riparian reserve. Fire 
killed trees would be retained to provide shade and dead wood. Burned hazard trees in the 
riparian reserve would felled into the stream. These management techniques were successfully 
implemented with the Biscuit Fire decisions. 

h. Occupied critical stream habitat shall be withdrawn from mineral entry to expedite installation 
of wood/boulders, ensure retention of large wood placement and ensure protection of 
spawning gravel and riparian forests. 

i. Coho salmon migration barriers within project areas or along haul routes shall be removed 
through collaboration with other agencies, watershed councils, and private land owners. 

3 See Climate Change Report for Rogue Basin http://www.geosinstitute.org/climatewiseservices/completed
climatewise-projects.html 
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j.	 A list of Medford coho barriers shall be developed with ODFW and at least 3 of the top 10 
barriers shall be removed each year beginning with the year after the ROD. The BLM shall enter 
into cooperative agreements (i.e. funding, technical expertise) to improve passage on private 
lands that affect BLM lands upstream. 

k.	 Pacific lamprey are declining on the west coast and have been petitioned for federal listing. The 
principal issue for them is passage of adults to spawning areas.  Spatially explicit analysis is 
needed to identify priorities for retrofitting culverts to provide Pacific lamprey passage on larger 
streams. The PC statement p.166 that “97 percent of large culverts that serve as fish passages 
on BLM-administered lands are in good condition” does not mean that culverts can pass adult 
lamprey that cannot jump. 

l.	 Sediment from roads within a project area shall be reduced through disconnecting the road 
runoff from the stream network, decommissioning roads, and preventing off road vehicle use. 

m.	 Illegal water withdrawals on coho or summer steelhead streams shall be investigated and 
returned to instream flow. 

n.	 All 5th field coho/summer steelhead watersheds in the Medford District shall be closed to OHV. 

o.	 Medford District Sixth and 7th field watersheds with coho spawning shall be reviewed for logging 
deferral due to cumulative impacts. Portions of the Evans Creek watershed was deferred from 
logging in the 1995 Medford RMP. Conditions remain severely degraded in portions of this 
watershed (West Fork Evans Creek) and the logging deferral needs to be reinstated. 

p.	 Identify a network of 5th or 6th field watersheds on the Medford District as key coho 
salmon/summer steelhead watersheds for priority restoration. 

q.	 Identify a network of 6th and 7th field coho salmon/summer steelhead spawning key watersheds 
for intensive sediment reduction. Roads would be storm proofed or  decommissioned. Roads 
would be disconnected from the stream network. Grazing would be eliminated. Firman et al. 
2012 found that coho salmon spawner abundance was correlated with lower road densities and 
lower grazing. 

r.	 Beaver dams create the highest quality coho salmon habitat. Existing and former beaver dams 
need to be identified and management directed to enhancing conditions for beaver and 
protecting beaver from persecution (Pollock et al. 2003). 

10. The CE analysis P. 82--89 does not provide relevant choices for the decision maker to 
ameliorate sediment delivery to critical coho salmon habitat. 

We think it is mandatory that anticipated DEIS analysis quantify sediment delivery to coho critical 
habitat as a distinct output for the Medford District and identify one or more mandatory techniques 
that would substantially reduce chronic and episodic sediment delivery to streams. 
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a.	 Retain 2 tree height riparian reserves for occupied critical coho habitat.  This would greatly 
reduce sediment from landslides and timber harvest, reduce road building adjacent coho critical 
habitat, and prioritize road removal/sediment abatement. 

b.	 Identify roads within 6th or 7th field coho spawning watersheds for sediment reduction by 
disconnecting the road from the stream network or decommissioning/obliterating roads. 

c.	 Prohibit OHV use in 5th field coho watersheds. Designate them as “closed” and prioritize law 
enforcement, physical barriers, signs, monitoring and outreach in these watersheds. 

d.	 Eliminate grazing along occupied coho critical habitat. 
e.	 Identify headwalls and unchanelled valleys as potential sediment delivery sources (i.e. landslide 

prone areas). Retain mature or older forests on these sites and prohibit road building  across 
potentially unstable areas.  

f.	 Reduce or identify a relatively low ASQ for Medford district because due to low productivity it 
takes twice the number of road miles to obtain the same volume of timber as other districts. 

11. Nutrient Loading: The PC fails to address nutrient loading of streams due to logging. Modeling 
analysis with skimpy 60 ft no cut buffers must disclose increased risk of nutrient loading of 
nitrogen and phosphorus into streams that are released with logging activities. Many streams 
in the planning area exceed DEQ standards for nutrients. 

Generally forest buffers of 100 ft or more are needed to retain mobilized nutrients. Adequate no cut 
buffers are particularly important in headwater streams because of their extensive linear network. 
There is no science to support narrower buffers in headwater channels subject to nutrient loading. 
Many streams in the planning area exceed DEQ standards for phosphorus (e.g. Sucker Creek on the 
Medford District). The issue is how best to keep nutrients retained in soils and not leached out to 
streams. 

12. Medford District Riparian Reserves 
Analysis is needed to address the special needs of streams and cold water fish in the Medford BLM 
District where the dry forest classification dominates. The Riparian Reserve analysis needs to reflect 
conditions (i.e., context as per NEPA) that warrant a high standard of protection to achieve desired 
outcomes. 
a.	 The Rogue Basin experiences naturally very high stream temperatures, low stream flows 

exacerbated by droughts, and frequent fires.  These hostile factors for fish and water quality are 
best ameliorated in the long term with the existing Riparian Reserve widths. 

b.	 Climate change modeling indicates more heat and drought related stresses on Rogue River cold 
water salmonids, thus requiring the maximum protection (i.e. NW Forest plan ACS). 

c.	 The federally listed Southern Oregon/ Northern California Coastal Coho salmon Evolutionary 
Significant Unit in the Medford District is listed separately from the Oregon Coastal Coho ESU. 
This is important because the SONCC ESU Coho in the Medford District are at a much greater 
risk of extinction than the Oregon Coastal Coho ESU. Coho populations are much below desired 
levels and have been decreasing.  Thus, the need for retaining a high standard for protection 
and restoration for at least the next ten years. 

d.	 Small cold water refuges created by groundwater make the 2 tree default riparian reserve 
advisable for occupied coho salmon and summer steelhead habitat. 
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e.	 Retaining the existing Riparian Reserve standards for the Medford District would greatly simplify 
timber sale implementation across all forest designations.  The Medford District has done a 
good job of implementing Riparian Reserve thinning and this would continue across all 
designations as determined by local conditions. 

f.	 The Medford District rarely needs to consult with National Marine Fisheries Service because the 
existing Riparian Reserve widths are known to be adequate to protect federally listed SONCC 
Coho salmon. Retaining the existing Riparian Reserve standards in the Medford District would 
ensure speedy timber sale implementation because no consultation with NMFS would be 
needed. 

For the reasons stated above, we think it best for the “dry forest” Medford District to continue 
managing Riparian Reserves as they have in the past, which includes the judicious commercial 
thinning of second growth within the reserves based on extremely variable site specific conditions 
that defy modeling. Bringing existing Riparian Reserve management forward into the DEIS as a 
preferred option would ensure a smooth and less controversial transition for changes with upland 
(dry) forest management (i.e. improved “certainty”). 

TIMBER 

13. Analyze the entire Medford District as a “Dry Forest” 
Designating the entire Medford District as “dry forest” would ensure a smooth and less controversial 
transition since it would eliminate controversial regeneration harvest in “moist” forests that mimics 
adjacent private land clear-cutting. Even if some moist forests actually exist in the Medford District, 
it would be far better to analyze and manage the entire district as “dry forests”  Conceivably the 
need to consult with US Fish and Wildlife would  be reduced or eliminated on many timber sales 
because projects would thin to improve stand complexity diversity while retaining 60% canopy in 
older stands. 

14. The timber yield 	 projections (PC p. 58) must have a reduction factor determined to reduce to 
reduce modeled timber volume on lands that are at high risk for erosion and subsequent 
sediment pollution into streams. Similarly, timber yield must exclude salvage from Riparian 
Reserves, Critical Spotted Owl habitat, and black-backed woodpecker breeding range located 
generally east of I-5. 

Many BLM timber stands have not been logged because the areas have low standing volume and 
are too steep and erosion prone for building roads.  Timber yield projections need to make a large 
reduction in timber harvest on the Medford District due to high erosion risk lands, economics of 
building long risky roads for low timber volumes, and ecological risks to coho salmon. The analysis 
needs to be explicit *(quantitative) when it creates sediment risks to coho salmon critical habitat 
while providing certainty for timber volumes. We believe this unanalyzed trade-off is illegal because 
of the ESA. Many medium and large scale mass erosion incidents will deliver sediment to streams 
because they are “in-channel” events and not likely to be effectively buffered by proposed riparian 
reserves (e.g. debris flows, stream-side slides) thus the need for full one tree protection buffers on 
headwater channels, erosion prone swales, unchanelled valleys and unstable erosion prone 
headwalls.  Analysis needs to take a hard look at choosing for the outcome  of reduced mass 
erosion with wider no cut riparian buffers since many if not most smaller streamside slides occur 
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within a few hundred feet of the stream. Models exist for predicting mass erosion due to geology, 
slope and morphology (Lee Benda attachment) but these features are best determined during site 
specific project analysis.  Nevertheless, timber yield needs to be reduced using these mass erosion 
models. Economics of road construction to low volume and very steep areas on the Medford District 
is also a limiting factor. Timber yield cannot assume all trees can be equally accessed with roads. 

ACECs, WILDERNESS, WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

15. Analyze non- timber broad leaved plant association groups in the Medford District as “Plant 
Association Group” ACECs. Special management includes periodic conifer control, invasive 
species control, and prescribed fire due to ongoing fire suppression. 

The Medford District has many patches of land (OI stands) that do not produce commercial amounts 
of timber due to soils, aspect, and hot climate. Some examples are Jeffrey pine savanna (ultramafic 
soils), white oak woodlands, and chaparral. Modeling of a warming climate indicate a trend towards 
conditions favorable for broad leaved trees while areas with a suitable climate for commercial fir 
trees shrinks. Thus it’s best to manage these sites for broad leaved vegetation. Some of these non-
timber areas require special management due to encroachment by conifer trees, generally Douglas 
fir and incense cedar. These conifers needs to be periodically removed to enhance the broad leaved 
trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants. Prescribed fire is also needed to maintain desirable ecological 
characteristics. These widespread but fragmented ACECs would be identified with current inventory 
but exact boundaries would be identified during project implementation due irregular and fine scale 
ecological boundaries (i.e. they cannot be mapped, managed or individually named via traditional 
rectangular 40 acre “blocks” [Rough and Ready ACEC]). 

16. Analysis must identify Wilderness Areas being considered by Congress,	  unroaded areas 
adjacent to Forest Service Wilderness, and unroaded areas adjacent to Forest Service 
inventoried roadless areas. 

The BLM cannot pre-empt the will of Congress by damaging areas currently being considered in 
wilderness legislation. Specifically the areas identified as “Wild Rogue Wilderness” and “Devils Staircase 
Wilderness” in Senator Wyden’s O&C legislation must be reserved from timber harvest modeling and 
any management actions that would damage wilderness characteristics. These areas would also need to 
be identified for mineral withdrawal in the RMP. Additionally the BLM must conduct a geospatially 
explicit analysis to identify potential BLM wilderness adjacent to existing Forest Service wilderness and 
large inventoried roadless areas such as the South Kalmiopsis Roadless Area. Medford District 
ultramafic (non-timber) lands adjacent Forest Service lands in the Rough and Ready Creek drainage need 
to be evaluated for wilderness and mineral withdrawal. Other ultramafic lands on the west side of the 
Illinois Valley also need to be considered for eventual wilderness designation as a combined unit with 
Forest Service roadless areas. 

17. Planning analysis must identify streams being considered by Congress for inclusion in the 
national Wild and Scenic Rivers system and also seek out candidate streams with mixed BLM 
and Forest Service management. 
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The BLM cannot pre-empt the will of Congress by failing to protect streams currently being 
considered in federal legislation. Specifically the streams identified for Wild and Scenic designation 
in Senator Wyden’s O&C Bill must be treated as candidate wild and scenic rivers. The O&C Bill 
identifies the Nestucca River, Walker Creek, North Fork Silver Creek, Jenny Creek, Spring Creek, 
Lobster Creek, Wasson Creek and Franklin Creek. These streams and adjacent ¼ mile must be 
reserved from timber harvest modeling and any management actions that would damage wild and 
scenic characteristics. These streams and adjacent lands would also need to be identified for mineral 
withdrawal in the RMP. Additionally the BLM must coordinate with the Forest Service to conduct a 
geospatially explicit analysis to identify potential BLM wild and scenic streams that are adjacent 
existing Forest Service candidate wild and scenic streams.  Some examples are Rough and Ready 
Creek, West Fork Illinois River, Sucker Creek, and Althouse Creek in the Medford District. 

MOTORIZED TRAVEL 

18. With regard to public Off-Road Vehicle travel (PC p. 115-119) the Medford District must 
analyze the “closed” option for the entire district as a first step to protect sensitive public 
lands from motorized vandalism and associated illegal activities (trash dumping, poaching, 
meth labs, marijuana gardens, soil/plant destruction, invasive plant introduction, pathogen 
introduction of P.lateralis, and mobilization of fish killing fine sediment). 

Circumstances have changed since 1995 with exponential growth of motorized vehicle activity on public 
lands in the Medford District. Deferring analysis for basic  RMP decision about motorized use 
designations would jeopardize other outcomes for soil productivity, timber production, quality 
traditional recreation, fire prevention, public safety, endangered species recovery, and water quality. 
Deferring basic analysis and motorized use designations would not be consistent with BLM directives to 
minimize damage from motorized use. Analysis needs to clearly distinguish between unauthorized 
motorized use that damages lands (vandalism) and motorized use that is currently authorized 
(recreation). Lumping these creates huge amounts of confusion and misinformation. 

We believe it prudent to single out the Medford District for motorized use analysis and subsequent 
designations with RMP decision as the Medford District has had unprecedented and ongoing damage 
from motorized users due to its context. A network of historic but unauthorized mining roads are 
regularly used by off highway vehicles to access fragile Jeffrey pine savannas, meadows, and wetlands 
where rare plants are destroyed and meadow hydrology irreparably damaged. Similarly, a large system 
of abandoned native service logging roads are regularly damaged during the wet season to access off 
road areas within timber stands. The French Flat ACEC on the Medford District receives nearly daily 
damage by off road vehicles despite official vehicle closures to protect Lomatium cookii, a federally 
listed species. Similar damage occurs on most serpentine lands in the Medford District with naturally 
sparse vegetation, mining history, and gentle slopes that make these areas attractive to motorized 
vandals. The interspersion of hundreds of home owners adjacent Medford District BLM lands provides 
for illegal motorized access that is largely unregulated. 
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Analysis must inform the public and decision makers that ongoing and largely unregulated motorized 
access to Medford District BLM lands is connected to illegal and undesirable activities such as: 
destruction of critical habitat for coho salmon; destruction of listed plant species critical habitat; 
increased soil compaction; destruction of upland and riparian plants; animal poaching; timber theft; 
toxic trash dumping; meth labs; stream water pollution; marijuana gardens; rodenticide use that kills 
spotted owls, fishers, foxes; fertilizer applications that poison streams with excessive nitrates; stolen 
vehicle abandonment and stripping; wildfire ignitions; chronic illegal occupancy; and illegal mining. All of 
these transgressions have been repeatedly reported on Medford District lands by our staff and others. 
BLM cannot dismiss this as a “law enforcement” issue because no amount of law enforcement could 
effectively reverse current trends and impacts because of the network of off road activity not visible 
from most system road. The DEIS needs to analyze a combination of actions for the Medford RMP to 
effectively address motorized vehicle activities that can easily undermine other resource allocations. 
Streams and wetlands in the Medford District predicted to be protected from logging are being severely 
damaged with off road vehicles. In severe cases, cumulative soil impacts from OHV and past logging 
would exceed the 15% soil compaction standard making some timber stands off limits for programmed 
harvest. 

We recommend that motorized analysis include a combination of spatially explicit “closed” designations, 
legal administrative prohibitions, law enforcement, physical barriers, coordination with adjacent land 
owners (especially the Forest Service), signs, agency monitoring, citizen monitoring, outreach and 
education. We agree that intensive recreational development for off highway vehicle could be deferred 
from this RMP decision, but ongoing off highway vandalism must be effectively reduced. Currently, it is 
not practical to have “limited“ off highway use areas on the Medford District except for areas currently 
being analyzed for legitimate recreation (e.g.,Johns Peak, Quartz Creek). Managed recreation and 
unregulated vandalism are two distinct issues and  must be kept separate. Analysis assumptions that 
areas designated “closed” would not have significant impacts is false, however, anticipated off highway 
damage would be accounted for in “cumulative effects” that would include “illegal” use. 

Recovery actions from this coho recovery plan need to be incorporated into alternatives for the 
Medford District. At a minimum, coho passage issues both on and off public lands need to be addressed 
in systematic and timely manner.  Similarly, reductions in non-point pollution from roads and off road 
use need to by systematically addressed with spatially explicit analysis. Priorities for restoration and 
protection would focus on spatially explicit occupied critical coho habitat.  An annual timetable for 
specific recovery actions must be incorporated into analysis. Habitat quality contingent for increasing 
coho abundance is directly correlated with road densities in small 6th or the coho spawning watersheds. 

BLACK-BACKED WOODPECKER, FISHER, SPOTTED FROG, RED TREE VOLE 

19. Spatially explicit analysis is needed to identify expected areas of snag shortages over the 
entire landscape. Snag retention standards are needed for fishers and black-backed 
woodpeckers. Industrial private timber management produces virtually no snags. 
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The PC timber modeling focusses on removing green trees before they die. Burned forests could 
aggressively clear-cut. Numerous mammals, birds and amphibians are dependent on snags and 
down wood. Fishers, black-backed woodpeckers and other future candidates for federal listing need 
active management to assure snag habitat is protected or artificially created. The PC needs to 
reconsider assumptions about stand replacing fire regimes and treatments to reduce high intensity 
fire (Odion et al. 2014). Standards for snag retention during post fire logging are needed to assure 
viability of snag dependent animals currently in decline (e.g. fishers, black-backed woodpecker, olive 
sided flycatcher). Areas with existing or modeled snag shortages would be candidates for snag 
creation where unwanted competing trees exist within outer Riparian Reserves. There needs to be 
systematic active management to maintain desirable snag densities at appropriate spatial scales. At 
a minimum snags, live trees >32” dbh and  hollow logs need to be protected in fisher areas during 
timber harvest. Similarly, dense stands of trees and fire killed snags need to be maintained for black-
backed woodpeckers in Medford District and Lakeview District. 

20. The planning criteria must identify a spatially explicit analysis of the effects of salvage logging, 
thinning, and fire suppression on wildfire dependent black-backed woodpeckers in the 
Medford and Lakeview District portion of planning area. 

The black-backed woodpecker is undergoing a federal status review and a proposed listing is likely 
during summer 2014. The findings from the Federal Register notice (78FR21097)4 states: 

“On the basis of our determination under section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act, we find that information 
in the petition and readily available in our files presents substantial scientific or commercial 
information indicating that listing the Oregon Cascades-California population and the Black Hills 
population of the black-backed woodpecker may be warranted. This finding is based on 
information provided in the petition, in addition to information readily available in our files, on 
the possible loss of black-backed woodpecker habitat due to salvage logging, fire suppression, 
and forest thinning, and on the possible negative population effects due to small population 
size and climate change. We will initiate a status review to determine whether listing each 
population as endangered or threatened under the Act is warranted.” (emphasis added) 

Thus, the DEIS needs to analyze management options that would improve viability of  black-backed 
woodpeckers by instituting conservation measures to provide large patches of intact burned forest, 
manage for dense forests with no thinning, curtail fuels treatment, and reduce the intensity of fire 
suppression efforts in appropriate potential habitat. Black-backed  nesting appears restricted to BLM 
lands east of I-5 in the Medford and Lakeview districts but could extend west along the Siskiyou 
Crest. 

Analysis and survey data are needed for the Oregon spotted frog because it has been proposed 
for federal listing and proposed critical habitat identified.  

The federal register notice (78FR53582-53632) for proposed listing of the Oregon spotted frog 
identifies two Oregon spotted frog populations in the planning area. The RMP must identify the 

4 http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F5 
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need for a field survey in the decision area to locate additional populations in the Lakeview District 
and Medford District Ashland Resource Area. In the absence of a systematic field survey the DEIS 
must assume that suitable spotted habitat is occupied and will be adversely impacted from grazing, 
water withdrawals, and potential introductions of alien predator species.  The DEIS must identify 
suitable Oregon spotted frog habitat for spatially explicit analysis purposes and to guide needed 
field surveys.  The BLM must treat a species proposed for listing as if it is already listed. The RMP 
must identify conferencing with US Fish and Wildlife Service to guide the final decision of needed 
conservation actions and field surveys for the Oregon spotted frog. 

21. The fisher is likely to be proposed for federal listing during the RMP process. Management 
actions must be analyzed to protect and enhance specific habitat features critical to fishers. 
Merely reporting generic fisher habitat types (PC 190-191) from various alternatives is 
necessary but fails to address needed conservation actions for specific habitat features (large 
denning trees, hollow logs, mistletoe trees, dense understory shrub, densely vegetated 
riparian reserves) 

The Fish and Wildlife service is conducting a status review of the west coast fisher (78FR16828
16829) and a proposed listing is expected fall 2014. A 2012 update of fisher (77FR70010) states 
“Existing regulatory mechanisms on Federal, State, and private lands do not provide sufficient 
protection for the key elements of fisher habitat, or the certainty that conservation efforts will 
be implemented or effective. The magnitude of threats is high as they occur across the range of 
the DPS, resulting in a negative impact on fisher distribution and abundance.” (emphasis added) 
Thus, it would be prudent for the DEIS to analyze actual conservation actions to preserve and 
promote “key elements of fisher habitat” needing special management that would protect 
fishers and allow for them to increase abundance and range.  A well-documented native fisher 
population is found primarily in the Medford BLM district (PC 191).  A spatially explicit analysis is 
needed to identify lands with high habitat value as proposed, but analysis also needs to identify 
where specific conservation actions are needed. Some specific protections would be to protect 
all snags, live trees  >32” dbh since these are used for denning and likely unavailable on most 
private timberlands. Fuels treatment projects are in conflict with fisher preferred habitat and 
spatially explicit analysis is needed to ensure that cumulative fuels treatment impacts do not 
harm fisher habitat. Fishers prefer undisturbed riparian areas. The robust riparian reserves in 
the no action alternative would best meet the needs of fishers and this conservation needs to 
identified for fishers. Current project level analysis simply assumes that project impacts are not 
important because there is abundant fisher habitat that is not being impacted. This is false and 
not scientific. Landscape scale spatially explicit analysis is needed in this RMP process to identify 
critical habitat for fishers for protection and enhancement of “key elements” . 

22. Spatially explicit analysis for managing the red tree vole is needed on  	the entire planning 
area to assure abundance/distribution for its viability and as an important food source for 
northern spotted owls and other predators. 
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Planning Criteria  analysis (p.192) restricted to the North Oregon Coast Distinct Population Segment 
of the red tree vole  is clearly inadequate because logging and fuels burning will adversely affect red 
tree voles across the entire planning area, not just the north coast. We contend that simplistic 
modeling based on Huff et al 2012 is not adequate and the BLM needs to use Dunk and Hawley. 
The federal register notice for listing the north Oregon coast  red tree vole (76FR63724) states: 

“The most comprehensive analysis of current red tree vole habitat conditions 
specific to the North Coast Range DPS is a report by Dunk (2009, entire). Dunk (2009, 
p. 1) applied a red tree vole habitat suitability model (Dunk and Hawley 2009, entire) 
to 388 Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) plots systematically distributed on all 
ownerships throughout the DPS (the FIA is a program administered by the USDA 
Forest Service, and is a national scientific inventory system based on permanent plots 
designed to monitor the status, conditions, and trends of U.S. forests).” 

Certainly the BLM has access to similar plot information identified by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
to conduct recommended analysis. We are particularly concerned about habitat fragmentation 
and decreased abundance due to  proposed heavy thinning on the Medford District that would 
space mature trees to the extent that red tree voles would be locally extirpated (e.g. 40% canopy 
for spotted owl dispersal habitat). Management for abundant and continuous distribution of red 
tree voles needs to be spatially linked to management for northern spotted owl recovery. 

PORT OROFORD CEDAR ROOT DISEASE 

23. Planning criteria must include a spatially explicit analysis of	  Port Orford cedar root disease 
spread for the planning area and identify a suite of possible road closures and dry season use 
restrictions to prevent further spread at the landscape level. 

The Record of Decision for Management of Port-Orford-Cedar in Southwest Oregon (Coos Bay, Medford, 
and Roseburg Districts) (PC p.23) can serve as a starting point for analysis and management but it cannot 
substitute for this BLM planning process. Planning decisions about Riparian Reserve size, roads, and OHV 
use must be integrated into analysis for POC disease spread (Phytopthora lateralis). An overriding 
concern is the important function of POC in providing habitat and shade for federally listed coho salmon 
in riparian reserves. It would seem prudent to break out coho 5th field or 6th field watersheds for more 
intensive management with road closures, dry season haul restrictions, and planting disease resistant 
stock.  Another issue is the important role of POC in cooling and providing large wood for streams in 
ultramafic watersheds. Again, it is imperative to t to identify ultramafic dominated watersheds for a 
higher level of protection from OHV, wet season motorized travel, and mining motorized access.  POC in 
ultramafic areas is most relevant in the Medford and Coos Bay districts which have substantial 
ultramafic dominated lands. These analyses and others of your choosing would provide the decision 
maker with practical and ecologically relevant choices. 
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MINING 

24. Implementation of existing BLM mining regulations on the Medford District has resulted in 
serious degradation of coho critical habitat. Planning Criteria need to analyze conservation 
actions that would assure protection of coho critical habitat from ongoing placer mining and 
provide certainty for needed habitat improvement projects. 

New information (Harvey and Lisle 1999) and changed circumstances (coho salmon listed) means that 
BLM must regulate suction dredge mining on federal streams to prevent despoliation of  coho salmon 
spawning [critical] habitat (see attached letter dated December 20, 2011). State regulations are clearly 
inadequate and BLM must prohibit suction dredging on stream segments where coho salmon are known 
to spawn (e.g. Medford District Althouse Creek, Sucker Creek, Deer Creek and others) 

Implementation of BLM mining regulations on the Medford District results in despoliation of coho 
critical habitat with “notices” that allow for destruction of one acre of critical coho habitat wetlands and 
clean water act violations (see attached letter dated August 23, 2010 and August 25, 2010). The Planning 
Criteria need to examine conservation actions to close mining loopholes that allow ongoing destruction 
of critical coho salmon habitat. We recommend that planning criteria analyze procedural and 
administrative remedies. The BLM could analyze a recommendation for mineral withdrawal of all 
occupied coho salmon critical habitat that would include mineral withdrawal 2 tree height riparian 
reserves. Mineral withdrawal would also help expedite habitat improvement projects that are in conflict 
with miners wishes. The RMP should consider requiring consultation with NMFS for all motorized 
mining activities affecting critical coho habitat. 
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Richard K. Nawa 
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Joseph Patrick Quinn 
Conservation Chair, Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. 

P.O. Box 101 
Roseburg, OR, 97470 

541 672 7065 
Bureau of Land Management 
R.M.P. Planning Criteria Team 
March 28, 2014 

Dear BLM RMP Planners: 

Please accept these RMP planning criteria comments from Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. 

Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. (UW), a 501 C3 non profit, would like to preface its planning comments with 
the following maxim concerning management of BLM forest lands in Western Oregon: The measure of 
management success on public forest lands should be the number of acres restored to high ecological 
function rather than the quantity of board feet extracted therefrom. 

UW offers this axiom as a guiding principle primarily because of the widespread degrading of that very 
high ecological function (once the birthright of every Oregonian), over past decades, on the lands in 
question, public and private.  Indeed, as is well known, the BLM lands are arranged, for the most part, 
in the infamous checker board pattern.  From the Cascade Range west to the coast, slightly less than 
half of the forested landscape of the checkerboard is in private ownership.  Given that geo-political fact 
and the many harmful impacts condoned by the outdated Oregon Forest Practices Act (OFPA) and too 
often visited upon those  private forest holdings, it is UW's studied opinion that those clear cut, 
herbicide soaked, monoculture fiber farm lands make minimal ecological contribution to watershed 
health and, in fact, greatly degrade it.  

This lack of environmental cooperation from the private sector extends to the maintenance and 
recovery of a wide variety of fauna and flora, including species listed under the ESA.  Large clear cuts 
on steep, sensitive ground; the heavy aerial application of increasingly toxic herbicides, sometimes in 
unknown combinations with unknown environmental and health impacts, and the largely monoculture 
restocking of those clear cut watersheds, make conservation and restoration of federal forest holdings 
by federal agencies all the more critical. If the vast private industrial forest lands of Western Oregon 
were to make more reasonable and significant environmental contributions to the restoration of high 
ecological functioning and associated biodiversity on our watersheds, an increase in harvest levels on 
BLM lands would, very likely, face significantly reduced opposition from the conservation community.  
Presently, these private forest enterprises do not contribute much, ecology wise.  Indeed, the private, 
industrial fiber farm plantations so much in evidence across the checkerboard no more qualify for the 
name “forest” than the millions of acres of GMO field corn in Iowa deserve to be called grassland 
prairies. The UW Board of Directors, speaking for its membership, feels that it is on solid policy 
ground when it recommends that the BLM RMP planning team, in its plan development efforts, fully 
take into account the several harmful impacts of clear cut logging across the vast area encompassed by 
the proposed plan for its future management. 

BLM planners are surely aware that the notion of “gridlock” on its forest lands, so often bandied about 
in the press, etc., is little more than innuendo. The only gridlock on BLM and USFS lands in the recent 
past is a gridlock on clear cutting.  The agency's own data shows significant quantities of timber being 
extracted from the various districts by means of mostly non controversial commercial thinning.  And, 



 
  

 
 

   
   

     
   

  
  

   
 

 
    

   

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
    

   
  

  
   

 
 

     
   

   
    

  
  

 
 

   
  

  
  

  

  
 

while some maintain that this source of quality logs is nearly exhausted, most knowledgeable sources 
see this resource extending from a minimum of ten years up to about thirty years, or more.  

Further, UW feels strongly that, given the vast acreage of second growth plantations on BLM lands, 
experimental harvest models, such as Variable Retention Harvest (VRH), can most beneficially be sited 
on those stands rather than in more mature and, consequently, more controversial stands, eighty years 
and older. As proposed and implemented by the Department of the Interior, the VRH model was 
intended as experimental, with careful scientific monitoring of the success or failure of accomplishing 
its stated goals to be a key component.  UW would dearly like to see that follow up monitoring 
accomplished and the resultant experience based knowledge derived from that monitoring fully 
absorbed and implemented on further trial stands before the VRH model sees any widespread scaling 
up. 

Are the affected “O & C” counties facing revenue shortfalls since federal forest resource extraction has 
been, rightly, reduced? Yes.  However, it must be noted and taken into account by RMP planners that 
other sources of county funding are available.  To wit: the principal state tax once imposed on 
harvested trees (severance) no longer applies to private forest holdings over 5000 acres.  Rather, 
inadequate property taxes have been substituted.  Data supplied by the Oregon Department of Revenue 
shows income to the state derived from severance taxes imposed on private timber harvests declined 
from a high of nearly $34,000,000 in 2000, to near zero by 2009, continuing at that low level, down to 
the present day.  Over the same period, property tax revenues on private timberland ranged from only 
approximately some $2,000,000 to about $4,000,000 per year.  To quote Prince Hamlet's murdered 
father:  “Oh, what a falling off there was!” 

Further, the Oregon Department of Forestry shows that if Oregon taxed harvested trees at the same rate 
as neighboring Washington, it would have yielded about $40,000,000 in 2011 alone! This, while some 
insist that harvests from public forests, like those administered in Western Oregon by the BLM, must 
contribute several times more than harvests from comparable or better private forest lands or from 
property taxes on those same private forest lands, to fund local services.  Rather than applying constant, 
clamorous pressure on federal agencies to “up the cut” so as to generate receipts for county 
governments, it is UW's considered opinion that county commissioners ought to petition the Oregon 
Legislature and Governor to begin the legislative process required to reinstate the severance taxes that 
were, until not so very long ago, imposed upon private industrial timber harvests, by means of the 
Privilege Tax.  Our neighboring states do not give their highly profitable industrial timber industries 
such a sweetheart deal and neither should the people of Oregon. Admittedly, this is a state legislative, 
executive and administrative issue.  However, it is widely and well known that county funding 
pressures, brought to bear upon BLM, are prime motivators in this planning process.  Thus, what might 
otherwise be construed as purely local issues with purely local solutions, must, in fairness, be 
considered as valid context supporting alternatives that oppose greatly “upping the cut” on the BLM 
lands under discussion here. 

Likewise, the provision of raw material to local mills is a valid consideration. In the same vein, the fact 
that vast quantities of raw logs, harvested from private holdings, are exported from North Bend and 
other Oregon ports, their owners paying very minimal and inadequate taxes on such harvests, while 
domestic mills and their workers go wanting, is a most important consideration for the RMP planners.  
The Oregon Legislature has, within its constitutional authority, the ability to structure renewed harvest 
taxes such that sales to domestic enterprises would be encouraged while logs for export would be, in 
effect, penalized.  This would lower, by a good deal, the clamor for cheaper federal logs to supply 
domestic mills, while also generating much needed and considerable state and local revenue. 



 

 
 

    
  

     
   

  
 

  
   

 
   
   

    
 

 
 

 
   

 
  

 
   

 
  

 
  

  
 

   
   

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

  
   

 
 

  
     

   
 

 
 

UW feels strongly that RMP planners must include an alternative that emphasizes overall restoration of 
its forested holdings for the long term benefit of all of the citizens of Western Oregon and of the entire 
United States of America.  Such an alternative could produce significant volumes of thinned logs, even 
a notable volume from careful VRH methods conducted in plantations younger than 80 years of age 
that might also include, where appropriate, greater retention percentages and smaller “clear cut” 
openings at particular sites. 

Given that the OFPA allows riparian zone clear cut harvests on private forest lands within the 
checkerboard, in some cases, to within ten feet (in so-called “conversion blocks” encompassing as 
much as 500' of stream reach in a single block) of active fish bearing and salmonid spawning streams, 
while offering no buffer protections whatsoever to either non-fish bearing and intermittent, head waters 
streams, there should be no reduction in the very successful riparian reserves recommended by the ACS 
of the North West Forest Plan. That is, until significant and effective modifications to the riparian 
harvest rules of the OFPA are adopted and implemented, nor until the  many tens of thousands of acres 
of already degraded riparian zones located on private forest holdings have had a reasonable time to 
recover from their having been previously and wantonly clear cut. 

Further, none of these alternative components ought to be offered by planners as “trade offs.” That is, 
ecological, recreation and even aesthetic considerations should not be held hostage to timber extraction 
volumes in the assembling and offering of management alternatives in the RMP. 

From among the various components of the preliminary alternatives, offered by planners in recent 
publications, the following are those most favored, though not unequivocally endorsed by UW.  For 
example, we would choose the riparian reserve paragraph from Alt. “D”  as being the best of the four 
offered.  That said, UW stands strongly behind the aforementioned caveat concerning the critical 
relationship between riparian buffers, such as they are, on private holdings now, and those currently 
applied to riparian zones on federal forest lands under the auspices of the NWFP, ACS. 

Again, from among the four tentative alternatives, UW would choose the Large Block Forest Reserve 
component described in Alt. “A.” That said, we also favor the future “expansion” aspect of the same 
section in Alt. “B”. 

Concerning the protection of older forests, the 120 year threshold recommended under Alt. “A” is a 
good beginning, in our opinion.  However, greater consideration must be directed toward so-called 
“mature” stands (80 to 120 years). This recommendation relates directly to the above mentioned 
“expansion” provision contained in Alt. “B”. 

Timber management, as defined in Alt. “B”, aligns most closely with UW's preferences.  However, we 
suggest a strategy more tailored to meet site specific conditions.  That is, using the VRH model, one 
site might favor a 20% retention plan, while another, more sensitive site might require a retention rate 
of from 30% to as much as 50% or more to achieve restoration goals.  It seems to us that the BLM's 
highly qualified foresters, silvaculturists,  horticultural and wildlife specialists, geologists, hydrologists, 
et al. ought to be allowed some latitude, following accustomed consultation (e.g. NEPA, etc.) with the 
interested public and the appropriate personnel of other pertinent agencies (e.g., USFWS, NMFS, etc.) 
to create management plans best suited to the ecological and restoration necessities of a given location. 
Likewise, UW favors increased use of the variable retention thinning (VRT) model when creating 
commercial thinning plans in plantations.  Again, as stated above:  for both VRH and VRT paradigms, 
UW favors those activities when they are sited in former plantations, etc. under 80 years. 



 
 

  
 

 
 

 
   

  
   

  
 

 
   

    
 

   
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
  

UW does not favor harvest activities in critical habitat for NSO and MAMU except where they can be 

credibly justified and scientifically sanctioned as being real improvements in habitat for those ESA
 
listed species and not actually intended to maximize extraction quantities under the guise of habitat 

restoration or enhancement.
 

Given the increasing value to regional and local economies of recreation activities, and from the
 
increasing desire of the tax paying general public for more and better recreational opportunities, UW
 
greatly favors Recreation Alternative # 4, the Maximum Recreation Development and Management
 
Alternative.  We offer this endorsement with the general caveat that UW does not favor expansion of
 
motorized, OHV roads or trails.  Considering the very real and extensive damage already visited upon 

public lands by uncontrolled, illicit OHV use and the current constraints on BLM law enforcement
 
capabilities, we cannot, at this time, endorse its expansion.
 

We at Umpqua Watersheds are aware that this planning process is still at the formative stage.  It is our
 
hope, however, that the RMP planners will infer, from these remarks, how strongly the UW Board of
 
Directors, representing its diverse and active membership, subscribes to the guiding maxim stated at the
 
beginning of these comments and, for emphasis, we reiterate here: The measure of management
 
success on public forest lands should be the number of acres restored to high ecological function rather
 
than the quantity of board feet extracted therefrom.
 

Sincerely,
 

Joseph Patrick Quinn
 
Conservation Chair, Umpqua Watersheds, Inc.
 



Washington - Oregon - Idaho 

R;;mc\ell Dr<~ke Oregon Executive Director 
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BLM Oregon 

Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 

1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 

Portland, OR 97204 

We have attended many of your BLM meetings throughout southern Oregon and have voiced our 

concerns against this RMP. The writers of this RMP are extremely against the human animals that use 

these BLM lands for Recreation and working the lands. 

We do not need any preserves for animals that have not already been set aside. We do not need any 

further protection of the Northern Spotted owl, Marbled Murre let, eagles, etc .... It has been proven over 

and again that as loggers move in to clear cut the winged animals move to another location and logging 

or motorized activates do not bother them and what little bother we are; is only momentary. 

The spotted owl has long been overused and the facts skewered. Please do not submit the spotted owl 

as endangered or its habitat; the facts do not support this claim. This makes null and void other issues 

of sensitivities you have listed as not being of scientific nature but utilizing this TMP to close public 

lands. It leads us to believe this TMP is about environmental groups having their way and the BLM 

allowing them to do so. Oregonians historic and traditional livelihoods and recreations are left out in 

your 'plans and alternatives' and are doing little but favoring the minority lands users; 

environmentalist groups who have but one plan and that is to remove motorized man from public lands 

forever. 

This RMP has 2.5 million acres and surrounding these lands and within these lands are wilderness, 

wilderness study areas, National Forest, State Forest, national and state monuments, National Parks, 

State Parks, private lands and private preserves that also are protection the exact species where logging 

is not allowed. Motorized activates are curtailed to bladed and maintained Roads with exceptions of 

Class I and Ill OHV in OHV areas. These BLM lands are surrounded by over five times the acres of lands 

duplicating the efforts detailed in this RMP. The BLM needs to take a very Hard Look at this and remove 

all sections that deal with preserves for animals or tree protection which duplicates the lands 

surrounding these BLM lands. 

1 
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Americans need lands that we can graze our cattle on. We need lands that we can harvest real timber 

from and put our rural communities back to work. These communities need real trees of substantial size 

not scrub trees and brush removal. Trees are needed to bring some mills back on line and to provide real 

jobs that support families. We need lands to recreate with our motorized vehicles. Lands open for 

mining activities which is not even mentioned within these many pages. We need lands open to gather 

berries, mushrooms, wood for all things including fire wood, to camp in isolated camps, roads open to 

hunting, motorized trails for all four class of OHVs, etc... We do not need any further closures to public 

lands as all four of your alternatives do. The BLM needs to take a Hard Look at leaving the majority of 

these lands open and closing only a few acres of lands that are currently closed for protection of a 

particular tree or specie. None of your Alternatives narrow to a precised area of just acres of land 

needed to protect just that thing or item which is how the TMP should have been written. 

What we see is more lands closures; making lands that duplicate wilderness characteristics. This TMP 

locks humans from using mechanize vehicles to recreating or work these lands forever. This TMP is 

flawed and needs to be rewritten with an alternated to leave the lands just as it has been maintained for 

over 170 years by the citizens of this state and currently by the BLM. The BLM needs to take a very Hard 

Look why this alternative was not offered. Without this alternative this TMP is flawed and needs 

withdrawn until all users and workers of the lands are included. This Alternative should allow for no 

preserves and all lands that could be maintained for economic opportunities for all economic growth for 

all rural communities possible. Making these rural communities become stabile once again and finding 

finical stability within the BLM lands which surround them. These alternatives do little to promote rural 

economic growth as it closes even more public lands from generating funds from OHV economics, 

mining opportunities, fishing and hunting guides, mushroom gathers, wild nuts and berries, wood 

cutting for commercial use and home use, road building and maintenance, ETC. that would enable these 

rural areas to flourish again. 

All of these alternatives will make maintaining these lands for forest protection from fires, noxious 

invasive plants and animals, search and rescue, emergence aid, brush and forest maintenance more 

difficult or disabling the ability to manage these lands completely for each preserve made whether for 

plants or animals. Each acre closed to the public for any reason will close the ability to keep these lands 

open for the above mentioned reasons. 

All alternatives stop the disable Americans for accessing even more acres of public lands in Oregon. This 

alone flaws this TMP. 

These lands should not be managed for old growth but with an exception of the oldest ten trees per 

permitted logging acres. 

Maintaining the forest around a stream should be allowed up the banks of the stream. That is a 240 foot 

swath through the forest ready to burn with an inferno temp of a blast furnace. The aquatic animals will 

be burned alive no matter how deep they swim. A healthy stream is not laden with a tangle able brush 

lining its banks allowing little or no access to its waters. Each tree removed will grow back and in 80 

years can be recut for another generation of Americans. 
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PLF Positions for the Management of O&C Lands in Western Oregon 

Off Highway Vehicles 
ORV use is an established, legitimate use of the BLM administered lands in the National System of Public 

Lands, which must be managed in a manner consistent with the capability of the land to sustain the use, 

with due consideration for the impact of OHV use on the land, the resources and other land users. 

Vehicular access determinations need to be made at the local level through the BLM travel management 

planning process and with full public participation. 

Existing roads and trails should remain open for public use unless the continued use of a specific road or 

trail is determined to be a significant threat to an endangered species or cultural resources, or damaging 

to important wildlife habitat, vegetation or soils on the land which the road or trail traverses. 

Closing existing roads or trails to OHV use should be done in the context of the BLM travel management 

planning process with full public involvement, and appropriate closures should be visibly signed on the 

ground and marked on public land maps. 

When resource uses timber harvest are finished, the roads should be closed and the land reclaimed 

unless the BLM determines that the roads are appropriate for inclusion into the transportation plan for 

the area. 

The Role of Science 
Guidelines need to be established for disclosing scientific consequences that can guide options and 

alternatives to be considered in proposed land management decisions. 

Increased commitment to the BLM Science Strategy and to the creation of an infrastructure to support 

science and to ensure the best available science is used in land management decision-making is needed. 

Recreational Shooting 
Recreational shooting should be considered an appropriate and accepted use of the National System of 

Public Lands and be given equal consideration with other legitimate land use activities or projects that 

are evaluated within the context of land use planning. 

The BLM Land Use Planning Process should identify potential shooting ranges or other areas of public 

land where concentrated recreational shooting activities are currently occurring and where such 

activities might be directed in the future. 

Recreational shooting on public lands should be restricted or prohibited by land management decisions 

only in public land areas where dangers to public safety exist or where restrictions or prohibitions on 

recreational shooting are needed to prevent damage to valuable resources. There may need to be more 

restrictions on recreational shooting in wildland/urban interface areas than in the more remote areas of 

public lands. 

The BLM's planning for restrictions or closures to recreational shooting should consider options for 

mitigating the loss of areas that have been available for recreational shooting. 



      
       

   

 

 

 

     
  

       

  

 

 

 
    

   

    

   

    

 

   

   

  

    

 

   

    

   

  

 

 
   

    

      

   

   

   

   

 

  

Keeping public land in public hands 
The BLM Public Lands in the O&C Lands are a national asset, a part of our heritage, which should remain 

in public ownership so that current citizens and future generations can share in their beauty and bounty. 

In the view of the PLF, there is no benefit to justify transferring these public lands from public 

ownership. It would be fiscally irresponsible and would squander much of our natural heritage. The 

serious consequences associated with such proposals are a bad deal for the American public. 

Sustainability and Management Policy 
The Public Lands Foundation affirms that the direction for the use and management of the O&C Lands 

under the O&C Act and Federal Land Policy and Management Act is a mandate for sustainability. In 

carrying out that conservation mandate the Bureau of Land Management should consider and be guided 

by the four principles of Renewability, Adaptability, Stewardship and Equity set forth in this PLF Position 

Statement. 

Renewability 
Forests once harvested are renewable and are sustainable if managed for long term social, 

economic and environmental benefits and values.  In one sense, of course, growing 500-year-old 

trees for wood production is ‘non-renewable’ economically, but maintaining a forest capable of 

reproducing 500-year-old trees is an essential component of renewability. 

The forest as a whole, if managed for sustainability, must contain a number of ecological 

succession stages such as stand development, young forest, mature forest, and structurally 

complex forest.  At each stage the forest takes on different ecological characteristics. 

Sustainability requires the maintenance of forest productivity regardless of the stage of growth 

and development while enjoying both the benefits of the timber and the wildness of the woods.  

Timberland sustainability will not be achieved by focusing and limiting forest management to 

only certain succession stages of development.  

Sustainable forest management requires maintaining the health and productive capacity of the 

forests to produce timber that can be harvested on a sustained yield basis as well as maintaining 

other values associated with the forest including old growth values.  This includes protecting 

forest lands from disease, pests and fire. Sustainability of renewable resources includes 

restoration, health and balance. 

Adaptability 
Management of the O&C Lands must recognize and accept limitations, both to understand and 

predict the impacts of decisions, either to act or not to act.  There are natural forces and 

processes at work on the public lands that are certainly beyond our absolute control, and often 

beyond our desires. These include, fire, drought, climate change, and invasive species impacts 

among others, and, most importantly the uncertainty of change inherent in time itself. 

A responsible caution is the hallmark of a good resource manager.  By the same token, 

intelligent efficiency in management processes and actions requires the timely application of 

sound common sense based on experience and available knowledge.  The assumption that all 

must be known before acting has resulted in a wasteful paralysis by analysis. 



 

  

   

 

  

 
    

    

   

  

   

   

    

     

  

   

   

  

    

  

 
  

   

  

    

   

   

 

    

  

  
 

    

 

  

 

  

 

  

   

Perhaps the most important process dictated by FLPMA is that land use decisions should be 

informed by a transparent program of land use planning with public involvement.   There is no 

such thing as a perfect plan.  The plan is only an agreed upon guide to action in a not fully 

known future.  For this reason adaptive management is a logical and quite often the critical 

factor in the successful use of land use plans. 

Stewardship 
Sustainable management of the O&C Lands requires a sense of obligation and responsibility to 

the land at all levels.  It requires principled judgment from elected officials, legislators, and 

administrators; judgment that does not falter in the face of pleas or threats from special 

interests. 

It requires continuing support for the conservation mandate and strong feelings of social and 

environmental responsibility on the part of all users of the O&C Lands, be they (and perhaps 

particularly if they are) oil drillers or ATV riders, foresters or bird watchers, or any of the other 

myriad commodity and amenity users. And it requires the career long commitment by objective 

professional public servants from a wide range of technical fields and with effective 

management and leadership skills. It is essential for these professionals to always remember 

that they are acting in the service of all of the people. 

All of these are vital to assure fair, efficient, and informed policies and management decisions 

that affect all of the multiple benefits and values of the O&C Lands held in trust for the 

sustainable use and responsible enjoyment of the American People. 

Equity 
Sustainable development balance is relatively easy from the begining, but what happens when 

appropriately sustainable management decisions negatively impact the expectations and 

benefits deriving from precedent social and economic values and uses of public lands and 

resources? The answer to that question usually involves bureaucratic mandates, political 

trumpery and litigation.  The principle of equity means that sustainability for the public lands 

cannot come about overnight, rather it requires a fair and orderly process over sufficient time to 

reasonably adjust historical expectations and accommodate the social and economic changes 

concomitant with that adjustment.  This will require longer term thinking than public land 

agencies usually. 

Biodiversity 
The Public Lands Foundation strongly supports the conservation of biological diversity on public lands 

and waters within the National System of Public Lands and encourages BLM managers to maintain 

current levels while restoring, where feasible and appropriate, biological diversity on the lands and 

waters they administer. The PLF believes it is neither practical nor possible to conserve or restore every 

element of biodiversity. Priority must be placed on assuring that opportunities for future decisions 

based on advanced science are not thoughtlessly foregone, while recognizing that legally and socially 

mandated uses of the public lands should and will continue. 

Policies and practices, whether on a national, regional or local scale, and whether applied to an 

immediate resource allocation decision or in a Resource Management Plan, should consider the impact 

upon biodiversity of any actions that result from such policies or practices. 



 

 
  

   

    

    

 

  

  

 

 

    

   

      
  

 

  

  

 

   

 

 

  

 

 

   
  

  

 

  

   

    

    

  

  

Conservation strategies that protect local, regional, and global biodiversity should be advanced. 

Climate Change 
Baselines need to be established for judging changes in the condition of natural resources, and 

collaborative, scientifically valid monitoring needs to be done on a continuous basis. 

Federal land managers and staff need to deal with the impacts of climate change on natural resources 

and public uses of the O&C Lands and to take a more adaptive management approach to climate 

change. 

Resource Management Plans need to be evaluated in light of the impacts of climate change. 

Wildfire protection policies and procedures need to be modified and restoration plans need to be 

revised in light of trends in climate change. 

Cooperation among agencies on the potential role of the public lands for carbon sequestration and 

biological sequestration needs to continue and be encouraged. Land restoration and healthy lands 

initiatives must be integrated with carbon storage. 

Restoration and Recovery of Federal Forests after Catastrophic Wildfires 
The Public Lands Foundation recommends that responsible Federal land management and regulatory 

agencies treat resource recovery after a catastrophic event as an emergency situation. Significant 

restoration actions should immediately take place to help healing and restoring the lands. When an 

emergency situation exists, such as resulting from the Biscuit Fire, excessive analysis and reviews that 

result in decision-making paralysis by the Federal Agencies must be eliminated. Immediate steps should 

be taken to streamline agency processes and procedures to ensure that aggressive management actions 

occur in the future in a timely manner. For example after a deadly wildfire, the concerned agencies 

within 30 days should develop and begin implementing a variety of forest management schemes that 

will allow the forest to grow back to its desired state in an effective manner. This management activity 

should include prescriptions for (1) salvage that will capture economic values; (2) an aggressive 

reforestation program; and (3) a vegetative control and maintenance program to reduce the risk of 

recurring large scale fires and shrub encroachment needs to be initiated as quickly as possible after the 

fire. 

Wildland Fire Management 
The Public Lands Foundation believes that protecting human life, fire fighter safety, homes and critical 

national resources are still the fire program priorities the Federal agencies must emphasize. 

Lands open and dedicated for public use, such as logging, grazing, wildlife, and recreation are more 

subject to human ignitions; therefore it is logical to focus hazard reduction programs in these areas, 

especially if they are close to residential developments. 

Continue to take action on fires that do not directly threaten homes or people, as do many of the fires 

on our public rangelands and forests. High intensity wildfires continue to damage critical habitat, 

watersheds, and other resource values. 

Recognize that BLM cannot treat the hundreds of millions of acres of rangeland and forest that are 

susceptible to future wildfire. Also recognize that man’s impact on the land, especially because of the 



 

       

 

  

   

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

effects of undesirable nonnative species, makes it very difficult to return the vegetation to its original 

native condition on areas that have burned at a much greater frequency than was natural. BLM must 

take a practical approach to rehabilitation and fuel reduction in these degraded areas. One strategy that 

we recommend is to break uniform forests with open corridors in the forest where fuel loading has been 

reduced. 

Invasive Weeds 
Invasive weeds are spreading across the wildlands of the West at alarming rates, changing the native 

vegetative communities in ways that are destroying millions of acres of wildlife habitat and significantly 

reducing the health and productivity of both public and private lands. 

The PLF strongly endorses the priorities of stopping the spread to uninfested areas, concentrating on 

eradication of small patches and isolated infestations, and containing heavily infested areas. 

The BLM needs to be able to encourage and assist local governments and local publics, as they are the 

ones who can best mobilize and sustain the efforts of controlling and eliminating invasive, non-native 

weeds. Increased public and Congressional awareness, concern and support are the key to the success 

of the BLM's weed management efforts. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 

[FWS–R1–ES–2013–0013; 4500030113] 

RIN 1018–AZ04 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Threatened Status for 
Oregon Spotted Frog 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Interior. 

ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, propose to list the 
Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa), as 
a threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act. If we finalize 
this rule as proposed, it would extend 
the Act’s protections to this species. The 
effect of this regulation is to add this 
species to the list of Endangered and 
Threatened wildlife under the Act. 
DATES: We will accept comments 
received or postmarked on or before 
October 28, 2013. Comments submitted 
electronically using the Federal 
eRulemaking Portal (see ADDRESSES 
section, below) must be received by 
11:59 p.m. Eastern Time on the closing 
date. We must receive requests for 
public hearings, in writing, at the 
address shown in FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT by October 15, 
2013. 

ADDRESSES: Written Comments: You 
may submit comments by one of the 
following methods: 

(1) Electronically: Go to the Federal 
eRulemaking Portal: http:// 
www.regulations.gov. In the Search box, 
enter FWS–R1–ES–2013–0013, which is 
the docket number for this rulemaking. 
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–R1–ES–2013– 
0013; Division of Policy and Directives 
Management; U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service; 4401 N. Fairfax Drive, MS 
2042–PDM; Arlington, VA 22203. 

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 the 
Public Comments section below for 
more information). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ken 
Berg, Manager, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Office, 510 Desmond Drive SE., Suite 

102, Lacey, WA 98503, by telephone 
360–753–9440 or by facsimile 360–753– 
9445. Persons who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD) may call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 800–877–8339. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Executive Summary 
Why we need to publish a rule. Under 

the Act, if a species is determined to be 
an endangered or threatened species 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range, we are required to promptly 
publish a proposal in the Federal 
Register and make a determination on 
our proposal within 1 year. Listing a 
species as an endangered or threatened 
species can be completed only by 
issuing a rulemaking. The Oregon 
spotted frog is a candidate for listing 
and, by virtue of a settlement agreement 
with Wild Earth Guardians, we must 
make a final listing determination under 
the Act by the end of fiscal year 2014. 

• This rule will propose to list the 
Oregon spotted frog as threatened. 

The basis for our action. Under the 
Act, we can determine that a species is 
an endangered or threatened species 
based on any of five factors: (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. 

We have determined that the Oregon 
spotted frog is impacted by one or more 
of the following factors to the extent that 
the species meets the definition of a 
threatened species under the Act:

• Habitat necessary to support all life 
stages is continuing to be impacted and/ 
or destroyed by human activities that 
result in the loss of wetlands to land 
conversions; hydrologic changes 
resulting from operation of existing 
water diversions/manipulation 
structures, new and existing residential 
and road developments, drought, and 
removal of beavers; changes in water 
temperature and vegetation structure 
resulting from reed canarygrass 
invasions, plant succession, and 
restoration plantings; and increased 
sedimentation, increased water 
temperatures, reduced water quality, 
and vegetation changes resulting from 
the timing and intensity of livestock 
grazing (or in some instances, removal 
of livestock grazing at locations where it 
maintains early seral stage habitat 
essential for breeding); 

• Predation by nonnative species, 
including nonnative trout and bullfrogs; 

• Inadequate existing regulatory 
mechanisms that result in significant 
negative impacts such as habitat loss 
and modification; and 

• Other natural or manmade factors 
including small and isolated breeding 
locations, low connectivity, low genetic 
diversity within occupied sub-basins, 
and genetic differentiation between sub-
basins. 

We will seek peer review. We are 
seeking comments from knowledgeable 
individuals with scientific expertise to 
review our analysis of the best available 
science and application of that science 
and to provide any additional scientific 
information to improve this proposed 
rule. Because we will consider all 
comments and information received 
during the comment period, our final 
determination may differ from this 
proposal. 

Information Requested 
We intend that any final action 

resulting from this proposed rule will be 
based on the best scientific and 
commercial data available and be as 
accurate and as effective as possible. 
Therefore, we request comments or 
information from the public, other 
concerned governmental agencies, 
Native American tribes, the scientific 
community, industry, or any other 
interested parties concerning this 
proposed rule. We particularly seek 
comments concerning: 

(1) The species’ biology, range, and 
population trends, including: 

(a) Habitat requirements for feeding, 
breeding, and sheltering; 

(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 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) Biological, commercial trade, or 

other relevant data concerning any 
threats (or lack thereof) to this species 
and existing regulations that may be 
addressing those threats. 

http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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(4) Additional information concerning 
the historical and current status, range, 
distribution, and population size of this 
species, including the locations of any 
additional populations of this species. 

(5) Any information on the biological 
or ecological requirements of the 
species, and ongoing conservation 
measures for the species and its habitat. 

(6) Land use designations and current 
or planned activities in the areas 
occupied by the species and possible 
impacts of these activities on this 
species. 

(7) Information on the projected and 
reasonably likely impacts of climate 
change on the Oregon spotted frog. 

(8) Information on the type, 
application of, and methods of 
monitoring chemical contaminants, in 
addition to the projected and reasonably 
likely impacts of chemical contaminants 
on the Oregon spotted frog. 

(9) The development of a 4(d) special 
rule. We are also considering 
developing a special rule to exempt 
certain ongoing land and water 
management activities (e.g., grazing, 
mechanical vegetation management, 
water level manipulation) from take 
prohibitions of the Act if the Oregon 
spotted frog is listed, when those 
activities are conducted in a manner 
consistent with the conservation of the 
frog. Under section 4(d) of the Act, the 
Secretary may publish a special rule 
that modifies the standard protections 
for threatened species with special 
measures tailored to the conservation of 
the species that are determined to be 
necessary and advisable. Note that a 
4(d) special rule will not remove or alter 
in any way the consultation 
requirements under section 7 of the Act. 

We see meaningful opportunities to 
conserve the Oregon spotted frog by 
allowing and promoting ongoing, and 
possibly new, activities on non-Federal 
lands that contribute to the conservation 
of this now largely management-
dependent species. The Service is 
continuing to evaluate the range and 
scope of activities that may be 
consistent with the conservation of the 
frog and the range of options for 
providing ‘‘take’’ coverage (e.g., special 
rules, Habitat Conservation Plans, Safe 
Harbor Agreements, and other types of 
conservation agreements) for non-
Federal landowners conducting these 
activities that further Oregon spotted 
frog conservation. We are specifically 
seeking information and comments 
regarding: 

(a) What measures are necessary and 
advisable for the conservation and 
management of the Oregon spotted frog 
that are appropriate for a proposed 4(d) 
special rule to encourage landowners to 

manage their lands for the benefit of the 
Oregon spotted frog. 

(b) Information regarding the types of 
activities that occur within Oregon 
spotted frog habitat and how they are or 
can be implemented (e.g., timing, 
extent) consistent with maintaining or 
advancing conservation of the frog. 

(c) Whether the Service should 
develop a 4(d) special rule to allow 
incidental take of Oregon spotted frog if 
the take results from implementation of 
a comprehensive State conservation 
program or regional or local 
conservation programs. 

(d) Information concerning whether it 
would be appropriate to include in the 
4(d) special rule a provision for take of 
Oregon spotted frog in accordance with 
applicable State law for educational or 
scientific purposes, the enhancement of 
propagation or survival of the species, 
zoological exhibition, and other 
conservation purposes consistent with 
the Act. 

(e) Additional provisions the Service 
may wish to consider for a 4(d) special 
rule in order to conserve, recover, and 
manage the Oregon spotted frog. 

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. 

Please note that submissions merely 
stating support for or opposition to the 
action under consideration without 
providing supporting information, 
although noted, will not be considered 
in making a determination, as 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 comments and 
materials concerning this proposed rule 
by one of the methods listed in the 
ADDRESSES section. We request that you 
send comments only by the methods 
described 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 Web site. 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. Please 
include sufficient information with your 
comments to allow us to verify any 
scientific or commercial information 
you include. 

Comments and materials we receive, 
as well as supporting documentation we 
used in preparing this proposed rule, 
will be available for public inspection 
on http://www.regulations.gov, or by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT). 

Previous Federal Actions 
We received a petition dated May 1, 

1989, from the Board of Directors of the 
Utah Nature Study Society on May 4, 
1989. The petition requested that the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service 
or USFWS) add the spotted frog (Rana 
pretiosa) to the Federal List of 
Endangered and Threatened Species. 
The Service published a notice of a 90-
day finding in the Federal Register (54 
FR 42529) on October 17, 1990, stating 
that substantial information indicates 
that the petitioned action may be 
warranted. On May 7, 1993, the Service 
published a 12-month finding in the 
Federal Register (58 FR 27260) 
indicating that the spotted frog (Rana 
pretiosa) warranted listing as threatened 
in some portions of its range, but was 
precluded by other higher priority 
listing actions. Subsequent genetic 
analyses separated the spotted frog into 
two separate species, Rana pretiosa 
(Oregon spotted frog) and Rana 
luteiventris (Columbia spotted frog). The 
Service recognized these taxonomic 
changes in the Federal Register (62 FR 
49398) on September 19, 1997, and 
assigned a listing priority number of ‘‘2’’ 
to the Oregon spotted frog and a listing 
priority number of ‘‘3’’ (Wasatch Front 
population), ‘‘6’’ (West Desert 
population), or ‘‘9’’ (Great Basin 
population) for the Columbia spotted 
frog. The candidate status for Oregon 
spotted frog was most recently 
reaffirmed in the October 26, 2011, 
Candidate Notice of Review (CNOR) (76 
FR 66370). 

In a settlement agreement with 
plaintiff WildEarth Guardians on May 
10, 2011, the Service submitted a 
workplan to the U.S. District Court for 
the District of Columbia in re 
Endangered Species Act Section 4 
Deadline Litigation, No. 10–377 (EGS), 
MDL Docket No. 2165 (D. DC May 10, 
2011), and obtained the court’s approval 
to systematically, over a period of 6 
years, review and address the needs of 
more than 250 candidate species to 
determine if they should be added to the 
Federal Lists of Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants. The 
Oregon spotted frog is one of the 
candidate species identified in the May 
2011 workplan. 

http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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Status Assessment for Oregon Spotted 
Frog 

Background 

Species Description 

The Oregon spotted frog is named for 
the characteristic black spots covering 
the head, back, sides, and legs. The dark 
spots have ragged edges and light 
centers, usually associated with a 
tubercle or raised area of skin. These 
spots become larger and darker, and the 
edges become more ragged with age 
(Hayes 1994, p. 14). Body color also 
varies with age. Juveniles are usually 
brown or, occasionally, olive green on 
the back and white, cream, or flesh-
colored with reddish pigments on the 
underlegs and abdomen (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, pp. 1–2). Adults range 
from brown to reddish brown but tend 
to become redder with age. Large, 
presumably older, individuals may be 
brick red over most of the dorsal (back) 
surfaces (McAllister and Leonard 1997, 
pp. 1–2). Red surface pigments on the 
adult abdomen also increase with age, 
and the underlegs of adults are a vivid 
orange red. Tan to orange folds along 
the sides of the back (dorsolateral folds) 
extend from behind the eye to midway 
along the back (McAllister and Leonard 
1997, p. 1). The eyes are upturned; there 
is a faint mask, and a light jaw stripe 
extends to the shoulder. Small bumps 
and tubercles usually cover the back 
and sides (Leonard et al. 1993, p. 130). 
The hind legs are short relative to body 
length, and the hind feet are fully 
webbed (Leonard et al. 1993, p. 130). 

The Oregon spotted frog is a medium-
sized frog that ranges from about 44 to 
105 millimeters (mm) (1.7 to 4.1 inches 
(in)) in body length (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 1; Rombough et al. 
2006, p. 210). Females are typically 
larger than males; females reach up to 
105 mm (4 in) (Rombough et al. 2006, 
p. 210) and males to 75 mm (3 in) 
(Leonard et al. 1993, p. 130). 

Morphological characters can be used 
to distinguish Oregon spotted frogs from 
other closely related spotted frogs. 
Mottling with dark pigments and 
fragmentation of the superficial red or 
orange-red wash on the abdomen can 
distinguish the Oregon spotted frog from 
some Columbia spotted frog populations 
(Hayes 1997, p. 3; Hayes et al. 1997, p. 
1). Coloration of the underlegs and 
abdomen, size and shapes of spots, 
groin mottling, eye positions, relative 
length of hind legs to body size, degree 
of webbing, behaviors, and other 
characteristics can be used to 
distinguish among adults of closely 
related species. However, tadpoles are 
difficult to distinguish among species 

(Corkran and Thoms 1996, p. 150; 
McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 6). 

The Oregon spotted frog has a weak 
call consisting of a rapid series of six to 
nine low clucking notes described as 
sounding like a distant woodpecker’s 
tapping. Males will call at any time, 
both day and night (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 12). Males have been 
documented to call from submerged 
sites that are physically distant (tens to 
hundreds of meters) from oviposition 
(egg-laying) sites (Bowerman 2010, p. 
85). These submerged calls are 
inaudible at the surface and begin 
several days prior to breeding. 
Submerged calling is more frequent at 
night, although daytime calling has been 
recorded during overcast days 
(Bowerman 2010, pp. 85–86). It is 
unclear if mate selection takes place 
during this period of calling remotely 
from the breeding site, but it seems 
likely (Bowerman 2010, p. 86). This 
species rarely vocalizes except during 
the breeding season, which occurs in 
the spring (Leonard et al. 1993, p. 132); 
however, vocalizations have been heard 
during the fall (Leonard et al. 1997, pp. 
73–74; Pearl 2010, pers. comm.). 

Taxonomy 
The common name ‘‘spotted frog’’ and 

the scientific name Rana pretiosa (order 
Anura; family Ranidae) were first 
applied to a series of five specimens 
collected in 1841 by Baird and Girard 
(1853, p. 378) from the vicinity of Puget 
Sound. Two of these specimens were 
later determined to be northern red-
legged frogs (Rana aurora) (Hayes 1994, 
p. 4; Green et al. 1997, p. 4). Dunlap 
(1955) demonstrated the morphological 
differences between northern red-legged 
frogs, Cascades frogs, and spotted frogs. 
Subsequently, the ‘‘spotted frog’’ was 
separated into two species, Rana 
pretiosa (Oregon spotted frog) and Rana 
luteiventris (Columbia spotted frog) 
based on genetic analyses (Green et al. 
1996, 1997). 

Phylogenetic analyses were 
conducted on samples of Oregon 
spotted frogs collected from 3 locations 
in Washington and 13 locations in 
Oregon (Funk et al. 2008). Results 
indicate two well-supported clades (a 
group of biological taxa (as species) that 
includes all descendants of one 
common ancestor) nested within the 
Oregon spotted frog: the Columbia clade 
(Trout Lake Natural Area Preserve 
(NAP) and Camas Prairie) and the 
southern Oregon clade (Wood River and 
Buck Lake in the Klamath Basin). The 
Columbia River does not appear to act 
as a barrier, as the two sites that 
comprise the Columbia clade occur in 
Washington (Trout Lake NAP) and in 

Oregon (Camas Prairie). Haplotype and 
nucleotide diversity was low for Oregon 
spotted frogs in general and was very 
low for each of the two nested clades, 
respectively (Funk et al. 2008, p. 203). 
Only six haplotypes were found across 
the entire range of the Oregon spotted 
frog, indicating low genetic variation 
(Funk et al. 2008, p. 205). Recent genetic 
work conducted by Robertson and Funk 
(2012, p. 6) in the Deschutes and 
Klamath basins indicate the sampled 
Oregon spotted frog sites are 
characterized by very small effective 
population sizes and little genetic 
variation (i.e., measured as low 
heterozygosity and low allelic richness). 

Blouin et al. (2010) performed genetic 
analyses on Oregon spotted frogs from 
23 of the known sites in British 
Columbia, Washington, and Oregon for 
variation at 13 microsatellite loci and 
298 base pairs of mitochondrial DNA. 
Their results indicate that Rana pretiosa 
comprised six major genetic groups: (1) 
British Columbia; (2) the Chehalis 
drainage in Washington, (3) the 
Columbia drainage in Washington, (4) 
Camas Prairie in northern Oregon, (5) 
the central Cascades of Oregon, and (6) 
the Klamath basin (Blouin et al. 2010, 
pp. 2184–2185). Within the northern 
genetic groups, the British Columbia 
(Lower Fraser River) and Chehalis 
(Black River) populations form the next 
natural grouping (Blouin et al. 2010, p. 
2189). Recently discovered locales in 
the Sumas, South Fork Nooksack, and 
Samish Rivers occur in-between these 
two groups. While no genetic testing has 
been done on these newly found 
populations, it is reasonable to assume 
that they are likely to be closely related 
to either the British Columbia or 
Chehalis group, or both, given their 
proximity and use of similar lowland 
marsh habitats. 

Levels of genetic variation in the 
Oregon spotted frog groups are low 
compared to other ranid frogs, 
suggesting these populations are very 
small and/or very isolated (Blouin et al. 
2010, p. 2184). Blouin et al. (2010) 
found a high frequency of mitochondrial 
DNA private alleles (i.e., an allele found 
in only one population or geographic 
location) in the central Cascades and 
Klamath Basin groups. This finding 
suggests an historical (rather than 
recent) isolation between individual 
groups (Blouin et al. 2010, p. 2189). 
This finding also reinforces 
microsatellite-based conclusions that 
gene flow among sites has been very 
low, even on small geographic scales 
(Blouin et al. 2010, p. 2188). Recent 
work by Robertson and Funk (2012) in 
the Deschutes and Klamath basins 
reinforces the Blouin et al. (2010) 



VerDate Mar<15>2010 19:01 Aug 28, 2013 Jkt 229001 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\29AUP3.SGM 29AUP3sr
ob

er
ts

 o
n 

D
S

K
5S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

Federal Register / Vol. 78, No. 168 / Thursday, August 29, 2013 / Proposed Rules 53585 

findings. Due to Oregon spotted frogs’ 
highly aquatic habits, connectivity 
between Oregon spotted frog sites 
depends on the connectivity of streams, 
rivers, and lakes. Gene flow (based on 
both microsatellite and mitochondrial 
analyses) is extremely low beyond 6 mi 
(10 km) (Blouin et al. 2010, pp. 2186, 
2188) and most Oregon spotted frog 
populations are separated by more than 
6.2 miles (mi) (10 kilometers (km). 
Therefore, Blouin et al. (2010, p. 2189), 
and Robertson and Funk (2012, p. 5) 
hypothesize that low aquatic 
connectivity and small isolated 
populations are important causes of the 
low genetic diversity within sites and 
the high genetic differentiation among 
sites. 

Life-History 
Male Oregon spotted frogs are not 

territorial and often gather in large 
groups of 25 or more individuals at 
specific locations (Leonard et al. 1993, 
p. 132). Breeding occurs in February or 
March at lower elevations and between 
early April and early June at higher 
elevations (Leonard et al. 1993, p. 132). 
Males and females separate soon after 
egg-laying with females returning to 
fairly solitary lives. Males often stay at 
the breeding site, possibly for several 
weeks, until egg-laying is completed 
(McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 13) 
(The term egg-laying site or habitat is 
used interchangeably with breeding site 
or habitat throughout this rule). 

Oregon spotted frogs’ eggs are 
extremely vulnerable to desiccation and 
freezing as a result of the species’ laying 
habits. Females may deposit their egg 
masses at the same locations in 
successive years, indicating the sites 
may have unique characteristics. For 
example, some marked males and 
females at Sunriver (Upper Deschutes 
River, OR) returned to the same 
breeding site for 3 or more years 
(Bowerman 2006, pers. comm.). Further, 
at several sites in Oregon and 
Washington, the same egg-laying 
locations have been used for more than 
a decade (Hayes 2008, pers. comm.). 
Although egg masses are occasionally 
laid singly, the majority of egg masses 
are laid communally in groups of a few 
to several hundred (Licht 1971, p. 119; 
Nussbaum et al. 1983, p. 186; Cooke 
1984, p. 87; Hayes et al. 1997 p. 3; 
Engler and Friesz 1998, p. 3). They are 
laid in shallow, often temporary, pools 
of water; gradually receding shorelines; 
on benches of seasonal lakes and 
marshes; and in wet meadows. These 
sites are usually associated with the 
previous year’s emergent vegetation, are 
generally no more than 14 in (35 
centimeters (cm)) deep (Pearl and Hayes 

2004, pp. 19–20), and most of these sites 
dry up later in the season (Joe Engler, 
FWS, pers. comm. 1999). Shallow water 
is easily warmed by the sun, and 
warmth hastens egg development 
(McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 8). 
However, laying eggs in shallow water 
can result in high mortality rates for 
eggs and hatchling larvae due to 
desiccation or freezing. 

Licht (1974, pp. 617–625) 
documented the highly variable 
mortality rates for spotted frog life-
history stages in marsh areas in the 
lower Fraser Valley, BC: embryos (30 
percent), tadpoles (99 percent), and 
post-metamorphic (after the change 
from tadpole to adult, or 
‘‘metamorphosis’’) frogs (95 percent). 
Licht (1974, p. 625) estimated mortality 
of each life stage and predicted only a 
1 percent chance of survival of eggs to 
metamorphosis, a 67 percent chance of 
juvenile survival for the first year, and 
a 64 percent adult annual survival with 
males having a higher mortality rate 
than females. An average adult between-
year survival of 37 percent was 
estimated by a mark-recapture study at 
Dempsey Creek in Washington between 
1997 and 1999 (Watson et al. 2000, p. 
19). 

Adult Oregon spotted frogs begin to 
breed by 1–3 years of age, depending on 
sex, elevation, and latitude. Males may 
breed at 1 year at lower elevations and 
latitudes but generally breed at 2 years 
of age. Females breed by 2 or 3 years of 
age, depending on elevation and 
latitude. Longevity of the species is not 
well understood; however, there are 
multiple examples of Oregon spotted 
frogs living beyond 7 years of age 
(Watson et al. 2000, p. 21; Kelly 
McAllister, WDOT 2008, pers. comm.; 
Jill Oertley, U.S. Forest Service 2005, 
pers. comm.; Pearl 2005, pers. comm.). 

Egg-laying can begin as early as 
February in British Columbia and 
Washington and as late as early June in 
the higher elevations. Tadpoles 
metamorphose into froglets (tiny frogs) 
(about 16–43 mm (0.6–1.75 in) in 
length) during their first summer 
(Leonard et al. 1993, p. 132; Pearl and 
Bowerman 2005, pers. comm.). 
Tadpoles are grazers, having rough tooth 
rows for scraping plant surfaces and 
ingesting plant tissue and bacteria. They 
also consume algae, detritus, and 
probably carrion (Licht 1974, p. 624; 
McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 13). 

Post-metamorphic Oregon spotted 
frogs are opportunistic predators that 
prey on live animals, primarily insects, 
found in or near the water. Important 
prey groups of adult frogs include leaf 
beetles (Chrysomelidae), ground beetles 
(Carabidae), spiders (Arachnidae), rove 

beetles (Staphylinidae), syrphid flies 
(Syrphidae), long-legged flies 
(Dolichopodidae), ants (Formicidae), 
water striders (Gerridae), spittlebugs 
(Cercopidae), leaf hoppers 
(Cicadellidae), aphids (Aphididae), 
dragonflies and damsel flies (Odonates), 
and yellowjackets (Vespidae) (Licht 
1986a, pp. 27–28). Oregon spotted frogs 
also eat adult Pacific tree frogs 
(Pseudacris regilla), small red-legged 
frogs, and newly metamorphosed red-
legged frogs and western toad (Bufo 
boreas) juveniles (Licht 1986a, p. 28; 
Pearl and Hayes 2002, pp. 145–147; 
Pearl et al. 2005a, p. 37). 

Similar to many North American 
pond-breeding anurans (belonging to the 
Order Anura, which contains all frogs), 
predators can strongly affect the 
abundance of larval and post-
metamorphic Oregon spotted frogs. The 
heaviest losses to predation are thought 
to occur shortly after tadpoles emerge 
from eggs, when they are relatively 
exposed and poor swimmers (Licht 
1974, p. 624). However, the odds of 
survival appear to increase as tadpoles 
grow in size and aquatic vegetation 
matures, thus affording cover (Licht 
1974, p. 624). Adult Oregon spotted 
frogs have a number of documented and 
potential natural predators, including 
garter snakes (Thamnophis species 
(spp.)), great blue herons (Ardea 
herodias), green-backed herons 
(Butorides virescens), American bitterns 
(Botaurus lentiginosus), belted 
kingfishers (Ceryle alcyon), sandhill 
cranes (Grus canadensis), raccoons 
(Procyon lotor), coyotes (Canis latrans), 
striped skunks (Mephitis mephitis), 
mink (Mustela vison), river otters (Lutra 
canadensis), and feral cats (Felis 
domesticus) (McAllister and Leonard 
1997, p. 13; Hayes et al. 2005, p. 307; 
Hayes et al. 2006, p. 209). Tadpoles may 
be preyed upon by numerous vertebrate 
predators including belted kingfishers, 
hooded mergansers (Lophodytes 
cucullatus), common garter snakes 
(Thamnophis sirtalis), western 
terrestrial garter snakes (Thamnophis 
elegans), larval and adult roughskin 
newts (Taricha granulosa), larval 
northwestern salamanders (Ambystoma 
gracile), cutthroat trout (Oncorynchus 
clarki), Olympic mudminnows 
(Novumbra hubbsi), and three-spined 
sticklebacks (Gasterosteus aculeatus) 
(McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 14). 

Subadult Oregon spotted frogs have 
been observed within dense 
aggregations of recently hatched Oregon 
spotted frog tadpoles, and stomach 
flushing verified that these subadult 
Oregon spotted frogs had consumed 
(cannibalized) recently hatched 
conspecific (belonging to the same 
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species) tadpoles (K. McAllister, pers. 
comm. 2008). Invertebrate predators 
include dytiscid beetles (Dytiscus spp.), 
giant water bugs (Lethocerus 
americanus), backswimmers (Notonecta 
undulata and N. kirbyi), water scorpions 
(Ranatra sp.), dragonfly nymphs 
(Odonata), and worm-leeches 
(Arhynchobdellida) (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 14). Leeches and other 
invertebrates, roughskin newts, and 
northwestern salamanders are likely 
Oregon spotted frog egg predators 
(McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 14). 

The introduction of nonnative species 
into the historical range of the Oregon 
spotted frog is believed to have 
contributed to the decline of this and 
other species of frogs (Hayes and 
Jennings 1986, pp. 491–492, 494–496; 
Hayes 1994, p. 5; 61 FR 25813; 
McAllister and Leonard 1997, pp. 25– 
26; Pearl et al. 2004, pp. 17–18). 
Bullfrogs (Lithobates catesbeiana) are 
known predators of Oregon spotted 
frogs (R. Haycock and R.A. Woods, 
unpubl. data, 2001 cited in COSFRT 
2012, p. 19), and introduced fish such 
as brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) 
and centrarchids (Micropterus and 
Lepomis spp.) are also likely predators 
(Pearl et al. 2009a, p. 140). 

Habitat 
Watson et al. (2003, p. 298) 

summarized the conditions required for 
completion of the Oregon spotted frog 
life cycle as shallow water areas for egg 
and tadpole survival, perennially deep, 
moderately vegetated pools for adult 
and juvenile survival in the dry season, 
and perennial water for protecting all 
age classes during cold wet weather. 

The Oregon spotted frog inhabits 
emergent wetland habitats in forested 
landscapes, although it is not typically 
found under forest canopy. Historically, 
this species was also associated with 
lakes in the prairie landscape of the 
Puget lowlands (McAllister and Leonard 
1997, p. 16). This is the most aquatic 
native frog species in the Pacific 
Northwest, as all other species have a 
terrestrial life stage. It is almost always 
found in or near a perennial body of 
water, such as a spring, pond, lake, 
sluggish stream, irrigation canal, or 
roadside ditch (Engler 1999, pers. 
comm.). The observation that extant 
Oregon spotted frog populations tend to 
occur in larger wetlands led Hayes 
(1994, Part II pp. 5, 7) to hypothesize 
that a minimum size of 9 acres (ac) (4 
hectares (ha)) may be necessary to reach 
suitably warm temperatures and support 
a large enough population to persist 
despite high predation rates. However, 
Oregon spotted frogs also occupy 
smaller sites and are known to occur at 

sites as small as 2.5 ac (1 ha) and as 
large as 4,915 ac (1,989 ha) (Pearl and 
Hayes 2004, p. 11). Oregon spotted frogs 
have been found at elevations ranging 
from near sea level in the Puget Trough 
lowlands in Washington to 
approximately 5,000 feet (ft) (1,500 
meters (m)) in the Oregon Cascades in 
western Oregon (Dunlap 1955, p. 316; 
Hayes 1997, p. 16; McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, pp. 8–10). 

Oregon spotted frogs can make use of 
a variety of pond types as long as there 
is sufficient vegetation and seasonal 
habitat available for breeding, summer 
feeding, and overwintering (Pearl et al. 
2009a, p. 144). Oregon spotted frogs at 
Dempsey Creek in Washington selected 
areas of relatively shallow water with 
less emergent vegetation but more 
submergent vegetation than adjacent 
habitats. They avoided dry, upland 
areas of pasture grass (Watson et al. 
1998, p. 10; 2000, pp. 54–57; 2003, p. 
297). Radio telemetry data indicates 
Oregon spotted frogs at Dempsey Creek 
also make extensive use of scrub-shrub 
wetland habitats adjacent to forested 
uplands (Risenhoover et al. 2001a, p. 
13). 

Oregon spotted frogs breed in shallow 
pools (2–12 in (5–30 cm) deep) that are 
near flowing water, or which may be 
connected to larger bodies of water 
during seasonally high water or at flood 
stage. Characteristic vegetation includes 
grasses, sedges, and rushes, although 
eggs are laid where the vegetation is low 
or sparse, such that vegetation structure 
does not shade the eggs (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 17). While native 
vegetation is the preferred substrate, the 
frog may also use short, manipulated 
canarygrass/native vegetation mix (J. 
Engler, pers. comm. 1999). Full solar 
exposure seems to be a significant factor 
in breeding habitat selection (McAllister 
and White 2001, p. 12; Pearl and Hayes 
2004, p. 18). The availability of the 
unique characteristics of traditional egg-
laying sites is limited, and adults may 
have limited flexibility to switch sites 
(Hayes 1994, p. 19). This may make the 
Oregon spotted frog particularly 
vulnerable to modification of egg-laying 
sites (Hayes 1994, p. 19). 

After breeding, during the dry season, 
Oregon spotted frogs move to deeper, 
permanent pools or creeks (Watson et 
al. 2003, p. 295). They are often 
observed near the water surface basking 
and feeding in beds of floating and 
submerged vegetation (Watson et al. 
2003, pp. 292–298; Pearl et al. 2005a, 
pp. 36–37). 

Known overwintering sites are 
associated with flowing systems, such 
as springs and creeks, that provide well-
oxygenated water (Hallock and Pearson 

2001, p. 15; Hayes et al. 2001, pp. 20– 
23, Tattersall and Ultsch 2008, pp. 123, 
129, 136) and sheltering locations 
protected from predators and freezing 
(Risenhoover et al. 2001b; Watson et al. 
2003, p. 295). Oregon spotted frogs 
apparently burrow in mud, silty 
substrate, clumps of emergent 
vegetation, woody accumulations 
within the creek, and holes in creek 
banks when inactive during periods of 
prolonged or severe cold (Watson et al. 
2003, p. 295; Hallock and Pearson 2001, 
p. 16; McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 
17); however, they are intolerant of 
anoxic (absence of dissolved oxygen) 
conditions and are unlikely to burrow 
into the mud for more than a day or two 
(Tattersall and Ultsch 2008, p. 136) 
because survival under anoxic 
conditions is only a matter of 4–7 days 
(Tattersall and Ultsch 2008, p. 126). 
This species remains active during the 
winter in order to select microhabitats 
that can support aerobic metabolism 
and allow it to evade predators (Hallock 
and Pearson 2001, p. 15; Hayes et al. 
2001, pp. 20–23; Tattersall and Ultsch 
2008, p. 136). In central Oregon, where 
winters generally result in ice cover 
over ponds, Oregon spotted frogs follow 
a fairly reliable routine of considerable 
activity and movement beneath the ice 
during the first month following freeze-
up. Little movement is observed under 
the ice in January and February, but 
activity steadily increases in mid-
March, even when ice cover persists 
(Bowerman 2006, pers. comm.). Radio-
tracked frogs remained active all winter, 
even under the ice at Trout Lake NAP 
(Hallock 2009, pers comm.) and Conboy 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) (Hayes 
et al. 2001, pp. 16–19). 

Results of a habitat utilization and 
movement study at Dempsey Creek in 
Washington indicate that adult frogs 
made infrequent movements between 
widely separated pools and more 
frequent movements between pools in 
closer proximity (Watson et al. 2003, p. 
294), but remained within the study 
area throughout the year. Home ranges 
averaged 5.4 ac (2.2 ha), and daily 
movement was 16–23 ft (5–7 m) 
throughout the year (Watson et al. 2003, 
p. 295). During the breeding season 
(February–May), frogs used about half 
the area used during the rest of the year. 
During the dry season (June–August), 
frogs moved to deeper, permanent 
pools, and occupied the smallest range 
of any season, then moved back toward 
their former breeding range during the 
wet season (September–January) 
(Watson et al. 2003, p. 295). Individuals 
equipped with radio transmitters stayed 
within 2,600 ft (800 m) of capture 
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locations at the Dempsey Creek site 
(Watson et al. 1998, p. 10) and within 
1,312 ft (400 m) at the Trout Lake NAP 
(Hallock and Pearson 2001, p. 16). 

Recaptures of Oregon spotted frogs at 
breeding locations in the Buck Lake 
population in Oregon indicated that 
adults often move less than 300 ft (100 
m) between years (Hayes 1998a, p. 9). 
However, longer travel distances, while 
infrequent, have been observed between 
years and within a single year between 
seasons. Three adult Oregon spotted 
frogs (one male and two females) 
marked in a study at Dempsey Creek 
and the Black River in Washington 
moved a distance of 1.5 mi (2.4 km) 
between seasons along lower Dempsey 
Creek to the creek’s mouth from the 
point where they were marked 
(McAllister and Walker 2003, p. 6). 
Adult female Oregon spotted frogs 
traveled 1,434 ft (437 m) between 
seasons from their original capture 
location at the Trout Lake Wetland NAP 
(Hallock and Pearson 2001, p. 8). Two 
juvenile frogs at the Jack Creek site in 
Oregon were recaptured the next 
summer 4,084 ft (1,245 m) and 4,511 ft 
(1,375 m) downstream from where they 
were initially marked, and one adult 
female moved 9,183 ft (2,799 m) 
downstream (Cushman and Pearl 2007, 
p. 13). Oregon spotted frogs at the 

Sunriver site routinely make annual 
migrations of 1,640 to 4,265 ft (500 to 
1,300 m) between the major egg-laying 
complex and an overwintering site 
(Bowerman 2006, pers. comm.). 

While these movement studies are 
specific to Oregon spotted frogs, the 
number of studies and size of the study 
areas are limited and haven’t been 
conducted over multiple seasons or 
years. In addition, the ability to detect 
frogs is challenging because of the 
difficult terrain in light of the need for 
the receiver and transmitter to be in 
close proximity. Hammerson (2005) 
recommends that a 3.1-mile (5-km) 
dispersal distance be applied to all 
ranid frog species, because the 
movement data for ranids are consistent. 
The preponderance of data indicates 
that a separation distance of several 
kilometers may be appropriate and 
practical for delineation of occupancy, 
despite occasional movements that are 
longer or that may allow some genetic 
interchange between distant 
populations (for example, the 6.2-mi 
(10-km) distance noted by Blouin et al. 
2010, pp. 2186, 2188). Accordingly, 
based on the best available scientific 
information, we presume that Oregon 
spotted frog habitats are connected for 
purposes of genetic exchange when 
occupied/suitable habitats fall within a 

maximum movement distance of 3.1 mi 
(5 km). 

Historical Range/Distribution 

Historically, the Oregon spotted frog 
ranged from British Columbia to the Pit 
River basin in northeastern California 
(Hayes 1997; p. 40; McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 7). Oregon spotted 
frogs have been documented at 61 
historical localities in 48 watersheds (3 
in British Columbia, 13 in Washington, 
29 in Oregon, and 3 in California) in 31 
sub-basins (McAllister et al. 1993, pp. 
11–12; Hayes 1997, p. 41; McAllister 
and Leonard 1997, pp. 18–20; COSEWIC 
2011, pp. 12–13) (See Table 1). We are 
assuming the watersheds that have 
recently been documented to be 
occupied were also occupied 
historically based on their complete 
disconnect from known-occupied 
watersheds and the limited dispersal 
ability of Oregon spotted frog. For the 
rest of the document, we will describe 
historical and current range or 
distribution based on river sub-basins/ 
watersheds. A river sub-basin is 
equivalent to a 4th field watershed and 
a hydrologic unit code of 8. A watershed 
is equivalent to a 5th field watershed 
and a hydrologic unit code of 10. 

TABLE 1—OREGON SPOTTED FROG HISTORICAL AND EXTANT DISTRIBUTION THROUGHOUT RANGE 

Location 

British Columbia ...................
 

Washington Counties: Clark, 
King, Klickitat, Pierce, 
Skagit, Snohomish, and 
Thurston. 

Oregon Counties: Mult
nomah, Clackamas, Mar
ion, Linn, Benton, Jack
son, Lane, Wasco, 
Deschutes, and Klamath. 

Sub-basins *: Watersheds 

•	 Lower Fraser River sub-basin near Sumas Prairie in Abbotsford, Nicomen Island in Matsqui, and in Langley 
Township. Recently (1996/1997 and 2008) discovered at MD Aldergrove, Maria Slough, Mountain Slough, and 
Morris Valley. 

•	 Fraser River sub-basin: recently discovered (2012) in the Sumas River, a tributary to the Lower Chilliwack 
River watershed; 

•	 Nooksack River sub-basin: South Fork Nooksack River (recently discovered (2011 and 2012) in the Black 
Slough); 

• Straits of Georgia sub-basin: recently discovered (2011 and 2012) along the mainstem of the Samish River; 
• Lower Skagit River sub-basin: Skagit River-Frontal Skagit Bay and Finney Creek-Skagit River; 
• Skykomish River sub-basin: Woods Creek-Skykomish River at Monroe; 
• Duwamish River sub-basin: Lower Green River at Kent; 
• Lake Washington sub-basin: Lake Washington at Seattle; 
•	 Puget Sound (no sub-basin): Chambers Creek-Frontal Puget Sound (Spanaway Lake) and McLane Creek-

Frontal Puget Sound (Patterson/Pattison Lake); 
• Nisqually River sub-basin: Lower Nisqually River-Frontal Puget Sound (Kapowsin); 
•	 Upper Chehalis River sub-basin: Black River (Demspey Creek, Beaver Creek, Blooms Ditch, and recently 

discovered in Salmon and Fish Pond Creeks); 
•	 Lower Willamette River sub-basin: Salmon Creek-Frontal Columbia River at Brush Prairie, Vancouver, and pos

sibly Burnt Bridge Creek at Orchards; 
• Middle Columbia-Hood River sub-basin: White Salmon River (Trout Lake Creek at Gular and Trout Lake); 
• Klickitat River sub-basin: Middle Klickitat River (Conboy Lake on Outlet, Fraiser, and Chapman Creeks). 
• Lower Willamette River sub-basin: Johnson Creek; 
• Lower Deschutes River sub-basin: Tygh Creek and White River; 
• Clackamas River sub-basin: Oak Grove Fork Clackamas River; 
• Middle Willamette River sub-basin: Mill Creek-Willamette River and Oak Creek; 
• South Santiam River sub-basin: South Santiam River-Hamilton Creek; 
• Upper Willamette River sub-basin: Muddy Creek; 
• McKenzie River sub-basin: Upper McKenzie River and South Fork McKenzie River; 
• Middle Fork Willamette River sub-basin: Salt Creek-Willamette River; 
•	 Upper Deschutes River sub-basin: Deschutes River-McKenzie Canyon, Deschutes River-Pilot Butte, 

Deschutes River-Fall River, and Deschutes River-Browns Creek; 
•	 Little Deschutes River sub-basin: Upper Little Deschutes River, Middle Little Deschutes River, Lower Little 

Deschutes River, Long Prairie, and Crescent Creek; 
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TABLE 1—OREGON SPOTTED FROG HISTORICAL AND EXTANT DISTRIBUTION THROUGHOUT RANGE—Continued 

Location 

California Counties: Modoc, 

Shasta, and Siskiyou.
 

Sub-basins *: Watersheds 

•	 Williamson River sub-basin: Klamath Marsh-Jack Creek, West of Klamath Marsh, and Williamson River 
above Klamath Marsh. 

• Sprague River sub-basin: North Fork Sprague River and Sprague River above Williamson; 
• Upper Klamath Lake sub-basin: Wood River and Klamath Lake watersheds; 
• Upper Klamath sub-basin: Spencer Creek and Jenny Creek; 
• Lost River sub-basin: Lake Ewauna-Upper Klamath River. 
• Lost River sub-basin: Lower Klamath Lake. 
• Upper Pit River sub-basin: Pine Creek-South Pit River (near Alturas). 
• Lower Pit River sub-basin: Town of Pittville-Pit River (near Fall River Mills). 

* Bolded sub-basins represent the sub-basins with extant locales. Oregon spotted frogs may not be extant in all of the historic watersheds with
in these sub-basins. 

Current Range/Distribution 

Currently, the Oregon spotted frog is 
found from extreme southwestern 
British Columbia south through the 
Puget Trough, and in the Cascades 
Range from south-central Washington at 
least to the Klamath Basin in southern 
Oregon. Oregon spotted frogs occur in 
lower elevations in British Columbia 
and Washington and are restricted to 
high elevations in Oregon (Pearl et al. 
2010 p. 7). In addition, Oregon spotted 
frogs currently have a very limited 
distribution west of the Cascade crest in 
Oregon, are considered to be extirpated 
from the Willamette Valley in Oregon 
(Cushman et al. 2007, p. 14), and may 
be extirpated in the Klamath and Pit 
River basins of California (Hayes 1997, 
p. 1). 

In British Columbia, Oregon spotted 
frogs no longer occupy the locations 
documented historically, but they 
currently are known to occupy four 
disjunct locations in a single sub-basin, 
the Lower Fraser River (Canadian 
Oregon Spotted Frog Recovery Team 
2012, p. 6). 

In Washington, Oregon spotted frogs 
are known to occur only within six sub-
basins/watersheds: the Sumas River, a 
tributary to the Lower Fraser River; the 
Black Slough in the lower South Fork 
Nooksack River, a tributary of the 
Nooksack River; Samish River; Black 
River, a tributary of the Chehalis River; 
Outlet Creek (Conboy Lake), a tributary 
to the Middle Klickitat River; and Trout 
Lake Creek, a tributary of the White 
Salmon River. The Klickitat and White 
Salmon Rivers are tributaries to the 
Columbia River. The Oregon spotted 
frogs in each of these sub-basins/ 
watersheds are isolated from frogs in 
other sub-basins. 

A reintroduction project was initiated 
in 2008 at Dailman Lake in Pierce 
County on Joint Base Lewis-McChord 
Military Reservation. This sub-basin 
(Nisqually River) was historically 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs with 
documented occurrences at Spanaway 

Lake, Spanaway Pond, Little Spanaway 
Lake and Kapowsin (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, pp. 18–19). Eggs were 
collected from the Black River and the 
Conboy Lake Oregon spotted frog 
breeding locations, captive reared until 
metamorphosis, and released in the fall 
or subsequent spring. Through 2011, 
researchers collected 7,870 eggs and 
released 3,355 frogs (Tirhi and Schmidt 
2011, pp. 51–53). Surveys in April 2011 
found 3 verified Oregon spotted frog egg 
masses and 11 suspected egg masses. 
However, breeding was not detected in 
2012. This effort is ongoing and the 
efficacy and viability of a breeding 
Oregon spotted frog population being 
established in this area is undetermined. 
The reintroduction efforts at this 
location are not likely to facilitate 
Oregon spotted frog recovery in this 
extirpated sub-basin because of the 
extent of development at the historical 
locales and lack of suitable habitat; 
therefore, this location will not be 
discussed further. 

In Oregon, Oregon spotted frogs are 
known to occur only within eight sub-
basins: Lower Deschutes River, Upper 
Deschutes River, Little Deschutes River, 
McKenzie River, Middle Fork 
Willamette, Upper Klamath, Upper 
Klamath Lake, and the Williamson 
River. The Oregon spotted frogs in most 
of these sub-basins are isolated from 
frogs in other sub-basins, although 
Oregon spotted frogs in the lower Little 
Deschutes River are aquatically 
connected with those below Wickiup 
Reservoir in the Upper Deschutes River 
sub-basin. Oregon spotted frog 
distribution west of the Cascade 
Mountains in Oregon is restricted to a 
few lakes in the upper watersheds of the 
McKenzie River and Middle Fork 
Willamette River sub-basins, which 
represent the remaining 2 out of 12 
historically occupied sub-basins. 

In California, this species has not 
been detected since 1918 (California 
Academy of Science Museum Record 
44291) at historical sites and may be 

extirpated (Hayes 1997 pp. 1, 35). 
However, there has been little survey 
effort of potential habitat since 1996, so 
this species may still occur in 
California. 

Population Estimates and Status 
Of the 61 historical localities where 

the species’ previous existence can be 
verified (e.g., museum specimens, 
photographs, reliable published 
records), only 13 were confirmed as 
being occupied in studies conducted in 
the 1990s (Hayes 1997, p. 1; McAllister 
and Leonard 1997, p. 20). Hayes visited 
historical localities one to four times, 
with a minimum of 2 hours devoted to 
site visits for localities that could be 
identified precisely. For sites where the 
location was imprecisely known, he 
searched three to six points in the area 
that possessed favorable habitat, for 20 
minutes to 3 hours, depending on site 
size. He also visited sites that were 
judged to have a potentially high 
likelihood of having Oregon spotted 
frogs (i.e., within the historical range, 
consistent with elevations documented 
for verifiable specimens, and within 
suitable habitat) (Hayes 1997, p. 6). 
Based on those studies, Hayes (1997, p. 
1) estimated the species may no longer 
occur in 76 to 90 percent of its historical 
range. Although this estimated loss of 
historical localities does not take into 
account the localities found since 2000, 
the current range of the Oregon spotted 
frog is significantly smaller than the 
historical range, based on the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information. 

Egg mass counts are believed to be a 
good metric of adult population size and 
are the most time-efficient way to 
estimate population size (Phillipsen et 
al. 2009, p. 7). Adult females lay one egg 
mass per year, and the breeding period 
occurs within a reliable and predictable 
timeframe each year (McAllister 2006, 
pers. comm.). Egg mass numbers are 
collected in a single survey timed to 
coincide with the end of the breeding 
season, when egg laying should be 
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complete and the egg mass count 
represents a reliable estimate of total egg 
masses. Because one egg mass is 
approximately equivalent to one 
breeding female plus one to two adult 
males, a rough estimate of adult 
population size can be made if a 
thorough egg mass census is completed 
(Phillipsen et al. 2009, p. 7). Using egg 
mass counts to estimate population size 
has some weaknesses. For example, 
researchers have uncertainties about 
whether adult females breed every year 
and find difficulty in distinguishing 
individual egg masses in large 
communal clusters. However, a 
minimum population estimate can be 
derived from the total egg mass count 
multiplied by two (one egg mass equals 
two adult frogs). While there are 
weaknesses in these estimates, as 
discussed above, they are the best 
estimates available for Oregon spotted 
frog numbers. 

Egg mass counts, as currently 
conducted at most sites, do not allow for 
evaluation of trends within a site nor 
between sites because surveys are not 
standardized. Survey effort, area 
coverage, and timing can differ between 
years at individual sites. In addition, 
method of survey can differ between 
years at individual sites and differs 
between sites. Because of the 
weaknesses associated with the egg 
mass counts, site estimates derived from 
egg mass counts are considered to be a 
minimum estimate and generally should 
not be compared across years or with 
other sites. However, some breeding 
locations have been surveyed in a 
consistent manner (in some cases by the 
same researcher) and for enough years 
that trend data are available and 
considered to be reliable. Trend 
information is provided in the following 
sub-basin summaries for the locations 
where the information is available. 

For the purposes of this document, 
the terms ‘location’ and ‘site’ simply 
refer to the general locations where 
breeding has been observed. In some 
cases, a site may be equivalent to an 
Oregon spotted frog population (for 
example, Penn Lake). In other cases, a 
site may include multiple breeding 
locations within wetland complexes 
where hydrological connections may 
facilitate movement between breeding 
areas, but where movement patterns and 
genetic conditions are undetermined 
within the complexes (for example, 
Klamath Marsh NWR. Accordingly, a 
site should not be interpreted to be a 
population. Because of the lack of 
complete information between breeding 
locations, populations were not 
specifically identified for this status 
review, and the focus of our analysis 

regarding the status of Oregon spotted 
frogs was within the individual river 
sub-basins. 

The following summarizes the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information available regarding 
populations within the currently 
occupied river sub-basins in British 
Columbia, Washington, and Oregon. We 
used multiple data sources, including 
various unpublished reports, databases, 
and spreadsheets provided by our 
partner agencies. These sources are 
identified in the following sections as 
‘‘multiple data sources’’ and are 
included in our literature cited list, 
which is included as supplementary 
information on http:// 
www.regulations.gov for this proposed 
rule. These sources are available upon 
request from the Washington Fish and 
Wildlife Office (see ADDRESSES). In most 
sub-basins, trend information regarding 
the collective status of the populations 
within the sub-basin is limited or not 
available, though it is presented below 
where available. The status of a sub-
basin may be undetermined because the 
Oregon spotted frog presence has only 
recently been identified, the trend 
information is uncertain, or sufficient 
survey information is not available to 
indicate a trend. However, when viewed 
at the range-wide scale, the Oregon 
spotted frog has been extirpated from 
most of its historical range, and the 
threat of current and future impacts to 
the Oregon spotted frog occurs over the 
entire range of the species. Ongoing 
threats have significantly reduced the 
overall extent and distribution of 
suitable habitat for the Oregon spotted 
frog, as discussed in ‘‘Summary of 
Factors Affecting the Species’’ below. 

British Columbia 
Currently, Oregon spotted frogs are 

known to occur only within four sites in 
the Lower Fraser River Basin. Of the 
four sites, Maintenance Detachment 
Aldergrove (MD Aldergrove) is nearing, 
or may have reached extirpation, as no 
egg masses have been discovered at the 
site since 2006; Mountain Slough 
appears to be stable; Maria Slough may 
be declining; and there is limited data 
for the recently discovered Morris 
Valley site (COSEWIC 2011, p. v). 
Estimates from the three most well-
studied populations (MD Aldergrove, 
Maria Slough, Mountain Slough) 
indicate a population decline of 35 
percent during the period 2000–2010 
(COSEWIC 2011, p. 32), and the most 
recent egg mass counts indicate the 
minimum population size for all of 
British Columbia is fewer than 350 
adults (COSEWIC 2011, pp. 27–30). One 
extant population is near extinction, 

and the remaining populations are small 
and vulnerable to disturbance and 
stochastic events. Extirpation of the MD 
Aldergrove population would result in a 
reduction of 76 percent of the extent of 
Oregon spotted frog in the Lower Fraser 
River (COSEWIC 2011, pp. vii–ix). 
Therefore, populations of Oregon 
spotted frogs in the Lower Fraser River 
are declining. 

Washington 
In Washington, the Oregon spotted 

frog was historically found in the Puget 
Trough from the Canadian border to the 
Columbia River, and east to the 
Washington Cascades (McAllister et al. 
1997, p. vii). Current distribution is 
limited to four watersheds in the Puget 
Trough, three that drain to Puget Sound 
and one that drains to the Pacific Ocean, 
and two watersheds in the southeast 
Cascades that drain to the Columbia 
River. In 1997, the locations for 11 
historical populations in Washington 
were verified using museum specimen 
and published records, and only 1 
historically known population and 2 
recently discovered populations were 
known to remain in Washington in 1997 
(McAllister et al. 1997, p. vii). The 
authors also stated that past populations 
of the Oregon spotted frog in 
Washington are largely undocumented 
(McAllister et al. 1997, p. 18). Current 
population estimates are based on the 
2012 census of egg masses at all known 
extant breeding areas. Based on these 
estimates, the minimum population in 
Washington was at least 7,368 breeding 
adults in 2012. 

Trend data are limited; however, the 
Oregon spotted frog population in the 
Middle Klickitat River (Conboy Lake) 
appears to be declining (see below for 
further information). The population 
trend within the rest of the occupied 
sub-basins is unknown, although some 
individual breeding areas may be stable 
or extirpated (for example, 110th Ave in 
the Black River). More detailed 
discussions of Washington’s occupied 
sub-basins/watersheds are provided 
below. 

Lower Chilliwack River (Sumas 
River)—In 2012, one Oregon spotted 
frog breeding area was found on a 
privately owned dairy farm on a small 
tributary to the Sumas River (Bohannon 
et al. 2012). The Sumas River is a 
tributary to the Lower Fraser River, 
along which the British Columbia 
breeding areas occur. However, the 
breeding area on the Sumas River is 
more than 20 mi (35 km) upstream of 
the confluence with the Fraser River, 
and separated by unsuitable aquatic 
habitat. Therefore, an aquatic 
connection to the British Columbia 

http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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breeding areas is not likely (COSEWIC 
2011, p. 12). Fewer than 50 egg masses 
(<100 adults) were found during the 
2012 surveys, however, suitable habitat 
within the Sumas River has not been 
surveyed extensively (Bohannon et al. 
2012) and the full extent of Oregon 
spotted frog distribution and abundance 
has not been determined. 

South Fork Nooksack River—In 2011 
and 2012, Oregon spotted frog breeding 
areas were found on privately owned 
parcels in the Black Slough, a tributary 
of the South Fork Nooksack River. On 
one parcel, the egg-laying habitat was in 
off-channel wetlands dominated by reed 
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and 
recent shrub plantings. Egg-laying areas 
on other parcels were located within 
former pasture lands that had been 
planted with trees and fenced within 
the last 2 or 3 years under the 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program (CREP) to eliminate grazing 
and improve water quality (Bohannon et 
al. 2012). At least 230 adults (based on 
2012 surveys) are associated with the 
known breeding areas along the Black 
Slough; however, this area has not been 
surveyed extensively (Bohannon et al. 
2012), and the full extent of Oregon 
spotted frog distribution and abundance 
has not been determined. 

Samish River—In 2011 and 2012, 
Oregon spotted frog breeding areas were 
found on privately owned parcels along 
the upper reaches of the Samish River. 
All of the breeding areas are seasonally 
flooded grazed or formerly grazed 
pasture lands that are predominantly 
reed canarygrass (Bohannon et al. 2012). 
At least 1,220 adults (based on 2012 
surveys) are associated with the known 
breeding areas along the Samish River; 
however, this area has not been 
surveyed extensively, and the full extent 
of Oregon spotted frog distribution and 
abundance has not been determined. 

Black River—Oregon spotted frogs 
occupy wetlands in the floodplain and 
tributaries of the upper Black River 
drainage between Black Lake and the 
town of Littlerock. They are currently 
known to occur at two locations within 
the Black River floodplain (Blooms 
Ditch near 110th Avenue Bridge and 
near 123rd Avenue) and in four 
tributaries: Dempsey Creek, Salmon 
Creek, Allen Creek, and Beaver Creek 
(Hallock 2013; WDFW and USFWS 
multiple data sources). In 2012, a new 
breeding location was detected along 
Fish Pond Creek, which flows directly 
into Black Lake, not Black River. Oregon 
spotted frog egg-laying areas in the 
Black River may be isolated from each 
other and the frogs associated with the 
Fish Pond Creek may not be 
hydrologically connected to frogs in the 

Black River due to the human alteration 
of the Black Lake drainage pattern. 
Further investigation of this new 
location is needed. 

The full extent of the population’s 
distribution, abundance, and status in 
the Black River has not been 
determined. As of 2012, the Black River 
adult breeding population comprised at 
least 1,748 breeding adults (Hallock 
2013, p. 27). Oregon spotted frogs in 
Dempsey Creek have been monitored 
relatively consistently since the late 
1990s. Other breeding areas in the Black 
River have been monitored 
inconsistently or are newly found, and 
surveys to identify additional breeding 
locations continue. The Dempsey Creek 
breeding area may be declining, but the 
trend for the remainder of the occupied 
areas is undetermined. 

White Salmon River (Trout Lake 
Creek)—Oregon spotted frogs occupy 
approximately 1,285 ac (520 ha) of the 
lower Trout Lake Creek watershed, 
ranging in elevation 1,960–2,080 ft 
(597–633 m). In total, as of 2012, a 
minimum population estimate of 2,124 
breeding adults (Hallock 2012) 
associated with 12 breeding areas have 
been identified. Two of the breeding 
areas have been monitored since they 
were found by Leonard (1997). The 
other locations have been monitored 
sporadically since they were discovered. 
Monitoring of egg mass numbers at two 
breeding areas within the Trout Lake 
NAP revealed considerable population 
volatility and a general pattern of 
decline from 2001 through 2007 
(Hallock 2011, p. 8). During the period 
of egg mass declines, three events of 
note occurred that could have 
influenced frogs at the NAP: Annual 
precipitation was unusually low, cattle 
grazing was reduced and then 
eliminated, and frogs infected with 
chytrid fungus (Batrachochytrium 
dendrobatids (Bd)) were present (Pearl 
et al. 2009b, Hayes et al. 2009). While 
the 2009 and 2010 egg mass counts 
indicate that Oregon spotted frog 
numbers may be rebounding within the 
eastern portions of the NAP, the 
numbers in the western portion 
continue to be less than half of the 
estimates from the 1990s. 

Middle Klickitat River (Conboy 
Lake)—The extent of Conboy Lake 
wetland complex habitat occupied by 
Oregon spotted frogs at high water is 
approximately 7,462 ac (3,020 ha), 
ranging in elevation 1,804–1,896 ft 
(550–576 m). This wetland complex 
comprises two lakebeds that are entirely 
seasonal (except in wet years) and are 
joined by Camas Ditch, which flows into 
Outlet Creek, the main drainage for the 
system that flows northeast into the 

Klickitat River. As of 2012, there were 
a minimum of 1,954 breeding adults in 
the Conboy Lake wetland complex 
(Hallock 2013, p. 27). This used to be 
the largest Oregon spotted frog 
population throughout the entire range 
(highest egg mass count 7,018 in year 
1998). However, Oregon spotted frog egg 
mass surveys suggest a continued long-
term decline (approximately 86 percent) 
since 1998 (Hayes and Hicks 2011; 
Hallock 2013, p. 36). At present, the 
population trend of Oregon spotted 
frogs in the Middle Klickitat River is 
considered to be declining. 

Oregon 
Population estimates of Oregon 

spotted frogs in Oregon are primarily 
based on egg mass surveys conducted in 
2011 and 2012 at all known extant sites, 
and newly discovered occupied areas 
that had been unsurveyed prior to 2012. 
Population estimates for the Middle 
Fork Willamette River sub-basin are 
based on mark-recapture studies 
conducted by USGS in 2011, rather than 
egg mass surveys. Based on these survey 
data, the minimum population estimate 
in Oregon consists of approximately 
12,847 breeding adults. More detailed 
discussions of Oregon’s occupied sub-
basins are provided below and are 
available in our files. 

Lower Deschutes River—Within the 
Lower Deschutes River sub-basin, a 
single extant population of Oregon 
spotted frog occurs at Camas Prairie, an 
82-ac (33-ha) marsh located along 
Camas Creek in the White River 
watershed. The Camas Prairie Oregon 
spotted frogs are the most 
geographically isolated, carry several 
alleles that are absent or rare in other 
sites, and have the lowest genetic 
diversity of Oregon spotted frogs 
rangewide (Blouin et al. 2010, p. 2185). 
The frogs at this location appear to be 
the only remaining representatives of a 
major genetic group that is now almost 
extinct (Blouin et al. 2010, p. 2190). 
Since 2004, egg mass surveys have been 
conducted annually, and the population 
trend has been positive. Based on the 
2012 egg mass count, the minimum 
population size of breeding adults is 152 
(Corkran 2012, pers. comm.). Although 
the population trend has been positive 
at the single known location, the 
number of individuals in the population 
remains low. 

Upper Deschutes River—Oregon 
spotted frogs in the Upper Deschutes 
River sub-basin occur in high-elevation 
lakes up to 5,000 ft (1,524 m), wetland 
ponds, and riverine wetlands and 
oxbows along the Deschutes River. 
Approximately 13 known breeding 
locations are within four watersheds in 



VerDate Mar<15>2010 19:01 Aug 28, 2013 Jkt 229001 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\29AUP3.SGM 29AUP3sr
ob

er
ts

 o
n 

D
S

K
5S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

Federal Register / Vol. 78, No. 168 / Thursday, August 29, 2013 / Proposed Rules 53591 

the sub-basin: Charleton Creek, Browns 
Creek, Fall River, and North Unit 
Diversion Dam. Eight of these breeding 
locations occur in lakes on the 
Deschutes National Forest that drain to 
the Crane Prairie and Wickiup Reservoir 
complex. Three of the known breeding 
sites occur downstream of Wickiup 
Reservoir in riverine wetlands along the 
Deschutes River, extending to Bend, 
Oregon. 

The consistency of population 
surveys varies by breeding site, and 
population trend information is limited. 
Only two sites within the sub-basin 
have been monitored consistently since 
the early 2000s and show an increasing 
population trend: Dilman Meadow and 
Sunriver (USGS and J. Bowerman 2000 
through 2012 datasets). Trend data are 
not available for the remainder of 
populations within the Upper Deschutes 
River sub-basin. Sunriver, located 
downstream of Wickiup Reservoir, is 
the largest population of Oregon spotted 
frogs within the Deschutes River sub-
basin with a population of at least 1,454 
breeding adults based on 2012 egg mass 
surveys (J. Bowerman dataset 2012). A 
minimum population estimate for the 
Upper Deschutes River sub-basin 
(including Sunriver) is approximately 
3,530 breeding adults based on surveys 
since 2006 (USGS 2006 to 2012 and J. 
Bowerman 2012 datasets). 

Little Deschutes River—Oregon 
spotted frogs are distributed throughout 
wetland, pond, and riverine habitats in 
the Little Deschutes River sub-basin, 
which drains an area of approximately 
1,020 square miles (2,600 km2) and 
flows north from its headwaters in 
northern Klamath County to its 
convergence with the Deschutes River 1 
mi (1.2 km) south of Sunriver and 
approximately 20 mi (32 km) south of 
Bend, Oregon. The Little Deschutes 
River is approximately 92 mi (148 km) 
long. Approximately 23 known breeding 
locations (as of 2012) are within five 
watersheds in the sub-basin: Upper, 
Middle, and Lower Little Deschutes 
River; Crescent Creek; and Long Prairie. 
Big Marsh, a 2,000-ac (809 ha) wetland 
located within headwaters at 4,760 ft 
(1,451 m) elevation on the Deschutes 
National Forest, has the largest 
monitored population of Oregon spotted 
frogs in the Little Deschutes River sub-
basin and possibly rangewide. The 
estimated population size of Big Marsh 
based on a 2012 U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) egg mass survey is 5,324 
breeding adults (male and female) 
(USFS data 2012). 

Because 70 percent of the sub-basin is 
privately owned and mostly 
unsurveyed, a population estimate for 
the entire Little Deschutes River sub-

basin is difficult to determine. A 
minimum population estimate of 
Oregon spotted frogs based on limited 
survey data from public and private 
lands in 2012 is approximately 6,628 
breeding adults (including Big Marsh 
above). However, the vast acreage of 
wetland complexes and suitable habitat 
for Oregon spotted frogs along the 
mainstem Little Deschutes River and 
Crescent Creek indicate that the frog 
population within the unsurveyed areas 
may be well above this estimate. 
Although the trend of the frog 
population at Big Marsh appears to be 
increasing based on USFS surveys from 
2002 to 2012 (USFS 2002–2012), the 
population trend of the remainder of 
frogs within the sub-basin is 
undetermined. 

McKenzie River—Oregon spotted frogs 
in the McKenzie River sub-basin are 
located within the South Fork McKenzie 
River watershed in an area referred to as 
the Mink Lake Basin in the wilderness 
of the Willamette National Forest. There 
are two known breeding populations: 
one at Penn Lake and one at an 
unnamed marsh 0.28 mi (0.45 km) north 
of Mink Lake. The Penn Lake and 
Unnamed Marsh populations are about 
0.93 mi (1.5 km) apart and are not 
hydrologically connected via surface 
water. Mark-recapture monitoring of 
these populations has been conducted 
by USGS from 2007 through 2011 
(Adams et al. 2007, 2008 p. 13, 2009 p. 
14, 2010 p. 14 and 2011 p. 14). A 
population estimate for breeding adults 
in the McKenzie River sub-basin, based 
on mark-recapture efforts by USGS in 
2011 is 217 (i.e., 179 at Penn Lake and 
38 at Unnamed Marsh) (Adams et al. 
2011). However, trend has not been 
estimated for these populations. 

Middle Fork Willamette River— 
Oregon spotted frogs in the Middle Fork 
Willamette River sub-basin are limited 
to a single population at Gold Lake and 
bog, located in the 465-ac (188-ha) Gold 
Lake Bog Research Natural Area on the 
Willamette National Forest within the 
Salt Creek watershed. This population is 
one of three remaining populations of 
Oregon spotted frogs west of the 
Cascade mountain crest in Oregon. The 
Gold Lake Bog site consists of three 
small ponds over an area of 
approximately 3.7 ac (1.5 ha) within a 
larger bog where three major streams 
converge. Breeding surveys are 
periodically conducted by USGS and 
the Willamette National Forest. 
However, long-term trend data are 
lacking for this site. Based on USGS egg 
mass surveys in 2007, the estimated 
population size is approximately 1,458 
breeding adults (USGS datasets). 

Williamson River—Oregon spotted 
frogs in the Williamson River sub-basin 
occur in two watersheds: Klamath 
Marsh/Jack Creek and Williamson River 
above Klamath Marsh and consist of 
three populations: Jack Creek, Klamath 
Marsh NWR, and the Upper Williamson 
River. Data from 1996 through the 
present suggests the Jack Creek 
population is declining, and the survey 
data from 2000 through the present 
suggests that the Klamath Marsh 
population is stable. These watersheds 
are a mixture of both private and public 
(BLM, USFS, and NWR) lands and 
consist of both wetland and riverine 
potential habitats from 4,500 to 5,200 ft 
(1,371–1,585 m) in elevation. As of 
2011, the minimum population estimate 
for the sub-basin is approximately 376 
breeding individuals (male and female) 
(KMNWR 2011, USFS 2012, USGS 
multiple datasets). Permission to survey 
adjacent private lands has not been 
obtained, however, the private lands 
surrounding the public lands appear to 
have suitable habitat and likely contain 
additional breeding complexes and 
individuals. 

Upper Klamath Lake—Oregon spotted 
frogs in the Upper Klamath Lake sub-
basin occupy two watersheds that flow 
into Upper Klamath Lake: Klamath Lake 
and Wood River. There are four 
populations in this sub-basin: Crane 
Creek, Fourmile Creek, Sevenmile 
Creek, the Wood River channel and the 
adjacent but separate BLM Wood River 
canal. These populations occur in both 
riverine and wetland habitats. 
Historically, these two watersheds were 
hydrologically connected. Survey efforts 
on Fourmile Creek, Sevenmile Creek, 
and the Wood River channel have been 
sporadic while Crane Creek and the 
BLM Wood River canal have been 
surveyed annually. These data suggest 
that there is still insufficient 
information to obtain population trends 
for all but the BLM Wood River canal 
population, which is declining. As of 
2011, the minimum population estimate 
for the sub-basin is approximately 374 
breeding individuals (male and female) 
(USGS multiple datasets, BLM multiple 
datasets). Permission to survey adjacent 
private lands has not been obtained, 
however, the private lands surrounding 
the known populations appear to have 
suitable habitat and likely contain 
additional breeding complexes and 
individuals. Trend data are lacking for 
three out of four populations in the 
Upper Klamath Lake. 

Upper Klamath—Oregon spotted frogs 
in the Upper Klamath sub-basin occupy 
two lacustrine habitats: Parsnip Lakes in 
Jackson County and Buck Lake in 
Klamath County. Both of these sites are 
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isolated hydrologically by great 
distances (>20 mi (32 km)) and 
hydrological barriers (inhospitable 
habitat and dams) to other sites in the 
Klamath Basin. Historical surveys in 
this sub-basin resulted in a population 
estimate of about 1,170 adults (range of 
<0 to 2,379, 95 percent CI) (Hayes 
1998a, p. 10 and Parker 2009, p. 4). 
Trend data is lacking for Parsnip Lakes 
population in the Upper Klamath sub-
basin, but recent surveys conducted at 
Buck Lake have documented small 
numbers of egg masses (38 egg masses 
in 2010, or the equivalent of 76 breeding 
individuals (male and female) and 18 
egg masses at Parsnip Lakes, or 36 
breeding individuals (male and female) 
(BLM 2012). Survey data for the Upper 
Klamath sub-basin suggests that the 
Buck Lake population is in decline. 
However, there is insufficient survey 
data information to determine the 
population trend of the Parsnip Lakes 
population. The minimum population 
estimate for this sub-basin is currently 
(2011) estimated to be 112 breeding 
individuals suggesting drastic 
population declines since 1998. 

Summary of Current Population Range 
and Trend 

Oregon spotted frogs may no longer 
occur in as much as 90 percent of their 
historically documented range, 
including all of the historical localities 
in California (i.e., 90 percent of the 
historical areas are no longer occupied). 
Currently, the Oregon spotted frog is 
found in 15 sub-basins ranging from 
extreme southwestern British Columbia 
south through the Puget Trough, and in 
the Cascades Range from south-central 
Washington at least to the Klamath 
Basin in Oregon. Oregon spotted frogs 
occur in lower elevations in British 
Columbia and Washington and are 
restricted to higher elevations (i.e., 
4,000 to 5,200 ft (1,219 to 1,585 m) in 
Oregon. In addition, Oregon spotted 
frogs currently have a very limited 
distribution west of the Cascade crest in 
Oregon and are considered to be 
extirpated from the Willamette Valley. 

In most sub-basins, trend information 
regarding the collective status of the 
populations within the sub-basin is 
limited or not available. The best 
available scientific and commercial 
information available indicates the 
trend is undetermined for Oregon 
spotted frog populations in 13 of the 
sub-basins and is declining in the Lower 
Fraser River and Middle Klickitat sub-
basins. Threats to the remaining 
populations are ongoing or increasing, 
however, as described below. 

Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species 

Section 4 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1533), 
and its implementing regulations at 50 
CFR part 424, set forth the procedures 
for adding species to the Federal Lists 
of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants. Under section 4(a)(1) of the 
Act, we may list a species based on any 
of the following five factors: (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; and (E) 
other natural or manmade factors 
affecting its continued existence. Listing 
actions may be warranted based on any 
of the above threat factors, singly or in 
combination. Each of these threats/ 
factors is discussed below. 

Threats for the Oregon spotted frog 
were assessed by breeding locations and 
occupied watersheds, then summarized 
by occupied sub-basin. Each of the five 
threat categories were summarized by 
sub-basin using the unified threats 
classification system (loosely based on 
the IUCN–CMP (World Conservation 
Union–Conservation Measures 
Partnership)), best available data, and 
best professional judgment. We 
summarized each occupied sub-basin 
for scope, severity, impact, timing, and 
stress, to ensure our determination 
would be based on the best scientific 
and commercial data available, as 
required under section 4(b)(1)(A). Scope 
is the proportion of the occupied area 
within the sub-basin that can reasonably 
be expected to be affected. Severity is 
the level of damage to the species from 
the threat that can reasonably be 
expected. Impact summarizes the degree 
to which a species is observed, inferred, 
or suspected to be directly or indirectly 
affected and is based on the 
combination of the severity and scope 
rating (for example, if the severity and 
scope ratings were both high, then the 
impact rating was high). Timing is the 
immediacy of the threat (i.e., is the 
threat ongoing, could happen in the 
short term, or is only in the past). Stress 
is the key ecological, demographic, or 
individual attribute that may be 
impaired or reduced by a threat. The 
completed analysis (Threats Synthesis 
Rangewide Analysis) is available at 
http://www.regulations.gov and http:// 
www.fws.gov/wafwo. The syntheses by 
threat categories are included in the 
following threat factor discussions. 

Large historical losses of wetland 
habitat have occurred across the range 
of the Oregon spotted frog. Wetland 

losses are estimated from between 30 to 
85 percent across the species range with 
the greatest percentage lost having 
occurred in British Columbia. These 
wetland losses have directly influenced 
the current fragmentation and isolation 
of remaining Oregon spotted frog 
populations. 

Loss of natural wetland and riverine 
disturbance processes as a result of 
human activities has and continues to 
result in degradation of Oregon spotted 
frog habitat. Historically, a number of 
disturbance processes created early 
successional wetlands favorable to 
Oregon spotted frogs throughout the 
Pacific Northwest: (1) Rivers freely 
meandered over their floodplains, 
removing trees and shrubs and baring 
patches of mineral soil; (2) beavers 
created a complex mosaic of aquatic 
habitat types for year-round use; and (3) 
summer fires burned areas that would 
be shallow water wetlands during the 
Oregon spotted frog breeding season the 
following spring. Today, all of these 
natural processes are greatly reduced, 
impaired, or have been permanently 
altered as a result of human activities, 
including stream bank, channel, and 
wetland modifications; operation of 
water control structures (e.g., dams and 
diversions); beaver removal; and fire 
suppression. 

The historical loss of Oregon spotted 
frog habitats and lasting anthropogenic 
changes in natural disturbance 
processes are exacerbated by the 
introduction of reed canarygrass, 
nonnative predators, and potentially 
climate change. In addition, current 
regulatory mechanisms and voluntary 
incentive programs designed to benefit 
fish species have inadvertently led to 
the continuing decline in quality of 
Oregon spotted frog habitats in some 
locations. The current wetland and 
stream vegetation management 
paradigm is generally a no-management 
or restoration approach that often 
results in succession to a tree- and 
shrub-dominated community that 
unintentionally degrades or eliminates 
remaining or potential suitable habitat 
for Oregon spotted frog breeding. 
Furthermore, incremental wetland loss 
or degradation continues under the 
current regulatory mechanisms. If left 
unmanaged, these factors are 
anticipated to result in the eventual 
elimination of remaining suitable 
Oregon spotted frog habitats or 
populations. The persistence of habitats 
required by the species is now largely 
management dependent. 

http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo
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Factor A. The Present or Threatened 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range 

Threats to the species’ habitat include 
changes in hydrology due to 
construction of dams and human-related 
alterations to seasonal flooding, 
introduction of nonnative plant and 
animal species, vegetation succession 
and encroachment, poor water quality, 
livestock grazing (in some 
circumstances), and residential and 
commercial development. 

Habitat losses and alterations affect 
amphibian species in a variety of ways, 
including reducing or eliminating 
immigration through losses of adjacent 
populations (see ‘‘Factor E’’) and effects 
on critical aspects of the habitat (Hayes 
and Jennings 1986, pp. 492–494). These 
critical aspects include suitable egg-
laying and nursery sites, refuges from 
predation or unfavorable environmental 
conditions, and suitable temperatures 
necessary for egg laying, growth, and 
development (Hayes and Jennings 1986, 
pp. 492–494). 

Because Oregon spotted frogs have 
specific habitat requirements, they are 
particularly vulnerable to habitat 
alterations: (1) A restricted number of 
communal egg-laying locations are used 
year after year; (2) the species’ warm 
water microhabitat requirement results 
in habitat overlap with introduced 
warm water fish species and other warm 
water fauna that prey on Oregon spotted 
frogs (for example, bullfrogs); (3) the 
availability of suitable warm water 
habitat, a requirement in the active 
season, is generally limited in the cool 
climate of the Pacific Northwest; (4) the 
species is vulnerable to the loss or 
alteration of springs used for 
overwintering; and (5) their habitat 
requirements (for example, spatial 
structure) for overwintering, active 
season, and breeding habitats are more 
complex than for other frog species 
(Hayes et al. 1997, p. 4). In addition, 
breeding habitat is arguably the single 
most important habitat component for 
many aquatic-breeding amphibians 
because amphibian embryos and larvae 
depend on aquatic habitats for survival 
(Leonard 1997, p. 1). 

Loss of Wetlands 

British Columbia—Extensive diking of 
river ways and draining of Sumas Lake 
for conversion to agriculture 
significantly modified drainage patterns 
and resulted in loss of associated 
wetlands in the Fraser River lowlands of 
British Columbia (COSEWIC 2011, p. 
20). Boyle et al. (1997, p. 190) estimated 
an 85 percent loss of habitat types 
preferred by Oregon spotted frogs (fen, 

swamp/bog/marsh) between 1820 and 
1990. Moore et al. (2003 cited in 
COSEWIC 2011) found wetland loss 
continued between 1989 and 1999 as a 
result of urban and agricultural 
encroachment. Agricultural land use 
changes, such as the conversion of field 
habitat to blueberry and cranberry 
production, has led to impacts through 
drain tile installation and riparian area 
encroachment/erosion. Sediment 
deposition into streams and wetlands by 
runoff from adjacent agricultural fields 
can impact Oregon spotted frog breeding 
habitat by changing the channel/ 
wetland shape and depth (Lynch and 
Corbett 1990). Land conversion for 
agriculture is ongoing at Mountain 
Slough and to some extent at Maria 
Slough and Morris Valley (COSFRT 
2012, p. 24), within Oregon spotted frog 
habitat. 

Washington—Estimates for 
Washington indicate that over 33 
percent of wetlands were drained, 
diked, and filled between pre-settlement 
times and the 1980s (Canning and 
Stevens 1990, p. 23); losses in the 
historical range of the Oregon spotted 
frog are even higher because of the high 
degree of development in the low 
elevations of the Puget Trough 
(McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 22). 

Major alterations to Conboy Lake 
wetland complex in Washington began 
when settlers started moving to 
Glenwood Valley in the late 1800s. Wet 
meadows were drained through a series 
of canals, ditches, and dikes largely 
developed between 1911 and 1914, and 
remain today. The five creeks that flow 
into this wetland complex and the Cold 
Springs ditch are entirely channelized 
within the wetland complex. Ditching, 
filling, and other habitat alterations 
have resulted in little or no retention of 
surface water in the late-season lakebeds 
(Conboy Lake and Camas Prairie), 
reducing the amount of aquatic habitat 
available for the Oregon spotted frog. 
The historical Conboy lakebed is 
believed to have retained water for 10 to 
12 months in most years. Currently, it 
retains water only during wet years and 
is purposefully drained annually to 
control bullfrogs (Ludwig 2012, pers. 
comm.). The Camas Prairie portion of 
Glenwood Valley retains water year-
round over a small area and only in wet 
years. Typically, aquatic habitat is 
reduced to about 1,000 ac (400 ha) 
during the late summer and early fall 
(Hayes et al. 2000), and once the 
seasonal lakebeds dry, the network of 
ditches and channels provide the only 
aquatic habitat for Oregon spotted frogs. 
In order to maintain sufficient flow 
through the system, a small area of Bird 
Creek must be excavated every 2 to 3 

years to remove the high level of sand 
and gravel that is deposited annually 
from upstream. Most of the other 
ditches have been cleaned on a much 
less frequent basis (intervals of up to 20 
years), although in the future, the 
Conboy Lake NWR plans to clean select 
reaches on a 5–10 year cycle (Ludwig 
2012, pers. comm.). 

Oregon—Historical losses of wetland 
in Oregon are estimated at 38 percent 
between pre-settlement times and the 
1980s with 57 and 91 percent of these 
losses concentrated in the Willamette 
Valley and Klamath Basin, respectively 
(Dahl 1990). Wetland loss continues in 
the Willamette Valley (Daggett et al. 
1998; Morlan et al. 2005). Between 1982 
and 1994, a net loss of 6,877 ac (2783 
ha) of wetlands (2.5 percent of the 1982 
wetland area) occurred, primarily due to 
conversion to agriculture (Daggett et al. 
1998 p. 23), and between 1994 and 
2005, an estimated additional net loss of 
3,932 ac (1591 ha) (1.25 percent of the 
1994 wetland area) took place, primarily 
due to development (Morlan et. al. 2010. 
pp. 26–27). Oregon spotted frogs are 
believed to be extirpated from the 
Willamette Valley. 

Human alteration of wetlands in the 
central Oregon Cascades has been a less 
severe threat since many of the sites 
inhabited by the Oregon spotted frog are 
located at high elevation and within 
lakes and wetlands located on Federal 
lands managed by the USFS. However, 
damming and diverting water for 
irrigation needs has resulted in the loss 
of wetlands within the Upper Deschutes 
sub-basin beginning in the early 1900s 
(see hydrology section below). Wetland 
loss is also an ongoing threat to Oregon 
spotted frogs within the Little Deschutes 
River sub-basin in south Deschutes 
County, where land development has 
increased since the 1960s. 

A substantial amount of wetland 
habitat in the Klamath Basin has been 
drained and converted to other uses, 
primarily for grazing and row-crop 
production, although the extent of this 
loss is difficult to estimate due to a lack 
of accurate historical data (Larson and 
Brush 2010). The majority of wetland 
degradation and alteration took place in 
the southern part of the upper basin, 
where extensive drainage occurred at 
Tule and Lower Klamath Lakes in the 
early 20th Century (Larson and Brush 
2010, p. 4). Wetlands at the north end 
of the basin, including Sycan Marsh, 
Klamath Marsh, Upper Klamath Lake, 
and in the Wood River Valley, have also 
suffered extensive hydrologic alteration. 
Ongoing losses are currently minimized 
due to strict regulations governing 
wetlands, and there are no known 
ongoing losses of wetlands in the 
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Klamath Basin. In addition, restoration 
efforts are under way in the Klamath 
Basin (see Conservation Efforts to 
Reduce Habitat Destruction, 
Modification, or Curtailment of Its 
Range), reversing wetland losses to 
some degree. However, because of 
subsidence, reconnection of former 
wetlands to Upper Klamath Lake 
resulted in these areas being too deep to 
support marsh vegetation and many of 
these areas do not support the variety of 
wildlife that they did formerly when 
they were marshes. Therefore, these 
wetlands are unlikely to provide all of 
their former functions. 

Loss of Wetlands Conclusion— 
Historical loss of wetlands has been 
extensive throughout the range of the 
species, and is the primary reason for 
the absence of the species from as much 
as, or more than, 90 percent of its former 
range (also see Historical Distribution). 
Land conversions that result in loss of 
wetlands are continuing throughout the 
range. Wetlands continue to be lost or 
degraded in at least 10 of the 15 
occupied sub-basins. Even though these 
losses are occurring at much lower rates 
than in the past because of Federal and 
State regulations that pertain to 
wetlands (see Factor D), the ongoing 
loss of wetlands continues to pose a 
threat to the Oregon spotted frog. 

Hydrological Changes 
Changing water levels at critical 

periods in the Oregon spotted frog’s life 
cycle, whether natural or human-
induced, has negatively affected the 
species. Lowered water levels have 
exposed individuals to predation by 
reducing cover and confining them to 
smaller areas where they are more 
vulnerable to predators (see also Factor 
C). Water level reduction during the 
breeding season, due to both natural and 
anthropogenic causes, has resulted in 
the loss of the entire reproductive effort 
for the year due to stranding and 
desiccation of the egg masses in British 
Columbia (Licht 1971, p. 122; COSFRT 
2012, p. 18), Washington (Lewis et al. 
2001, p. 8; Hayes et al. 2000, pp. 6–7), 
and Oregon (Pearl and Hayes 2004, p. 
24). Excessive seasonal flooding at 
critical periods has also resulted in the 
loss of shallow wetlands needed for egg-
laying and development. 

Most of the currently occupied 
Oregon spotted frog sites are threatened 
by changes in hydrology. Twenty-one of 
twenty-eight (75 percent) sites surveyed 
in Washington and Oregon have had 
some human-related hydrological 
alterations, ranging from minor changes 
(for example, local ditching around 
springs) to substantial changes, 
including major modifications of 

historical flow patterns (Hayes 1997, p. 
43; Hayes et al. 1997, p. 6). Oregon 
spotted frogs in four of the occupied 
sub-basins (Lower Fraser River, Middle 
Klickitat River, Little Deschutes River, 
and Upper Klamath) are experiencing 
high to very high impacts due to 
ongoing hydrological changes based on 
the unified threats classification system 
ranking, described above. The altered 
hydrology has affected both breeding 
and wintering habitat, as discussed 
below. 

Water Diversions/Manipulations— 
Dams in the upper watersheds of the 
Puget Trough, Willamette Valley, and 
the Deschutes River have significantly 
reduced the amount of shallow overflow 
wetland habitat that was historically 
created by natural flooding (Cushman 
and Pearl 2007, pp. 16–17). The 
inundation of large marsh complexes, 
and habitat fragmentation by the 
construction of reservoirs in the 
Cascades, has also eliminated and 
degraded Oregon spotted frog habitat. 
We are not aware of proposals for 
construction of new dams or reservoirs 
that would pose a threat to the existing 
Oregon spotted frog populations in 
British Columbia, Washington, or 
Oregon. However, the operation of 
existing dams/diversions/water control 
structures in Washington and Oregon 
continues to affect populations of 
Oregon spotted frogs due to extreme 
water fluctuations between and within 
years. These operations inundate and 
desiccate Oregon spotted frog habitat, 
while creating and maintaining habitat 
suitable for nonnative predaceous 
species. 

Water management in the Glenwood 
Valley, Washington (Middle Klickitat 
River sub-basin), appears to be playing 
a significant role in the decline of the 
Oregon spotted frog in this sub-basin. 
Water management in this area is 
complex due to the juxtaposition of 
landowners and water diversion 
structures. The need to retain water on 
the Conboy Lake NWR for resources, 
including the Oregon spotted frog, 
conflicts with needs of the intermingled 
and adjacent private landowners who 
want water drawn down in order to 
grow reed canarygrass for haying or to 
graze cattle. In addition, water 
management on the NWR is constrained 
by failing dikes, plugged ditches, 
undersized culverts, and lack of water 
control structures (USFWS 2012, p. 27). 
Dewatering by Conboy Lake NWR 
generally begins June 1, but begins as 
early as April on privately held lands, 
which also results in the dewatering of 
some refuge lands (USFWS 2012, p. 28). 
The Camas Prairie area of the valley is 
drained annually to facilitate 

production of hay and grazing 
opportunities (USFWS 2012, p. 28). 

Dewatering breeding areas during the 
egg stage results in desiccation of 
Oregon spotted frog egg masses. 
Dewatering during the rearing stage 
results in tadpole mortality if water is 
not retained through metamorphosis. 
Physical barriers created by the dike 
system hinders young frogs (recently 
metamorphed) from moving into 
permanent waters, especially when 
water is drawn down too quickly or a 
surface water connection to permanent 
water is not retained. Disconnection 
from permanent water occurs in some 
places in the valley, which results in 
young frogs becoming stranded and 
dying. In the areas where a connection 
to permanent water is retained and frogs 
are able to move with the water, the 
frogs become concentrated in smaller 
areas with predators such as fish and 
bullfrogs or become easy targets for 
terrestrial predators (Engler 2003; 2006, 
pers. comm.). This issue is complex, 
because the nonnative bullfrog is fairly 
common on the refuge, and studies 
indicate they can prey heavily on native 
frog species, including Oregon spotted 
frog. 

Water management can be used as a 
method to reduce bullfrog tadpole 
survival by drying up seasonal wetlands 
completely by early fall. However, 
widespread drawdowns for bullfrog 
tadpole control can conflict with the 
need to provide rearing, movement, and 
summertime water for Oregon spotted 
frogs (USFWS 2010b, pp. 36, 63, 67). 
Surveys since 1998 have documented 
extensive annual declines in Oregon 
spotted frog egg mass numbers due to 
early water drawdowns and perennially 
low water; therefore, inadequate water 
or poorly timed water management 
activities continue to be a threat to 
Oregon spotted frog that has a 
significant negative impact on 
recruitment (the addition of young 
individuals to the adult population) and 
survival in the Middle Klickitat River 
sub-basin. 

In the Upper Deschutes River sub-
basin in Oregon, regulated water 
releases from Crane Prairie and Wickiup 
Reservoirs result in extreme seasonal 
fluctuations in stream flows that have 
affected the amount of overwintering 
and breeding habitat available for 
Oregon spotted frogs. Prior to the 
construction of Wickiup Dam in 1947, 
the Deschutes River below the current 
dam site exhibited stable flows 
averaging approximately 730 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) (20.7 cubic meters per 
second (cms)) and 660 cfs (18.7 cms) 
during summer and winter, respectively 
(Hardin-Davis 1991). Water storage in 
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the reservoirs during winter, water 
releases in the spring, and water 
diversions for irrigation result in 
extremely low winter flows (October 
through March) in the Deschutes River 
below Wickiup Dam of approximately 
20–30 cfs, 0.6–0.8 cms, and high 
summer flows (July and August) of 
approximately 1,400 cfs (39.6 cms). 
Because water releases from Wickiup 
Reservoir typically occur in early to 
mid-April, potential breeding habitats 
downstream of Wickiup Dam on the 
mainstem Deschutes River may not have 
sufficient water during the breeding 
season to facilitate frog movement and 
breeding. 

Currently, Oregon spotted frog 
breeding is known to occur in only three 
areas downstream of Wickiup Reservoir: 
Sunriver, Slough Camp, and Old Mill 
Pond (including adjacent Les Schwab 
Amphitheater marsh on the Deschutes 
River). Oregon spotted frog habitat at 
Sunriver Resort has been managed and 
maintained by Sunriver Nature Center 
by using weirs to stabilize the water 
levels from the beginning of the 
breeding season through 
metamorphosis, which has resulted in a 
large and fairly stable population of 
Oregon spotted frogs, despite the low 
river flows during the breeding season. 
Breeding and dispersal of 
metamorphosing frogs at the Slough 
Camp site is likely affected by the 
seasonal timing of storage and release of 
water from the reservoir each year. 
Adults have been observed at the inlet 
to Slough Camp (east side) prior to the 
flow releases from the reservoir in early 
April, indicating that frogs may be 
staging to access breeding habitat that 
becomes accessible when flows are 
released for the irrigation season 
(Higgins 2012, pers. comm.). At the 
onset of the storage season in October, 
the east side of Slough Camp drains 
rapidly of water, which could result in 
stranding of frogs that have bred and 
reared in this location. In August 2012, 
Oregon spotted frogs were discovered in 
a water retention pond at The Old Mill 
District shops in downtown Bend, 
Oregon. The shallow pond holds water 
year round and is approximately 20 ft (6 
m) from the Deschutes River channel. 
The hydrological relationship between 
the pond and flow manipulation within 
the river has not been determined. 
However, there is an outflow from the 
pond, and the detection of numerous 
juvenile Oregon spotted frogs in a large 
marsh on the Deschutes River across 
from the pond at The Old Mill 
(Bowerman 2012, pers. comm.) 
indicates there is a connection to the 
river. The impacts of regulated river 

flows to Oregon spotted frogs within the 
large marsh area remain to be evaluated. 

Oregon spotted frog habitat in the 
Little Deschutes River sub-basin in 
Oregon may also be affected by 
regulated water management 
downstream of Crescent Lake Dam in 
Crescent Creek and the Little Deschutes 
River below the confluence with 
Crescent Creek. Regulated water releases 
from Crescent Lake typically occur in 
June, just after the breeding season. Egg 
mass stranding has been observed on 
three separate occasions along the Little 
Deschutes River, downstream of the 
confluence with Crescent Creek, prior to 
the release of irrigation water (Demmer 
2012, pers. comm.). Overwintering 
habitats may be limited when flows 
from Crescent Lake typically cease in 
October at the onset of the storage 
season. Groundwater may be 
ameliorating the impacts from the 
regulated water management in Crescent 
Creek in locations where groundwater 
discharges to the stream (Gannett et al. 
2001), but a full analysis has not yet 
been conducted. 

In the Klamath Basin, the Upper 
Klamath sub-basin populations are 
particularly vulnerable to water 
diversion and manipulation. Water from 
Hyatt (30 cfs; 0.8 cms) and Howard 
Prairie Reservoirs (50 cfs; 1.4 cms) are 
diverted to Keene Creek Reservoir 
(Ferrari 2000, p. 1; Bear Creek 
Watershed Council 2001, p. 139) 
upstream of Parsnip Lakes (Jackson 
County), known occupied habitat for the 
Oregon spotted frog. Approximately 190 
cfs (5.4 cms) of water is diverted from 
Keene Creek Reservoir and used for 
municipal consumptive and 
hydroelectric energy purposes (BOR 
2009 Web site; BOR 2011 Web site). In 
addition, water from Buck Lake 
(Klamath County) can be manipulated, 
depending on water needs, in such a 
way that water is moved quickly across 
the landscape. Water flow in the Upper 
Klamath Lake and Williamson River 
sub-basins is highly manipulated 
(modified) to improve forage production 
for cattle grazing (see Livestock Grazing 
Klamath Basin discussion) (NRCS 2010, 
p. 60). The water is diverted (removed) 
after egg masses have been laid, but 
prior to their hatching, thus resulting in 
both stranding and desiccation of 
upstream egg masses while, at the same 
time, inundating downstream egg 
masses. 

Development—Other hydrological 
changes result from the development of 
homes and roads adjacent to wetlands 
with Oregon spotted frogs. Development 
introduces new impervious surfaces 
which increase the amplitude and 
frequencies of peak highs and lows in 

water levels, a hydrologic characteristic 
that has been implicated in reduced 
amphibian species diversity in wetlands 
in King County, Washington (Richter 
and Azous 1995, p. 308). (See 
Development section below for further 
discussion). 

Drought—Changes in water levels due 
to drought, and exacerbated by human 
modification, has caused seasonal loss 
of habitat and degradation of essential 
shoreline vegetation that has resulted in 
reduced recruitment regionally (Licht 
1971, p. 122; Licht 1974, p. 623). In 
1997, Hayes identified 14 of 24 (58 
percent) Oregon spotted frog breeding 
locations across the extant range as 
having a moderate to high risk from 
drought (1997, pp. 43–45). Drought risk 
was based on the potential for a drop in 
water level that could reduce or 
eliminate the species’ habitat. Sites with 
the greatest risk included those sites 
with low precipitation levels and sites 
dependent upon surface flow rather 
than flow from springs. Sites with the 
greatest risk from drought are in the 
Klamath and Deschutes River basins of 
Oregon (Hayes 1997, p. 44; Hayes et al. 
1997, p. 6). The impact of a drought on 
an Oregon spotted frog population 
depends on the amount of complex 
marsh habitat at a site, the availability 
of alternative breeding and rearing 
areas, and the abundance of aquatic 
predators (Pearl 1999, p. 15). 

Both Hayes (1997, p. 43) and Pearl 
(1999, pp. 17–18) hypothesized that low 
water conditions will increase the 
overlap between Oregon spotted frogs 
and nonnative predators, such as brook 
trout and bullfrogs, by concentrating 
tadpoles and froglets in the only 
available habitat. Such increased 
overlap is expected to increase 
predation losses of Oregon spotted frogs 
(Pearl et al. 2004, pp. 17–18). Several 
seasons of low water are expected to 
cause local population extirpations of 
Oregon spotted frogs, particularly where 
a small isolated population occupies a 
limited marsh habitat that has a high 
abundance of aquatic predators (Pearl 
1999, p. 15). Low water in breeding 
habitat will also expose eggs to 
increased ultraviolet radiation and 
higher mortality associated with 
pathogens (Kiesecker et al. 2001a, p. 
682) (see Factor C Disease section). 
Since 1960, the Klamath Basin has had 
8 of the 10 lowest inflows for Upper 
Klamath Lake between 1991 and 2009 
(USFWS 2011a, p. 25). This has resulted 
in poor water quality and reduced 
Oregon spotted frog reproduction due to 
desiccation of egg masses (BLM and 
USFS multiple data sources). In 
addition, 5 of the 10 sites in the 
Klamath Basin are vulnerable to water 
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management practices that are timed 
such that the seasonal life-history needs 
of the Oregon spotted frog are not met. 

Although the Chemult Ranger District, 
Fremont-Winema National Forest, in 
Klamath County, Oregon, documented 
high numbers of egg masses at Jack 
Creek in 1999 and 2000 (335 and 320 
respectively) (Forbes and Peterson 1999, 
p. 6), drought conditions impacted the 
Oregon spotted frog populations in 
subsequent years. The drought occurred 
during the time period in which the 
Oregon spotted frog population 
dramatically declined at Jack Creek 
(Gervais 2011, p. 15). In 2001, those 
conditions restricted Oregon spotted 
frog breeding to three small, disjunct 
areas representing less than 25 percent 
of their typical habitat. Although there 
were sufficient water depths in the 
breeding pools in 2002, only 17 percent 
of historical egg mass numbers were 
detected, and 50 percent of the eggs did 
not hatch compared to the 68 to 74 
percent hatch rates documented by 
Licht (1974, p 618). The impacts of the 
drought were further complicated when 
Oregon spotted frog habitat was 
impacted by algal blooms, poor water 
quality, loss of protective habitat, and 
alteration of the bank condition (USDA 
2009a, pp. 31, 33–34). By 2011, only 1 
percent of historical egg mass numbers 
were documented at this site. 

Loss of Beaver—American beaver 
(Castor canadensis) create a complex 
mosaic of aquatic habitat types that 
provides the seasonal habitat needs of 
the Oregon spotted frog. Water 
impoundments created and engineered 
by beavers result in a water storage 
reservoir that raises the water table, 
reduces downstream erosion, lessens 
flood events (unless the dam is 
breached), holds water year round and 
maintains stream flow during dry 
periods. Specifically, silt-filled 
abandoned ponds become shallow 
wetlands and beaver meadows, which 
have characteristics ideal for egg-laying. 
Beaver-maintained ponds retain deeper 
waters important for summer foraging 
and growth of metamorphosed frogs, 
and these ponds also provide 
overwintering habitat. When hypoxic 
conditions occur in the wetlands and 
ponds, the frogs can move to the more 
oxygenated waters of the associated 
creek, where they use microhabitat 
features created by beavers such as large 
woody debris and bank tunnels (Hallock 
and Pearson 2001, pp. 9–12; Shovlain 
2005, p. 10). 

Comparisons of beaver-occupied and 
not occupied watersheds in Montana in 
relation to Columbia spotted frog 
populations found: (a) Beaver 
watersheds had four times as many 

lentic and breeding sites than non-
beaver watersheds; (b) frog breeding 
sites were dispersed within beaver 
drainages, while non-beaver watersheds 
often had only one frog breeding site; (c) 
frog breeding sites were evenly 
distributed across the elevational 
gradient in beaver watersheds, while 
they were centered above the watershed 
midpoint in non-beaver watersheds; (d) 
frog breeding sites were more dispersed 
within drainages with evidence of 
beaver presence than would be expected 
given the configuration of the 
underlying lentic habitat and have 
persisted despite being separated by 
distances larger than the frog’s dispersal 
ability; (e) beaver watersheds with an 
average distance of less than 5 km 
between breeding sites showed higher 
levels of connectivity than did non-
beaver watersheds with an average 
distance of more than 5 km between 
breeding sites; and (f) short beaver 
watersheds had lower levels of genetic 
divergence between breeding sites than 
those in long non-beaver watersheds 
separated by the same distance, even 
when distances were within the 
commonly observed dispersal ability of 
the frogs (Amish 2006, entire). Columbia 
and Oregon spotted frogs were separated 
into two separate species (Rana pretiosa 
(Oregon spotted frog) and Rana 
luteiventris (Columbia spotted frog)), 
based on genetic analysis (Green et al. 
1996, 1997). They are closely related 
species and likely evolved in a similar 
way, with beavers playing a vital role in 
how frogs are distributed within a 
watershed. 

By 1900, beaver had been nearly 
extirpated in the continental United 
States (Baker and Hill 2003, p. 288). 
Beavers have made a remarkable 
comeback in many areas through natural 
recolonization and relocation efforts 
(ODFW 2012, p. 1); however, their role 
as ecological engineers is still severely 
curtailed region-wide, particularly 
within human-populated areas, because 
they are often considered a pest species 
because they can flood roads and 
property and destroy trees that are 
valued by landowners (Baker and Hill 
2003, p. 301). In at least one site, a 
significant Oregon spotted frog decline 
was attributed to the removal of a series 
of beaver dams that resulted in water 
loss within some of the breeding areas 
leading to high embryo mortality 
attributed to stranding (Hayes et al. 
2000, p. 2). In Trout Lake Creek in 
Washington, the loss of a beaver dam to 
a natural flood event resulted in a 
significant decline (117 egg masses in 
2001 to 0 in 2012) in Oregon spotted 
frog reproduction (Hallock 2012, p. 33). 

Lack of beavers within a watershed has 
been determined by USFS and BLM to 
be a threat to maintenance of Oregon 
spotted frog habitat, and these agencies 
have identified the Williamson, Upper 
Klamath Lake, and Upper Klamath sub-
basins for reintroduction of beaver. 

The States of Washington and Oregon 
allow lethal removal of beavers and 
their dams. Under Washington State 
law, the beaver is classified as a 
furbearer (WAC 232–12–007). The 
owner, the owner’s immediate family, 
an employee, or a tenant of property 
may shoot or trap a beaver on that 
property if a threat to crops exists (RCW 
77.36.030). In such cases, no special 
trapping permit is necessary for the use 
of live traps. However, a special 
trapping permit is required for the use 
of all traps other than live traps (RCW 
77.15.192, 77.15.194; WAC 232–12– 
142). It is unlawful to release a beaver 
anywhere within Washington, other 
than on the property where it was 
legally trapped, without a permit to do 
so (RCW 77.15.250; WAC 232–12–271). 
To remove or modify a beaver dam, one 
must have a Hydraulic Project Approval 
(HPA)—a permit issued by WDFW for 
work that will use, obstruct, change, or 
divert the bed or flow of State waters 
(RCW 77.55). Beavers are present to a 
varying degree within all Oregon 
spotted frog occupied sub-basins in 
Washington and are maintaining 
breeding habitats in some areas within 
the S.F. Nooksack River, Black River, 
White Salmon River, and Middle 
Klickitat River sub-basins. Active 
removal of beavers or their dams is 
occurring in at least the S.F. Nooksack 
River, Black River, and Middle Klickitat 
River sub-basins and may be occurring 
in the other occupied sub-basins in 
Washington. 

Beavers on public lands in Oregon are 
classified as Protected Furbearers by 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 496.004 
and Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 
635–050–0050. A trapping license and 
open season are required to trap beavers 
on public lands. Beavers on private 
lands are defined as a Predatory Animal 
(ORS 610.002) and private landowners 
or their agents may lethally remove 
beavers without a permit from ODFW. 
Currently, the presence of beavers 
results in active maintenance of Oregon 
spotted frog habitat in the Little 
Deschutes River, Upper Deschutes 
River, Middle Fork Willamette River, 
Williamson River, and Upper Klamath 
Lake sub-basins. Active removal of 
beavers and their dams can occur in the 
Oregon spotted frog habitat in all of 
these occupied sub-basins in Oregon. 
Under State laws in both Washington 
and Oregon, it is lawful to kill beavers 
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or to remove or modify beaver dams, 
and those lawful actions reduce or 
degrade wetland habitats used by all life 
stages of Oregon spotted frogs. 

Hydrologic Changes Conclusion—A 
variety of factors affecting the hydrology 
of wetlands and riverine systems cause 
the loss or detrimental modification of 
habitats necessary for the survival and 
reproduction of Oregon spotted frogs. 
Within 11 of the 15 sub-basins occupied 
by the species, water diversions/ 
manipulations, development, drought, 
and loss of beavers are resulting in 
hydrological changes that pose a threat 
to all life stages of the Oregon spotted 
frog, including loss of or disconnections 
between breeding, rearing, and 
overwintering habitat, as well as 
desiccation or flooding of egg masses. 
The impact to Oregon spotted frogs of 
these hydrological changes has been 
determined—based on our unified 
threats classification system (Rangewide 
Threats Synthesis)—to be moderate to 
very high in five of the occupied sub-
basins: Middle Klickitat River, Upper 
Deschutes River, Little Deschutes River, 
Williamson River, and Upper Klamath. 

Changes in Vegetation 
Oregon spotted frog egg-laying sites 

are generally characterized by low 
vegetation canopy coverage and a 
substrate at least partially covered with 
the previous year’s emergent herbaceous 
vegetation (Leonard 1997, p. 3; Hayes et 
al. 2000, p. 8; Pearl and Bury 2000, p. 
6; Pearl 1999, p. 15). Egg masses are 
generally found in shallow water over 
vegetation and are rarely found above 
open soil or rocky substrates (Hayes et 
al. 2000, p. 8, Pearl and Bury 2000, p. 
8). Watson et al. (2003, p. 296) found 
that habitat selection by Oregon spotted 
frogs during the breeding season was 
strongly correlated with sedge habitat in 
Washington. In Oregon, Pearl et al. 
(2009a, p.141) found the dominant 
vegetation at egg-laying areas to be 
sedge-rush habitat. 

Loss of natural wetland and riverine 
disturbance processes as a result of 
human activities has and continues to 
result in degradation of Oregon spotted 
frog habitat. Historically, a number of 
natural forces created early successional 
wetlands favorable to Oregon spotted 
frogs. These forces included rivers 
meandering over their floodplains, 
removing trees and shrubs and baring 
patches of mineral soil; beavers felling 
trees and woody shrubs, trampling 
vegetation, and dragging limbs and logs 
through shallows; and summer fires 
burning areas that would be shallow 
water wetlands during the Oregon 
spotted frog breeding season the 
following spring. Today, all of these 

forces are greatly reduced, impaired, or 
have been permanently altered as a 
result of human activities. In addition, 
the current wetland management 
paradigm is generally a no-management 
approach that often results in continued 
invasion by invasive plants or 
succession to a tree- and shrub-
dominated community, both of which 
are unsuitable for Oregon spotted frog 
breeding. 

Invasive plants such as reed 
canarygrass may completely change the 
structure of wetland environments, and 
can create dense areas of vegetation 
unsuitable as Oregon spotted frog 
habitat (McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 
23). Reed canarygrass competitively 
excludes other native plant species and 
limits the biological and habitat 
diversity of host wetland and riparian 
habitats (Antieau 1998, p. 2). Reed 
canarygrass also removes large 
quantities of water through 
evapotranspiration, potentially affecting 
shallow groundwater hydrologic 
characteristics (Antieau 1998, p. 2). 
Reed canarygrass dominates large areas 
of Oregon spotted frog habitat at lower 
elevations (Hayes 1997, p. 44; Hayes et 
al. 1997, p. 6) and is broadening its 
range to high-elevation (i.e., above 4,500 
feet (>1,371 m)) Oregon spotted frog 
habitat in the Little Deschutes and 
Upper Deschutes River sub-basins in 
Oregon (USDA 2008, USDA 2009b; 
USDA 2009c; and USDA 2011b). 
Watson et al. (2003, p. 296) compared 
the types and amount of habitat used by 
Oregon spotted frogs and found the 
frogs used areas of reed canarygrass less 
frequently than other habitats based on 
availability. Given this apparent 
avoidance of reed canarygrass, 
vegetation shifts to reed canarygrass 
dominance in wetlands occupied by 
Oregon spotted frogs are likely affecting 
Oregon spotted frog breeding behavior. 

Studies conducted in Washington 
(White 2002, pp. 45–46; Pearl and Hayes 
2004, pp. 22–23) demonstrated that the 
quality of breeding habitats for Oregon 
spotted frogs is improved by reducing 
the height of the previous years’ 
emergent vegetation (i.e., reed 
canarygrass in these cases). However, 
improvement in breeding habitat for 
Oregon spotted frogs was retained only 
if vegetation management was 
maintained. For example, in all 
occupied sub-basins in Washington and 
in the Klamath subbasin in Oregon, an 
indirect effect of the removal of cattle 
grazing has been the reduction in the 
amount and quality of breeding and 
rearing habitat due to encroachment by 
vegetation, such as reed canarygrass and 
shrubs. The effects of grazing vary 
among sites and likely depend on a 

suite of factors including, but not 
limited to, timing, intensity, duration, 
and how these factors interact with 
seasonal habitat use patterns of Oregon 
spotted frog. 

Reed canarygrass is present at three of 
the British Columbia breeding areas and 
is the dominant vegetation at most of 
the breeding areas in Washington. In 
Oregon, reed canarygrass is colonizing 
portions of Big Marsh and Little Lava 
Lake, both of which are headwaters to 
the Little Deschutes and Upper 
Deschutes River sub-basins, 
respectively. Reed canarygrass also is 
present in Oregon spotted frog habitat at 
Lava Lake, Davis Lake, Wickiup 
Reservoir, multiple sites along the Little 
Deschutes River (i.e., 7 out of 13 
surveyed sites), Slough Camp, Wood 
River Wetland, the Klamath Marsh 
NWR, Fourmile Creek, and the 
Williamson River. The impact to Oregon 
spotted frogs due to habitat loss from 
reed canarygrass invasion has been 
determined through our threat analyses 
to be high to very high in seven sub-
basins: Lower Fraser River in British 
Columbia and all sub-basins in 
Washington. The threat to Oregon 
spotted frog habitat from reed 
canarygrass is considered to be 
moderate in two sub-basins in Oregon: 
Little Deschutes River and Upper 
Deschutes River. 

Vegetation succession was indicated 
as a negative factor at almost all 
remaining Oregon spotted frog sites 
analyzed by Hayes, who noted that 
some sites were particularly vulnerable 
to habitat loss where marsh-to-meadow 
changes were occurring (Hayes 1997, p. 
45). Pearl (1999, p. 15) suggested that 
the aquatic habitat types necessary for 
Oregon spotted frog reproductive sites 
in lake basins exist only within a 
narrow successional window. As marsh 
size decreases due to plant succession, 
shallow warm water sites required by 
Oregon spotted frogs are lost to 
increased shading by woody vegetation 
(Pearl 1999, pp. 15–16). Investigations 
by Hayes (1997, p. 45) and Pearl (1999, 
p. 16) ranked 22 of 28 Oregon spotted 
frog sites as having a moderate or high 
threat from vegetation succession. 
Encroachment around and into marshes 
by lodgepole pine and other woody 
vegetation is occurring at Conboy Lake 
in Washington (Ludwig 2011, p. 3) and 
at multiple breeding locations in 
Oregon, and is likely facilitated by 
ditching and draining of wetter sites to 
improve grazing (Cushman and Pearl 
2007, p. 17). The highest impact to 
Oregon spotted frogs resulting from 
lodgepole pine encroachment is taking 
place in the Upper Deschutes River sub-
basin and in the upper elevations of the 
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Little Deschutes River sub-basin in 
Oregon, where these breeding habitats 
(i.e., those within the riparian lodgepole 
plant association group), evolved with 
fire as a natural disturbance process. 
The loss of natural fire cycles in forests 
of the eastern Cascade Mountains due to 
suppression on National Forest land 
since 1910 (Agee 1993, p. 58) has 
allowed succession to continue without 
disturbance. Plot data suggest that 
historical fire return intervals for 
riparian lodgepole pine vegetation types 
in central Oregon ranged 12–36 years 
and averaged 24 years (Simpson 2007, 
p. 9–6), indicating that this disturbance 
process was more frequent historically 
in this forest type. 

The United States Department of 
Agriculture’s National Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) and Farm 
Service Agency have several voluntary 
programs, including the Wetland 
Reserve Program (WRP), CREP, and 
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program 
(WHIP). The WRP and CREP are 
voluntary programs designed to help 
landowners address concerns regarding 
the use of natural resources and 
promote landowner conservation. Under 
the WRP, landowners enter into a 
voluntary agreement with NRCS to 
protect, restore, and enhance wetlands 
on their property. Various enrollment 
options are available to landowners, 
including Permanent Easements, 30-
Year Easements, Restoration Cost-Share 
Agreements, or 30-Year Contracts 
(USDA NRCS 2013). Under the CREP, 
the Farm Service Agency provides 
payments to landowners who sign a 
contract committing to keeping lands 
out of agricultural production for a 
period of 10 to 15 years. NRCS produces 
technical guidelines generally aimed at 
improving soil conditions, agricultural 
productivity, and water quality, which 
generally do not result in specific 
conservation measures for the 
protection of the Oregon spotted frog. 
Rather, restoration actions funded or 
carried out by NRCS include planting 
trees and shrubs in riparian areas. 

These activities have had unforeseen 
consequences to Oregon spotted frog 
habitat by degrading breeding habitat 
because, as discussed above, tree- and 
shrub-dominated communities are 
unsuitable for Oregon spotted frog 
breeding. This is known to have 
occurred within the last 10 years at 
breeding locations in Black, Samish, 
and South Fork Nooksack Rivers in 
Washington (USFWS Nisqually NWR; 
Bohannon et al. 2012) and may be 
happening elsewhere. Currently, one 
known occupied private land parcel has 
entered into a WRP agreement in the 
Klamath Basin in Oregon. The WRP 

agreement for this particular parcel 
allows no grazing in perpetuity, which 
in the long term, may result in reduced 
quality of Oregon spotted frog habitat. 
We are aware of at least one CREP 
contract in the South Fork Nooksack 
River sub-basin that resulted in conifer 
tree plantings in Oregon spotted frog 
breeding locations which resulted in the 
wetted areas becoming drier and mostly 
shaded. The Service has had 
preliminary discussions with NRCS and 
is working with the agency to address 
this management issue. 

Changes in vegetation conclusion— 
Expansion of reed canarygrass into 
Oregon spotted frog habitat poses a 
threat to the continued existence of 
these habitats given the invasive nature 
of the plant and its ability to 
outcompete native vegetation in 
wetland habitats. Shallow water 
wetlands inhabited by Oregon spotted 
frog are threatened through rapid 
encroachment of the grass and increased 
evapotranspiration of water. Loss of 
habitat at breeding sites due to reed 
canarygrass is high to very high in seven 
occupied sub-basins in British Columbia 
and Washington. Reed canarygrass 
poses a threat in the Little Deschutes 
and Upper Deschutes River sub-basins 
in Oregon, and is present at varying 
abundances in many locations occupied 
by Oregon spotted frog. 

Vegetation succession, particularly 
where natural disturbance processes are 
lacking, is a negative factor at almost all 
Oregon spotted frog sites. Structural 
changes to vegetation that occur through 
succession, whether from native or 
nonnative grasses, shrubs, or trees, 
results in decreased wetland size and 
amount of open water area available to 
frogs. Furthermore, shrub and tree 
encroachment increases shading of 
shallow warm water sites required by 
Oregon spotted frogs for breeding and 
rearing. Encroachment by lodgepole 
pine and other woody vegetation is 
occurring at multiple breeding locations 
in Washington and Oregon and is 
considered a threat in at least seven sub-
basins: Lower Deschutes River, Upper 
Deschutes River, McKenzie River, 
Middle Fork Willamette River, 
Williamson River, Upper Klamath Lake, 
and Upper Klamath. Unintended loss of 
habitat is taking place as a result of 
riparian restoration activities that 
remove grazing and plant shrubs and 
trees within sub-basins occupied by 
Oregon spotted frogs in Washington and 
Oregon. Therefore, based on the best 
scientific information available, changes 
in vegetation pose a threat to Oregon 
spotted frogs throughout the range of the 
species. 

Development 

Removal or alteration of natural 
riparian vegetation around watercourses 
or wetlands for urban or agricultural 
development compromises aquatic 
ecosystem function via reductions in 
biodiversity and water quality and 
quantity. Residential and commercial 
encroachment often destroy or disturb 
natural vegetation, alter water flows and 
seasonal flooding, or result in the loss 
of entire wetland complexes. 
Agricultural practices, including 
grazing, can result in the rapid removal 
of water across the landscape for 
stimulation of early grass production. 
All of these factors have been shown to 
reduce the survival and reproductive 
capacity of Oregon spotted frogs, as 
discussed previously. 

Although the historical impact of 
development has significantly reduced 
the abundance and geographic 
distributions of Oregon spotted frogs 
(for example, the Fraser River Valley in 
British Columbia, Puget Trough in 
Washington, and Willamette Valley in 
Oregon), development is currently an 
ongoing threat at only a few specific 
locations. In British Columbia, housing 
and residential developments continue 
to remove or alter habitat at Mountain 
and Maria Sloughs, and there are new 
commercial developments at Mountain 
Slough (COSFRT 2012, p. 26). 

In Washington, some counties 
prohibit draining of wetlands and some 
counties require setbacks from wetlands 
(see Factor D for further information), 
but this is not consistent, nor 
consistently implemented. In addition, a 
large proportion of the breeding areas 
for Oregon spotted frogs in Washington 
are not technically classified as a 
wetland under the county definitions 
because these areas are seasonally 
flooded pastures. The private lands 
surrounding breeding areas for Oregon 
spotted frog in most of the occupied 
sub-basins are presently zoned as rural 
or rural residential, which is designed 
only to allow low-density housing and 
maintain the rural and agricultural uses. 
However, the human populations of all 
counties in the Puget Sound area are 
growing and Thurston, Whatcom, and 
Skagit Counties have the 6th, 9th, and 
10th largest populations, respectively, 
among Washington State’s 39 counties 
(U.S. Census Bureau data downloaded 
August 29, 2012). Between 1990 and 
2011, the populations in these three 
counties have doubled. This population 
increase is expected to continue, 
resulting in new residential and 
commercial developments that will alter 
vegetation, water flow, and the seasonal 
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flooding that creates and maintains 
habitat for Oregon spotted frogs. 

Development of land along the Little 
Deschutes River and its tributaries in 
Oregon is a continued threat to Oregon 
spotted frogs. The rural character of the 
Little Deschutes River watershed, the 
attractive location of private property on 
the Little Deschutes River, and 
relatively inexpensive land prices have 
contributed to a rapidly growing 
population (UDWC 2002, p. 12). In the 
1960s and 1970s before Oregon 
statewide planning regulated growth 
and development, 15,000 one- and two-
acre lots were created in subdivisions in 
the vicinity of the Little Deschutes 
River. Since 1989, Deschutes County 
has been the fastest growing county in 
Oregon on a percentage basis. The 
unincorporated areas of Deschutes 
County, including the lower portions of 
the Little Deschutes River, are projected 
to increase in population size by as 
much as 56 percent above the 2000 level 
over the next 20 years (UDWC 2002, p. 
12). This rapid population growth rate 
is expected to continue into the future 
(UDWC 2002, p. 12), thereby increasing 
risks to wetland habitats that support 
Oregon spotted frogs in the vicinity of 
the Little Deschutes River. 

Development in the Klamath Basin is 
also increasing in Oregon. The 
population of Klamath County increased 
10.5 percent from 1990 to 2000 (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2008) and annual 
housing starts have increased by 13 
percent since 2000 (Portland State 
University 2011 Web site). Much of the 
growth is outside of city boundaries, 
and several large residential 
developments are within or adjacent to 
wetlands that historically had the ability 
to support Oregon spotted frog habitat. 
In addition, agricultural practices, 
including grazing, occur extensively 
within all three occupied sub-basins. 
This has the potential to result in the 
desiccation or inundation of Oregon 
spotted frog habitat (See Livestock 
Grazing Klamath Basin discussion). 
While it is unknown to what extent 
urban development has impacted 
Oregon spotted frog habitat, agricultural 
development is ongoing and continues 
to impact Oregon spotted frog habitat. 

Development conclusion— 
Development of residential, commercial, 
and agricultural properties is continuing 
in at least 10 of the sub-basins occupied 
by the Oregon spotted frog. In some 
areas, the human population is expected 
to continue to grow. Development 
activities directly and indirectly have 
removed or altered habitat necessary to 
support all life stages of Oregon spotted 
frogs. Therefore, we consider 
development—both at the present time 

and in the future—to be a threat to 
Oregon spotted frogs. 

Livestock Grazing 
In several riparian zones and wetland 

complexes in British Columbia, 
Washington, and Oregon, livestock 
grazing occurs within Oregon spotted 
frog habitat, although its effects vary 
with the site conditions, livestock 
numbers, timing, and intensity. 
Livestock (primarily horses and cows) 
can cause direct mortality by trampling 
adult frogs (Ross et al. 1999, p. 163) and 
egg masses when livestock are allowed 
in shallow water habitat when frogs are 
present. Livestock graze and trample 
emergent and riparian vegetation, 
compact soil in riparian and upland 
areas, and reduce bank stability, which 
results in increased sedimentation and 
water pollution via urine and feces 
(Hayes 1997, p. 44; Hayes 1998b, p. 8; 
61 FR 25813). The resulting increases in 
temperature and sediment production, 
alterations to stream morphology, effects 
on prey organisms, and changes in 
water quality negatively affect Oregon 
spotted frog habitat. Livestock also act 
as vectors for the introduction of weed 
seeds that alter riparian vegetation 
characteristics (Belsky and Gelbard 
2000, p. 9), and they are a source of 
introduced parasites and pathogens (See 
Factor C). 

Fourteen of twenty-eight (50 percent) 
sites surveyed in British Columbia, 
Washington, and Oregon were directly 
or indirectly influenced (negatively and 
positively) by livestock grazing (Hayes 
1997, p. 44; Hayes et al. 1997, p. 6; Pearl 
1999, p. 16). Severe habitat modification 
has been caused by cattle at several 
Oregon spotted frog localities in Oregon. 
Large numbers of cattle at a site 
negatively affect habitat for Oregon 
spotted frogs, particularly at springs 
used by frogs as overwintering sites 
(Hayes 1997, p. 44). The most recent 
work monitoring the effects of livestock 
grazing on Oregon spotted frogs 
involved grazed and ungrazed 
treatments at Jack Creek on the Fremont 
Winema National Forests in Oregon 
(Shovlain 2005 entire). Shovlain’s 
(2005, p. 11) work suggested that 
livestock grazing displaced Oregon 
spotted frogs to ungrazed exclosures as 
grazing pressure outside the enclosures 
increased. Livestock trampling and 
consumption likely affects the 
microhabitat preferred by Oregon 
spotted frogs by reducing emergent and 
riparian vegetation, which could 
explain Shovlain’s findings. However, 
the frogs in Shovlain’s study did not 
show a preference for exclosures or 
controls under lower grazing pressure. 
Therefore, a moderate degree of grazing 

does not appear to affect frog behavior, 
suggesting an intermediate level of 
disturbance may be conducive to 
Oregon spotted frog habitat use (Hayes 
et al. 1997, p. 6, Hayes 1998b, pp. 8–9, 
McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 25, 
Watson et al. 2003, p. 299). 

Moderate livestock grazing can, in 
some instances (for example, Dempsey 
Creek in Washington), benefit Oregon 
spotted frogs by maintaining openings 
in the vegetation in highly altered 
wetland communities (Hayes 1997, p. 
44; Hayes et al. 1997, p. 6; McAllister 
and Leonard 1997, p. 25). Watson et al. 
(2003, p. 299) found that habitat at 78 
percent of the Oregon spotted frog 
locations surveyed at the Dempsey 
Creek site had signs of grazing, which 
created penetrable, open habitat that 
was otherwise too dense for frog use. 

British Columbia—Only one known 
breeding location (Morris Valley) in the 
Lower Fraser River sub-basin is grazed 
(by horses) (COSEWIC 2011, p. 33), and 
grazing is identified as a specific 
concern for Oregon spotted frogs at this 
location because of the potential for 
trampling of egg masses, bank erosion, 
and input of feces (COSEWIC 2011, p. 
33). 

Washington—In the recent past, it 
appears that grazing was beneficial to 
Oregon spotted frogs at all remaining 
breeding areas in Washington; however, 
grazing no longer occurs in the breeding 
areas in four of the six sub-basins due 
to land manager preferences and/or 
water quality regulations that prohibit 
grazing within certain distances from 
rivers and wetlands. Active 
management is required to maintain the 
Oregon spotted frog habitat at these 
locations due to heavy reed canarygrass 
infestations, but funding is limited and 
grazing had been the least expensive/ 
easiest management option. In the Black 
River, grazing ceased along Dempsey 
Creek when the privately owned dairy 
operation was sold. Cows were 
reintroduced to the Port Blakely Tree 
Farm and Musgrove (Nisqually NWR) 
parcels in 2008 (USFWS 2011b) as part 
of a reed canarygrass control 
experiment; however, Oregon spotted 
frog egg mass numbers have not 
increased as was expected (WDFW 2011 
database; USFWS 2011b). Grazing 
occurs at the only known breeding 
location in the Lower Chilliwack River 
sub-basin. This site has likely persisted 
as a result of dairy cows maintaining the 
site in a state of early seral habitat 
(Bohannon et al. 2012, p. 17). 

Oregon—Overgrazing of the Camas 
Prairie in Oregon was considered a 
threat to Oregon spotted frog prior to 
2008, after which grazing was restricted 
(Corkran 2012). Overgrazing by cattle 
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reduced the vegetative hiding cover for 
frogs, making them more susceptible to 
predation. Livestock-induced 
fertilization resulted in an increased 
density of the aquatic vegetation, which 
inhibited the ability of frogs to drop 
below the water’s surface when 
threatened by predation while basking 
(C. Corkran pers. comm. 2012). 
However, grazing may be considered as 
a management tool to maintain early 
seral habitat for Oregon spotted frogs in 
the future if necessary (C. Corkran pers. 
comm. 2012). 

None of the central Oregon Cascade 
breeding locations within the Deschutes 
and Willamette National Forests are 
within grazing allotments. Known 
breeding locations occur within 
allotments on the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) Prineville District 
lands along Crescent Creek, Long Prairie 
Creek, and the Little Deschutes River. 
Currently, only the Crescent Creek area 
is affected by active grazing on BLM 
lands, although there is potential for 
grazing to occur on BLM lands along the 
Little Deschutes River. Grazing has been 
cited as an impact to riparian and 
wetland habitats on private lands along 
the Little Deschutes River (The 
Wetlands Conservancy, 2004, p. 22). 
Wetland habitats in the Little Deschutes 
River sub-basin have been negatively 
impacted by grazing through removal of 
riparian vegetation, which destabilizes 
banks and increases channel incision, 
resulting in less water retention in 
riparian wetlands and conifer 
encroachment (UDWC 2002, pp. 21 and 
53). 

Six sites in the Klamath Basin are 
associated with grazing: Jack Creek, 
Buck Lake, Parsnip Lakes, and on 
private lands on the Wood River, 
Williamson River, and adjacent to 
Klamath Marsh NWR. These sites are 
potentially vulnerable to both the direct 
impacts of grazing sedimentation, 
trampling, as well as the indirect effect 
of egg mass desiccation resulting from 
water management techniques that 
drain water early in frog breeding 
season to stimulate grass production. 
Livestock grazing is cited as a specific 
concern for Oregon spotted frogs at Jack 
Creek, Fremont-Winema National 
Forest, Chemult Ranger District, in 
Oregon (USDA 2004, pp. 56–57). Since 
1999, the population has reduced from 
670 breeding adults (335 egg masses) to 
34 breeding adults (17 egg masses) in 
2011. The two primary breeding sites in 
Jack Creek occur on private land that is 
heavily grazed in combination with 
USFS allotments. This intensity of 
grazing is expected to have degraded the 
quality of the Oregon spotted frog 

breeding habitat and reduced 
reproduction (Shovlain 2005). 

Since 2008, current USFS 
management at the Jack Creek site has 
not permitted cattle grazing on lands 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs 
(Markus 2012, pers. comm.). However, 
419 cow/calf pairs specifically 
permitted for grazing have access to 61 
acres (25 ha) of potential, but not 
currently supporting, Oregon spotted 
frog habitat on this 68,349 ac (27,660 ha) 
combination of USFS and private 
pasture. Within this pasture, however, 
there are several riparian areas 
accessible to grazing cattle as well as 
one offsite watering source installed on 
adjacent private land. The permittee for 
this pasture has grazed their private 
lands where Oregon spotted frogs are 
known to occur, although the number of 
cattle and timing are not known. 
However, the permittee has also 
partnered with the USFWS to complete 
multiple conservation actions to benefit 
Oregon spotted frogs and their habitats 
on their private lands including—but 
not limited to—the installation of 2 to 
3 offsite watering sources, protection of 
frog ponds, thinning of encroaching 
lodgepole pine trees, and installation of 
a wattle for water retention (Markus 
2012, pers. comm.). 

Conflicts between cattle and frogs 
increase when stream flows are limited, 
especially when cattle are using the 
creek for drinking (Gervais 2011, p. 15). 
Between 2001 and 2005, and again in 
2007, drought conditions affected 
habitat for Oregon spotted frogs in the 
Chemult Ranger District, Fremont-
Winema National Forest in Oregon. 
However, until 2008 when grazing was 
restricted, 419 cow/calf pairs had access 
to the habitat areas associated with 
Oregon spotted frogs (Gervais 2011, p. 
11). Cattle were observed congregating 
in Oregon spotted frog habitat because 
nearly every other water source in the 
allotment went dry (Simpson 2002, 
pers. comm.). Trampling of frogs by 
cattle and alterations in water quality, 
bank structure, and loss of protective 
vegetation compounded the impacts of 
the reduction of available habitat due to 
drought conditions on Oregon spotted 
frog reproduction (USDA 2009a, pp. 31, 
33–34). 

Livestock Grazing Conclusion—Where 
livestock grazing coincides with Oregon 
spotted frog habitat, impacts to the 
species include trampling of frogs and 
changes in habitat quality due to 
increased sedimentation, increased 
water temperatures, water management 
techniques, and reduced water quality. 
The effects of livestock grazing vary 
with site conditions, livestock numbers, 
and timing and intensity of grazing. In 

Washington, all of the known occupied 
areas have been grazed in the recent 
past, but where grazing has been 
removed, heavy infestations by invasive 
reed canarygrass have reduced or 
eliminated habitat for Oregon spotted 
frogs unless other management 
techniques were applied. In controlled 
circumstances, moderate grazing can be 
beneficial if it is the only practical 
method for controlling invasive, 
nonnative vegetation and sustaining 
early seral stage vegetation needed for 
egg laying. Grazing is ongoing in 10 of 
the occupied sub-basins and is 
considered to be a threat to Oregon 
spotted frogs at these locations. 

Conservation Efforts to Reduce Habitat 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of Its Range 

British Columbia—Past and ongoing 
habitat conservation activities in British 
Columbia include habitat creation at 
MD Aldergrove, Maria Slough, and 
Mountain Slough; habitat rehabilitation 
at Maria and Mountain Sloughs; and 
invasive grass species management at 
MD Aldergrove, Maria Slough, and 
Mountain Slough. There is also a 
landowner stewardship contact program 
that encourages stewardship activities at 
Mountain Slough. However, the Service 
concluded that these measures are not 
sufficient to ameliorate threats to 
Oregon spotted frogs in the Lower 
Fraser River. 

Washington—In Washington, some 
reed canarygrass management is taking 
place at most of the breeding locations 
in the Black River, on the Trout Lake 
NAP, and at Conboy Lake NWR. These 
management techniques include 
mowing, burning, cattle grazing, and 
shade cloth. However, these 
management techniques are not 
widespread at any one location or 
adequate to prevent loss of egg-laying 
habitat. 

Conboy Lake NWR in Washington has 
completed several wetland restoration 
projects to restore natural hydrological 
processes to portions of the refuge. This 
enabled the NWR to maintain 
independent water management of 
several wetlands, regardless of the 
water-related impacts of local 
landowners. However, under current 
management, water is not retained 
throughout the year on most of the NWR 
and adjacent private wetlands, and 
many of these areas that had Oregon 
spotted frogs in the late 1990s no longer 
have Oregon spotted frogs. 

Cattle grazing ceased at Trout Lake 
NAP in Washington after a monitoring 
study showed no apparent positive 
effect on the Oregon spotted frog 
population trends (Wilderman and 
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Hallock 2004, p. 10), indicating that 
either grazing was not an effective tool 
for reed canarygrass management at this 
location, or that perhaps reed 
canarygrass was not as threatening to 
breeding frogs at this location as 
previously thought. This may be 
because winter snow pack compresses 
the reed canarygrass, leaving none of the 
previous season’s vertical stems 
available to Oregon spotted frogs during 
the breeding season. The observed 
negative consequences of grazing, while 
perhaps acceptable if there was clear 
benefit to the Oregon spotted frog 
populations, were not compatible with 
other site management goals and posed 
a limitation to future restoration on the 
site (Wilderman and Hallock 2004, p. 
14). Instead, problematic areas of reed 
canarygrass are being managed using 
ground barriers and occasional fall 
mowing (Hallock 2012, p. 31). 

Under the Washington State Forest 
Practices Act, WDNR must approve 
certain activities related to growing, 
harvesting, or processing timber on all 
local government, State, and privately 
owned forest lands. WDNR’s mission is 
to protect public resources while 
maintaining a viable timber industry. 
The primary goal of the forest practices 
rules is to achieve protection of water 
quality, fish and wildlife habitat, and 
capital improvements while ensuring 
that harvested areas are reforested. 
Presently, the Washington State Forest 
Practices Rules do not specifically 
protect Oregon spotted frogs; however, 
they do include protection measures for 
surface waters and wetlands. The intent 
of the protection measures, such as 
buffers on wetlands, is to limit excess 
coarse and fine sediment delivery and to 
maintain hydrologic regimes. Tree 
harvest is limited in wetland buffers, 
which may in turn facilitate vegetation 
encroachment. Landowners have the 
option to develop a management plan 
for the species if it resides on their 
property, or if landowners choose not to 
develop a management plan for the 
species with WDFW, their forest 
practices application will be 
conditioned to protect this public 
resource. While the Washington State 
Forest Practices Rules provide some 
protections for the Oregon spotted frog 
and its habitat, the direct and indirect 
consequences of limiting tree harvest 
within the wetland buffer is vegetation 
encroachment that is resulting in loss of 
wetlands (i.e., reduced size) and 
shading. 

USDA NRCS is overseeing the 
restoration at two Samish River 
locations and is incorporating Oregon 
spotted frog breeding habitat 
requirements into its planned 

restoration (that originally included de-
leveling and tree and shrub plantings in 
the breeding areas) (Bohannan et al. 
2012, p. 17). 

Oregon—In Oregon, several 
conservation actions have been and 
continue to be implemented for Oregon 
spotted frogs in the Deschutes River 
Basin. Sunriver Nature Center has been 
monitoring the frog population at the 
Sunriver Resort since 2000. Although 
this area is affected by the fluctuating 
flows out of Wickiup Reservoir, 
Sunriver Nature Center has constructed 
weirs that allow the water level to be 
steady or rising from the time of egg-
laying through hatching, thus assisting 
the persistence of this large and stable 
population. The Deschutes National 
Forest has closed perimeter ditches at 
Big Marsh, where past drainage and 
grazing had led to degradation of the 
marsh. The Mt. Hood National Forest 
has fenced sections of Camas Prairie and 
restricted excessive grazing of the 
meadow. Implementation of these 
conservation actions is assumed to have 
resulted in increased breeding success 
of Oregon spotted frogs at these 
locations. In addition, BLM’s Prineville 
District Office recently completed 
encroachment removal projects and 
repairs to headcuts in systems that have 
had historically or currently have 
Oregon spotted frogs. Headcutting is a 
process of active erosion in a channel 
caused by an abrupt change in slope. 
Turbulence in the water undercuts 
substrate material resulting in collapse 
of the upper level. This under-cut-
collapse process advances up the stream 
channel. The results of BLM’s efforts are 
unknown at this time; however, they 
were completed specifically to 
ameliorate threats to Oregon spotted 
frog habitat. 

Since 1994, in the Oregon portion of 
the Klamath Basin, the Service’s 
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program, 
in collaboration with private 
landowners, has restored approximately 
8,832 ac (3,568 ha) of wetlands adjacent 
to Upper Klamath Lake. Several habitat 
restoration projects are under way in 
known occupied areas including Crane 
Creek, Sevenmile Creek, Jack Creek, and 
the Upper Williamson River. 
Restoration projects include re-
channelizing creeks and rivers to 
provide breeding and rearing habitat, 
construction of breeding ponds, 
construction of riparian fences to 
exclude cattle, and the installation of 
alternate water sources. To date, Oregon 
spotted frogs have been detected in only 
one restored, previously unoccupied 
wetland area, although survey efforts in 
restored habitats have not yet been 
completed. 

The BLM’s Klamath Falls Field Office 
has initiated several habitat restoration 
projects within their Wood River 
Wetland property, including installation 
of water control structures, construction 
of breeding ponds, and canal 
restructuring for additional breeding 
areas. To date, 3,000 ac (1,214 ha) of 
wetland habitats associated with the 
Wood River Canal have been restored. 
However, for reasons unknown, Oregon 
spotted frogs have not been detected in 
the restored wetlands, but rather, have 
only been associated with the canal 
system (BLM multiple data sources). 
BLM actively manages the water in the 
canal during the breeding season to 
prevent stranding and inundating 
Oregon spotted frog egg masses. 

The Fremont-Winema National 
Forest, Chemult Ranger District, in the 
Oregon portion of the Klamath Basin 
has initiated a project to restore habitat 
along Jack Creek, which as of 2008, 
includes the removal of cattle from a 
portion of the lands owned by the USFS 
(Gervais 2011 p. 9). In addition, 
encroaching lodgepole pine (Gervais 
2011 pp. 11–12) has been thinned on 
both USFS and private lands as a result 
of this project. In cooperation with 
adjacent private landowners, the USFS 
recently released seven beavers into the 
Jack Creek watershed (Simpson 2012, 
pers. comm.), which is intended to 
increase the open water and breeding 
habitat for Oregon spotted frogs. One of 
the private landowners has also 
installed log fences to protect three 
Oregon spotted frog pools, and two off-
stream water sources to exclude cattle 
from riparian areas, and wattle 
installment (a fabrication of poles 
interwoven with slender branches) for 
water retention (Markus 2012, pers. 
comm.). In addition, in 2009, the USFS 
installed fences at Buck Meadow to 
control grazing on the USFS lands 
(Lerum 2012, p. 18). The long-term 
benefits of the USFS efforts are 
unknown at this time; however, these 
actions were completed to specifically 
ameliorate threats to the Oregon spotted 
frog’s habitat. 

The USFS has completed and 
continues to work on Oregon spotted 
frog Site Management Plans that 
identify threats and management actions 
to reduce threats at each of the 
following sites: Sevenmile, Jack Creek, 
Buck Lake, Dilman Meadow, Hosmer 
Lake, Lava and Little Lava Lake, Big 
Marsh, Odell/Davis Lake, Little Cultus 
Lake, Mink Lake Basin and Gold Lake. 
Implementation of management actions 
is voluntary and dependent upon 
funding and will likely occur at the 
District level. 
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The Comprehensive Conservation 
Plan (CCP) for Klamath Marsh NWR 
includes conservation actions for 
maintaining or improving local habitat 
conditions for the benefit of Oregon 
spotted frogs on NWR property. These 
include: restoring or maintaining 
hydrologic regimes, protecting and 
restoring ephemeral and permanent 
wetlands, restoring or maintaining open 
water and early seral vegetation 
communities, reevaluating or 
discontinuing fish stocking practices, 
development of comprehensive grazing 
strategies or adaptive management plans 
where livestock occur in habitat, and 
working locally and cooperatively to 
maintain and restore habitat conditions 
and to monitor the outcomes of 
management actions for Oregon spotted 
frog (USFWS 2010, p. 72). The CCPs 
detail program planning levels that are 
sometimes substantially above current 
budget allocations and are primarily 
used for strategic planning and priority 
setting, thus inclusion of a project in a 
CCP does not guarantee that the project 
will be implemented. However, 
implementation of the above 
conservation actions within the CCP 
could benefit a minimum of 338 
breeding individuals. These actions are 
expected to improve the status of the 
Oregon spotted frog on the Klamath 
Marsh NWR if adequate budget 
allocations are provided and the 
projects are implemented. Existing 
wetland restoration activities at Klamath 
Marsh NWR have been limited to 
invasive weed management (Mauser 
2012, pers. comm.). 

Summary of habitat or range 
destruction, modification, or 
curtailment—Past human actions have 
destroyed, modified, and curtailed the 
range and habitat available for the 
Oregon spotted frog, which is now 
absent from an estimated 76 to 90 
percent of its former range. The loss of 
wetlands is continuing at certain 
locations in at least 10 of the 15 
remaining occupied sub-basins, 
particularly on private lands. The 
historical and ongoing alteration of 
hydrological processes resulting from 
the operation of existing water 
diversions/manipulation structures, 
existing and new roads, residential 
development, agricultural areas, and the 
removal of beavers continues to impact 
Oregon spotted frogs and their habitat. 
The changes in hydrology result in the 
loss of breeding through inundation or 
desiccation of egg masses, loss or 
degradation of habitat necessary for all 
Oregon spotted frog life stages, and the 
creation of habitat conditions that 
support nonnative predaceous species. 

Reed canarygrass invasions, plant 
succession, and restoration plantings 
continue to modify and reduce the 
amount and quality of habitat necessary 
for all Oregon spotted frog life stages. 
The timing and intensity of livestock 
grazing, or lack thereof, continues to 
change the quality of Oregon spotted 
frog habitat in British Columbia, 
Washington, and Oregon due to 
increased sedimentation, increased 
water temperatures, and reduced water 
quality. Oregon spotted frogs in all 
currently occupied sub-basins are 
subject to one or more of these threats 
to their habitat. Eleven of the 15 
occupied sub-basins are currently 
experiencing a high to very high level of 
impact, primarily due to hydrological 
changes/manipulations, vegetation 
encroachment, and reed canarygrass 
invasions. These impacts are ongoing, 
are expected to continue into the future, 
and affect habitat that supports all life 
stages of the Oregon spotted frog. 

The benefits of the conservation 
actions to Oregon spotted frogs are site-
specific, but are not sufficient to 
ameliorate the habitat threats at a sub-
basin scale. Wetland restoration efforts 
have been implemented, but rarely are 
these specifically designed for Oregon 
spotted frogs, and may inadvertently 
reduce habitat quality for this early-seral 
species. Further, post-restoration 
monitoring has not been accomplished 
to evaluate whether these efforts are 
benefiting Oregon spotted frogs. 
Therefore, based on the best information 
available, the threats to Oregon spotted 
frogs from habitat destruction, 
modification, or curtailment are 
occurring throughout the entire range of 
the species, and are expected to 
continue into the future. 

Factor B. Overutilization for 
Commercial, Recreational, Scientific, or 
Educational Purposes 

Overutilization for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes has been documented for a 
wide range of amphibians. During the 
egg-laying period, Oregon spotted frogs 
occur in relatively easy-to-access 
locations that could make them easy to 
collect. However, we are not aware of 
collection of Oregon spotted frogs for 
commercial, recreational, or educational 
purposes. 

Oregon spotted frog populations may 
be negatively impacted by scientific 
studies. In all Washington breeding 
locations and some of the breeding 
locations in British Columbia and 
Oregon, surveys are conducted annually 
during the egg-laying period. While 
these surveys are conducted in a 
manner to avoid trampling of frogs and 

egg masses (protocol example Pearl et 
al. 2010), such impacts may still occur. 
The extent to which any population is 
impacted by these surveys is unknown, 
but expected to be low. Eggs were 
collected each year beginning in 2002 
from at least two of the extant locations 
in British Columbia for a headstart 
rearing program, which released 
metamorphic Oregon spotted frogs back 
into those sites (COSFRT 2012, pp. 30– 
31). This effort has ceased because it 
was deemed unsuccessful at bolstering 
the extant populations; however, 
captive husbandry for potential release 
into new locations continues. 

The Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife has collected 7,870 eggs 
(through 2011) from various breeding 
locations on the Black River and Conboy 
NWRs for their captive-rearing program 
(Tirhi and Schmidt 2011, pp. 51–55). 
During this period, the population has 
continued to decline at Conboy Lake, 
but the source of the decline is unclear 
and cannot specifically be attributed to 
the egg collection. USGS and Colorado 
State University have been collecting 
eggs in the Deschutes and Klamath 
Basins for genetic studies since 2007, 
resulting in the collection of at least 
3,000 eggs (Robertson and Funk 2012 
pp. 8–11; C. Pearl 2012, pers. comm.). 
However, we have no evidence to 
indicate that Oregon spotted frogs are 
being overutilized for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes such that this activity poses a 
threat to the species. 

Factor C. Disease or Predation 

Disease 

Amphibians are affected by a variety 
of diseases, and some diseases are 
known to negatively affect declining 
amphibian species. Diseases that are 
currently known to occur in Oregon 
spotted frogs and have the potential to 
affect populations are briefly discussed 
below. The specific effects of disease 
and parasitism on Oregon spotted frogs 
are not well documented. 

Red-Leg Syndrome—Red-leg 
syndrome has been identified in several 
declining amphibian species but is not 
known to be a significant problem for 
the Oregon spotted frog (Blaustein 1999, 
pers. comm.). Red-leg syndrome refers 
to a common condition in which there 
is a reddening of the lower body, 
usually the legs and sometimes the 
abdomen, due to a dilation of capillaries 
under the skin. This disease is 
presumed to be widespread, having 
been reported for > 100 years in many 
different species of frogs and 
salamanders in captivity and in the wild 
(Densmore and Green 2007, p. 236). 
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Chytrid Fungus—Chytrid fungus 
(Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis (Bd)) 
has been implicated in the decline and 
extinction of numerous amphibian 
species in multiple locations around the 
world (Speare and Berger 2004). In the 
United States, 7 families including 18 
amphibian species have been diagnosed 
as infected with Bd (Speare and Berger 
2004). Bd infection has been 
documented in at least seven ranid frogs 
from the Pacific Northwest, including 
Oregon spotted frogs (Adams et al. 2010, 
p. 295; Pearl et al. 2009b, p. 212; Hayes 
et al. 2009, p. 149). Chytridiomycosis is 
a cutaneous infection that ‘‘results in a 
severe diffuse dermatitis characterized 
by epidermal hyperplasia, 
hyperkeratosis, and variable degrees of 
cutaneous ulceration and hyperemia’’ 
(Bradley et al. 2002, p. 206). Clinical 
signs can include lethargy, abnormal 
posture, loss of the righting reflex 
(ability to turn over), and death (Daszak 
et al. 1999, p. 737). The fungal 
organism, Bd, is likely transmitted by 
release of zoospores into the water that 
eventually contact a susceptible animal, 
penetrating the skin, and establishing an 
infection (Pessier et al. 1999, p. 198; 
Bradley et al. 2002, p. 206). Dermal 
infections by Bd are thought to cause 
mortality by interfering with skin 
functions, including maintaining fluid 
and electrolyte homeostasis (balance), 
respiration, and the skin’s role as a 
barrier to toxic and infectious agents 
(Pessier et al. 1999, p. 198; Bradley et 
al. 2002, p. 206). Unlike most other 
vertebrates, amphibians drink water and 
absorb important salts (electrolytes) 
through the skin rather than the mouth. 
In diseased individuals, electrolyte 
transport across the epidermis was 
inhibited by >50 percent, resulting in 
cardiac arrest and death (Voyles et al. 
2009, pp. 582, 585). 

In 2007 and 2008, USGS sampled 
Oregon spotted frogs at sites across 
Washington and Oregon; Bd was 
confirmed at all locations sampled 
(Pearl et al. 2009b, p. 212). Even though 
Pearl et al. (2009b, p. 216) detected Bd 
at 100 percent of the sites sampled, they 
did not observe morbidity or mortality 
that could be attributed to 
chytridiomycosis. In addition to 
confirmation at USGS-sampled sites, Bd 
has been confirmed in Oregon spotted 
frogs near Sunriver in central Oregon 
(Bowerman 2005, pers. comm.) and 
Conboy Lake NWR (Hayes et al. 2009, p. 
149) in Washington. Pearl et al. (2007, 
p. 147) detected Bd more frequently in 
highly aquatic species, such as Oregon 
spotted frogs, than in species with more 
terrestrial adult stages and shorter larval 
periods, suggesting that Oregon spotted 

frogs may be experiencing elevated 
exposure and infection due to their 
highly aquatic life-history. In addition, 
modeling done by Pearl et al. (2009b, p. 
213) indicates that juvenile Oregon 
spotted frogs that test positive for Bd 
infection are more likely to have a 
poorer body condition after 
overwintering than individuals that test 
negative for Bd infection. 

Alone, Bd may not be a concern for 
some healthy amphibian populations; 
however, most of the Oregon spotted 
frog populations in Oregon and 
Washington are already exposed to 
several stressors, such as predation, 
competition from nonnative species, 
and water quality degradation, and the 
effects of Bd are likely to be exacerbated 
and potentially compounded by these 
interactions (for example, see Parris and 
Baud 2004, pp. 346–347; Parris and 
Cornelius 2004, pp. 3388–3390; Parris 
and Beaudoin 2004, p. 628). In addition, 
Bd has been found in nonnative species 
that co-occur with Oregon spotted frogs 
in central Oregon (Pearl et al. 2007, p. 
147); in particular, bullfrogs may serve 
as a Bd host while experiencing limited 
negative effects from the pathogen. 

Laboratory studies have shown that 
infecting Oregon spotted frogs with Bd 
inhibits growth without necessarily 
showing any direct clinical signs 
(Padgett-Flohr and Hayes 2011). 
Recently metamorphosed frogs exposed 
to one of two strains of Bd tested 
positive for the pathogen within 11 days 
after exposure; however, no frogs died 
or displayed clinical signs of disease 
and most (83 percent) tested negative for 
the pathogen within 90 days of 
exposure. However, infected frogs 
gained significantly less weight than 
control animals, suggesting the infection 
carried an energetic cost. The detection 
of Bd at all Oregon spotted frog sites 
sampled, combined with the lack of 
observed mortality (in the wild and 
laboratory testing), indicates Oregon 
spotted frogs may be able to persist with 
Bd infections (Pearl et al. 2009b, p. 216) 
but growth and presumed long-term 
survival (e.g., avoidance of predators) 
are inhibited. Consequently, in light of 
the numerous amphibian extinctions 
attributed to Bd, and in conjunction 
with the other stressors that impact 
Oregon spotted frogs, we conclude that 
Bd poses a risk to individual Oregon 
spotted frog populations, particularly 
those most susceptible to climate 
changes (see Factor E), but additional 
studies are necessary to determine 
whether Bd is a threat rangewide to the 
Oregon spotted frog. 

Other pathogens, such as iridoviruses 
(specifically Ranavirus), have been 
documented to cause mortality in North 

American amphibians (Dasak et al. 
1999, pp. 741–743). While not yet 
documented in wild Oregon spotted frog 
populations, iridovirus outbreaks have 
been identified as a major source of 
mortality in British Columbia captive-
rearing programs for Oregon spotted 
frogs (COSEWIC 2011, p. 35). 

Saprolegnia—The oomycete water 
mold Saprolegnia has been suggested as 
one of the causes of amphibian declines 
in the Pacific Northwest (Kiesecker and 
Blaustein 1997, p. 218). Genetic analysis 
confirmed oomycetes of multiple genera 
on amphibian eggs in the Pacific 
Northwest, including Oregon spotted 
frogs (Petrisko et al. 2008, pp. 174–178). 
McAllister and Leonard (1997, p. 25) 
reported destruction of developing 
Oregon spotted frog egg masses by this 
fungus, but not to the extent observed in 
other amphibian eggs. The threat of 
Saprolegnia to Oregon spotted frog 
populations is unclear, but this fungus 
has been shown to destroy Oregon 
spotted frog egg masses and could pose 
a threat to individual Oregon spotted 
frog breeding areas in the future. 

Ultraviolet-B Radiation—Impacts 
resulting from exposure to ultraviolet-B 
radiation (UV–B) appear to vary greatly 
between amphibian species. Ambient 
levels of UV–B radiation in the 
atmosphere have risen significantly over 
the past few decades due to decreases in 
stratospheric ozone, climate warming, 
and lake acidification. Because 
amphibian eggs lack shells and adults 
and tadpoles have thin, delicate skin, 
they are extremely vulnerable to 
increased levels of UV–B radiation. 
However, the harmful effects of UV–B 
radiation on amphibians depend upon a 
number of variables (Blaustein et al. 
2003, pp. 123–128). Studies 
summarized in Blaustein et al. (2003) 
indicate UV–B exposure can result in 
mortality, as well as a variety of 
sublethal effects, including behavior 
alteration, slow growth and 
development, and developmental and 
physiological malformations. The type 
and severity of effect varies by life stage 
exposed and dosage of UV–B. 
Experimental tests conducted by 
Blaustein et al. (1999, p. 1102) found the 
hatching success of Oregon spotted frogs 
was unaffected by UV–B, indicating 
their eggs may be UV-resistant. 
However, a meta-analysis of available 
published literature conducted by 
Bancroft et al. (2008) found that 
exposure to UV–B resulted in a 1.9-fold 
reduction in amphibian survival and 
that larvae (tadpoles) were more 
susceptible than embryos. In addition, 
Bancroft et al. (2008) determined that 
UV–B interacted synergistically with 
other environmental stressors, such as 
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contaminants, resulting in greater than 
additive effects on survival. For 
example, Kiesecker and Blaustein (1997, 
pp. 217–218) found increased mortality 
associated with the fungus identified as 
Saprolegnia ferax in amphibian 
embryos exposed to UV–B; especially 
susceptible were amphibians that lay 
eggs in communal egg masses, like 
Oregon spotted frogs. At present, the 
extent of population-level impacts from 
UV–B exposure is unknown. 

Malformations—The North American 
Reporting Center for Amphibian 
Malformations (NBII 2005) documents 
amphibian malformations throughout 
the United States. Malformations of 
several Rana species, including the 
Cascades frog (Rana cascadae), red-
legged frog (Rana aurora), foothill 
yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii), and 
bullfrog, have been reported within the 
current and historical range of the 
Oregon spotted frog in Washington, 
Oregon, and California. We are aware of 
one report from Thurston County, 
Washington, of an Oregon spotted frog 
with an extra forelimb (NBII 2005) and 
reports of malformations from 
Deschutes (Johnson et al. 2002a, p. 157; 
Bowerman and Johnson 2003, pp. 142– 
144), Douglas, and Lane (NBII 2005) 
Counties in Oregon. Growing evidence 
suggests that the high frequencies of 
severe limb malformations may be 
caused by a parasitic infection 
(Ribeiroia ondatrae) in amphibian 
larvae (Johnson et al. 2002a, p. 162). 
Recent investigations also indicate small 
fish and certain libellulid and corduliid 
dragonfly larvae attack developing 
tadpoles and can cause high incidences 
of missing-limb deformities, including 
complete amputation (Ballengee and 
Sessions 2009; Bowerman et al. 2010). 
At present, the extent of population-
level impacts from malformations is 
unknown. 

Parasitic infection—Aquatic snails 
(Planorbella spp.) are the exclusive 
intermediate host for the trematode 
Ribeiroia ondatrae (Johnson and Chase 
2004, p. 523) and are found in a 
diversity of habitats, including 
ephemeral ponds, montane lakes, stock 
ponds, oxbows, drainage canals, and 
reservoirs (Johnson et al. 2002a, p. 164). 
Trematodes are parasitic flatworms that 
have a thick outer cuticle and one or 
more suckers or hooks for attaching to 
host tissue. Johnson et al. (2002, p. 165) 
postulate that the dramatic and 
widespread alterations of aquatic 
ecosystems, particularly the 
construction of small impoundments or 
farm ponds, may have created 
environments that facilitate high 
densities of Planorbella snails and the 
resulting infections from R. ondatrae. 

Many of the sites with high frequencies 
of malformations were impacted heavily 
by cattle and supported dense 
Planorbella snail populations. 
Malformations in multiple amphibian 
species were found in Washington 
ponds that had a history of grazing that 
extended back at least 50 years (Johnson 
et al. 2002a, p. 165). 

Johnson et al. (2002, p. 166) found the 
frequency of malformations in larval 
amphibians was significantly higher 
than in transformed amphibians from 
the same system, suggesting that 
malformed larvae experience greater 
mortality prior to and during 
metamorphosis. However, sensitivity to 
and severity (mortality versus no 
malformation) of infection varies by 
amphibian species (Johnson and 
Hartson 2009, p. 195) and tadpole stage 
exposed (Schotthoefer et al. 2003, p. 
1148). 

High levels of R. ondatrae infection 
and the resulting malformations may 
increase mortality in wild amphibian 
populations and may represent a threat 
to amphibian populations already in 
decline. Johnson et al. (2002a, p. 157) 
and Bowerman and Johnson (2003, pp. 
142–144) have found deformities in 
Oregon spotted frogs caused by this 
parasite at the Sunriver Nature Center 
Pond, which had a high population of 
large planorbid snails. Three additional 
ponds within 6 mi (10 km) were also 
investigated, each of which supported 
planorbid snails, but at lower infestation 
levels. None of these ponds yielded 
malformed Oregon spotted frogs 
(Bowerman et al. 2003, pp. 142–143). 
Most of the malformations found in 
anuran frogs were around the hind 
limbs, where they are more likely to be 
debilitating (hinder mobility) and 
expose the frog to increased risk of 
predation (reduced escape/evade 
ability). (Johnson et al. 2002a, p. 162). 
In a study on wood frogs (Rana 
sylvatica), Michel and Burke (2011) 
reported malformed tadpoles were twice 
as vulnerable to predators because they 
could not escape or evade. 

Human manipulation of upland areas 
adjacent to amphibian breeding areas 
and direct manipulation of the breeding 
areas can affect the prevalence of 
Planorbella snails and the infection rate 
of R. ondatrae. Complex habitats reduce 
transmission rates of larval trematodes 
because these habitats provide more 
refugia for tadpoles. Alternatively, 
simplified habitats, such as agricultural 
landscapes, have been shown to reduce 
parasite prevalence by limiting access of 
vertebrate hosts, particularly in birds 
(King et al. 2007, p. 2074). However, 
when simplified habitats are subject to 
water runoff associated with 

agricultural, cattle, or urban sources and 
eutrophication, the abundance of snails 
can increase, thereby increasing the 
prevalence of trematodes and parasitic 
risks to frogs (Johnson and Chase 2004, 
pp. 522–523; Johnson et al. 2007 p. 
15782). While the effects of these 
parasite-induced malformations are 
clear at the individual scale, population-
level effects remain largely 
uninvestigated. However, Biek et al. 
(2002, p. 731) found that the viabilities 
of pond-breeding amphibians were most 
vulnerable to reductions in juvenile or 
adult survival relative to other portions 
of the life cycles. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to infer that where 
Planorbella snails coincide with Oregon 
spotted frogs, malformations will occur 
resulting in mortality of juvenile frogs 
and a population decline at that 
location. At present, it is not known 
where these co-occurrences take place, 
nor how extensive infections levels may 
be, but 11 of the occupied sub-basins 
have agricultural, cattle, or urban 
sources that produce runoff that can 
increase the snail populations, and 
negative effects have been demonstrated 
at the Sunriver Nature Center Pond 
population. 

Predation 
Predation is a process of major 

importance in influencing the 
distribution, abundance, and diversity 
of species in ecological communities. 
Generally, predation leads to changes in 
both the population size of the predator 
and that of the prey. In unfavorable 
environments, prey species are stressed 
or living at low population densities 
such that predation is likely to have 
negative effects on all prey species, thus 
lowering species richness. In addition, 
when a nonnative predator is 
introduced to the ecosystem, negative 
effects on the prey population may be 
higher than those from co-evolved 
native predators. The effects of 
predation may be magnified when 
populations are small, and the 
disproportionate effect of predation on 
declining populations has been shown 
to drive rare species even further toward 
extinction (Woodworth 1999, pp. 74– 
75). 

Introduced fish species within the 
historical range of the Oregon spotted 
frog may have contributed to losses of 
populations. Oregon spotted frogs, 
which are palatable to fish, did not 
evolve with these introduced species 
and may not have the mechanisms to 
avoid the predatory fish that prey on the 
tadpoles. The warm water microhabitat 
requirement of the Oregon spotted frog, 
unique among native ranids of the 
Pacific Northwest, exposes it to a 
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number of introduced fish species 
(Hayes 1994, p. 25), such as smallmouth 
bass (Micropterus dolomieu), 
largemouth bass (Micropterus 
salmoides), pumpkinseed (Lepomis 
gibbosus), yellow perch (Perca 
flavescens), bluegill (Lepomis 
macrochirus), brown bullhead 
(Ameriurus nebulosus), black crappie 
(Pomoxis nigromaculatus), warmouth 
(Lepomis gulosus), brook trout 
(Salvelinus fontinalis), rainbow trout 
(Oncorhynchus mykiss), and fathead 
minnow (Pimephales promelas) (Hayes 
and Jennings 1986, pp. 494–496; Hayes 
1997, pp. 42–43; Hayes et al. 1997; 
McAllister and Leonard 1997, p. 14; 
Engler 1999, pers. comm.). 

Surveys from 1993 to 1997 in British 
Columbia, Washington, and Oregon 
documented at least one introduced 
predator in 20 of 24 sites (Hayes et al. 
1997, p. 5). Brook trout was the most 
frequently recorded introduced 
predator, which was recorded at 18 of 
24 sites. Although differences in 
temperature requirements between the 
two species may limit their interactions, 
brook trout apparently occur with the 
Oregon spotted frog at coldwater 
springs, where the latter species 
probably overwinters and where cooler 
water is favorable to brook trout (Hayes 
et al. 1997, p. 5). During drought years, 
dropping water levels result in overlap 
in habitat use between these two 
species. As wetland refuges are reduced, 
Oregon spotted frogs become 
concentrated and the larval stages are 
exposed to brook trout predation (Hayes 
et al. 1997, p. 5; Hayes 1998a, p. 15), 
resulting in lower Oregon spotted frog 
recruitment (Pearl 1999, p. 18). In 
addition to effects in breeding habitat, 
Pearl et al. (2009a, p. 143) found 
substantial evidence for a negative effect 
on overwintering Oregon spotted frogs 
from nonnative fish with access to 
spring and channel habitats. In these 
latter situations, predation is believed to 
be more pronounced in spatially 
constrained overwintering habitats 
where frogs and fish may both seek 
flowing water with dissolved oxygen. 
Their findings suggest that these 
negative effects are mediated by habitat 
complexity and the seasonal use of 
microhabitats, and Oregon spotted frogs 
can benefit from fish-free overwintering 
sites, even if fish are present in other 
local habitats. 

Demographic data indicate that sites 
with significant numbers of brook trout 
and/or fathead minnow have a skewed 
ratio of older spotted frogs to juvenile 
frogs, suggesting poor reproductive 
success or juvenile recruitment (Hayes 
1997, pp. 42–43, 1998a). While 
experimental data are sparse, field 

surveys involving other western 
amphibians (e.g., Adams 1999, p. 1168; 
Monello and Wright 1999, pp. 299–300; 
Bull and Marx 2002, pp. 245–247; 
Vredenberg 2004; Knapp 2005, pp. 275– 
276; Pearl et al. 2005b, pp. 82–83) and 
other closely related frog species 
strongly suggest that introduced fish 
represent a threat to Oregon spotted 
frogs that has significant impacts (Pearl 
1999, pp. 17–18). A study of the impacts 
of introduced trout on Columbia spotted 
frog populations in Idaho revealed that, 
although fish and adult frogs coexisted 
at many of the stocked lakes, most 
stocked lakes contained significantly 
lower densities of all amphibian life 
stages (Pilliod and Peterson 2001, p. 
326). On the other hand, preliminary 
results from the Willamette Valley in 
Oregon suggest that nonnative, warm 
water fishes actually benefit introduced 
populations of bullfrogs because of fish 
predation on macroinvertebrates that 
would otherwise prey on bullfrog larvae 
(Adams and Pearl 2003). 

The presence of these nonnative 
species has been shown to increase the 
time for metamorphosis and decrease 
the mass of native red-legged frogs 
(Kiesecker and Blaustein 1997). A recent 
study documented nonnative fish 
negatively influencing the survival and 
growth of Pacific treefrogs while 
bullfrog larvae reduced the growth but 
had no effect on survival (Preston et al. 
2012, p. 1257). In addition, the 
predation effects of nonnative fish and 
bullfrogs on Pacific tree frogs were 
additive, but those species had little 
impact on each other (Preston et al. 
2012, p. 1259). Many of the sub-basins 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs also 
have introduced warm- and/or cold-
water fish, and 5 of the 15 sub-basins 
are subject to high to very high impacts 
due to predation of larvae and reduced 
winter survival. 

The Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (ODFW) stocks fish in most of 
the Cascades Lakes and two reservoirs 
in the Upper Deschutes River sub-basin 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs 
(Hodgson 2012, pers. comm.). In 
addition to stocking, there is natural 
production of various fish species, both 
native and introduced, in the lakes and 
reservoirs in the Upper Deschutes River 
sub-basin and in lakes in the McKenzie 
River and Middle Fork Willamette sub-
basins where spotted frogs occur 
(Hodgson 2012, pers. comm.; Ziller 
2013, pers. comm.; USFS 2011). ODFW 
no longer stocks fish in any of the 
moving waters associated with Oregon 
spotted frog locations within the 
Klamath Basin (Tinniswood 2012, pers. 
comm.). 

Bullfrogs introduced from eastern 
North America into the historical range 
of the Oregon spotted frog may have 
contributed to losses of populations. 
The introduction of bullfrogs may have 
played a role in the disappearance of 
Oregon spotted frogs from the 
Willamette Valley in Oregon and the 
Puget Sound area in Washington 
(Nussbaum et al. 1983, p. 187). Bullfrogs 
share similar habitat and temperature 
requirements with the Oregon spotted 
frog, and the overlap in time and space 
between the two species is believed to 
be extensive (Hayes 1994, p. 25; Hayes 
et al. 1997, p. 5). Bullfrogs can reach 
high densities due to the production of 
large numbers of eggs per breeding 
female and unpalatability (and high 
survivorship) of tadpoles to predatory 
fish (Kruse and Francis 1977, pp. 250– 
251). Bullfrog tadpoles outcompete or 
displace tadpoles of native frog species 
from their habitat or optimal conditions 
(Kupferberg 1997, pp. 1741–1746, 
Kiesecker and Blaustein 1998, pp. 783– 
784, Kiesecker et al. 2001b, pp. 1966– 
1967). 

Bullfrog adults achieve larger size 
than native western ranids and even 
juvenile bullfrogs can consume native 
frogs (Hayes and Jennings 1986, p. 492; 
Pearl et al. 2004, p. 16). The digestive 
tracts of a sample of 25 adult bullfrogs 
from Conboy Lake in Washington 
contained nine Oregon spotted frogs, 
including seven adults (McAllister and 
Leonard 1997, p. 13). A later 
examination of the stomachs of two 
large bullfrogs revealed two adult or 
subadult Oregon spotted frogs in one 
stomach and four in the second (Hayes 
1999, pers. comm.). Bullfrogs were 
recorded consuming hatchling Oregon 
spotted frogs at British Columbia’s 
Maintenance Detachment Aldergrove 
site (Haycock and Woods 2001, unpubl. 
data cited in COSFRT 2012, p. 19). In 
addition, USGS has observed Oregon 
spotted frogs within dissected bullfrogs 
at multiple sites throughout the 
Deschutes and Klamath Basins (Pearl 
2012, pers comm.). 

Oregon spotted frogs are more 
susceptible to predation by bullfrogs 
than are northern red-legged frogs (Pearl 
et al. 2004, p. 16). Oregon spotted frogs 
and northern red-legged frogs 
historically coexisted in areas of the 
Pacific Northwest that are now invaded 
by bullfrogs. However, the Oregon 
spotted frog has declined more severely 
than the northern red-legged frog. Pearl 
et al. (2004, p. 16) demonstrated in 
laboratory experiments that the more 
aquatic Oregon spotted frog juveniles 
are consumed by bullfrogs at a higher 
rate than are northern red-legged frog 
juveniles. Oregon spotted frogs and 
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northern red-legged frogs also differ in 
their ability to escape bullfrogs, with 
Oregon spotted frogs having shorter 
mean and maximum jump distances 
than northern red-legged frogs of equal 
size. Bullfrogs, therefore, pose a greater 
threat to Oregon spotted frogs than to 
red-legged frogs. Oregon spotted frog’s 
microhabitat use and escape abilities 
may be limiting their distributions in 
historical lowland habitats where 
bullfrogs are present, whereas red-
legged frog populations are more stable 
(Pearl et al. 2004, pp. 17–18). 

The ability of bullfrogs and Oregon 
spotted frogs to coexist may be related 
to differences in seasonal and 
permanent wetland use. However, a 
substantial bullfrog population has 
likely coexisted with Oregon spotted 
frogs for nearly 50 years in Conboy Lake 
in Washington (Rombough et al. 2006, 
p. 210). This long-term overlap has been 
hypothesized to be the evolutionary 
driver for larger body size of Oregon 
spotted frogs at Conboy Lake 
(Rombough et al. 2006, p. 210). On the 
other hand, Oregon spotted frogs at 
Trout Lake NAP in Washington also 
exhibit body sizes that exceed the 
general mean and range for the species 
elsewhere but do not co-occur with 
bullfrogs. Winterkill could be a factor in 
controlling the bullfrog population at 
Conboy Lake and, hence, facilitating co-
existence with Oregon spotted frogs 
(Engler and Hayes 1998, p. 2); however, 
the Oregon spotted frog population at 
Conboy Lake has declined over the last 
decade, some of which is likely due to 
bullfrog predation. Bullfrogs have been 
actively controlled in the Sunriver area 
in Oregon for more than 40 years, and 
despite efforts to eradicate them, they 
have been expanding in distribution 
(Bowerman 2012, pers. comm.). 
Bullfrogs have been documented up to 
4,300 feet (1,311 m) elevation in the 
Little Deschutes River sub-basin in 
habitat occupied by Oregon spotted frog. 
Bullfrogs have been found in 10 of the 
15 sub-basins occupied by Oregon 
spotted frogs, but are relatively rare at 
most of the locations where they co-
occur. However, based on our threats 
analysis, the impacts due to predation 
and/or competition with bullfrogs 
within the Lower Fraser River, Middle 
Klickitat sub-basins in Washington, and 
the Upper Klamath Lake sub-basin in 
Oregon are considered to be high to very 
high because of the more extensive 
overlap between these two species in 
these areas. 

Green frogs (Lithobates clamitans) are 
native to the eastern United States but 
have been introduced to the western 
United States and Canada. This 
introduced species occurs at a few lakes 

in Whatcom County, Washington 
(McAllister 1995; WDFW WSDM 
database), but Oregon spotted frogs are 
not known to occur in these lakes. 
Green frogs do co-occur with Oregon 
spotted frogs at Maria and Mountain 
Sloughs in British Columbia (COSEWIC 
2011, p. 36). Adult green frogs may eat 
young Oregon spotted frogs, but adult 
Oregon spotted frogs may reach a size 
that is too large to be prey for the 
species. Whether green frogs are 
significant competitors of Oregon 
spotted frogs is currently unknown. 
High population densities of green frogs 
possibly attract and maintain higher 
than normal population densities of 
native predators, which in turn 
increases predation pressure on Oregon 
spotted frogs (Canadian Recovery Team 
2012, p. 19). 

Conservation Efforts To Reduce Disease 
or Predation 

Despite considerable knowledge about 
the habitat and management 
requirements for Oregon spotted frog, 
refuge management at the Conboy Lakes 
National Wildlife Refuge remains 
complex as habitat needs and the 
abatement of other stressors often 
conflict with the conventional intensive 
wetland management that occurs on the 
refuge (USFWS, 2010b, p. 64). The 
historical Conboy Lake basin in 
Washington likely retained water for 10 
to 12 months in most years. Currently, 
it retains water only during wet years 
and is drained annually by the Conboy 
Lake NWR to control bullfrogs for the 
benefit of Oregon spotted frogs. 
However, the draining of the lakebed 
forces all surviving bullfrogs, fish, and 
Oregon spotted frogs into the canal 
system for the fall and winter, 
increasing potential predation for 
Oregon spotted frogs. 

In the Upper and Little Deschutes 
River sub-basins in Oregon, there has 
been little effort to control invasive 
predators. Bullfrog eradication has been 
attempted at two sites within the Upper 
and Little Deschutes sub-basins: 
Sunriver and Crosswater, respectively. 
However, it appears that bullfrogs may 
be increasing in the Sunriver area 
(Bowerman 2012, pers. comm.). 

Current predator or disease 
conservation efforts in the Klamath 
Basin in Oregon are limited to bullfrog 
control or eradication. U.S. Geological 
Survey has conducted a bullfrog 
eradication program on Crane Creek 
since bullfrogs appeared in 2010. In 
addition, the BLM has been controlling 
and reducing bullfrogs and analyzing 
the gut contents of bullfrogs at all life 
stages on their Wood River property in 
Oregon for 6 years. Bullfrog detections 

and collection have decreased in 
different areas of the canal in recent 
years (Roninger 2012, pers. comm.). The 
number of bullfrogs removed and seen 
at this site has decreased, and in the last 
few years, the bulk of the bullfrog 
removal has been from the north canal 
and Seven-mile canal areas (outside the 
Oregon spotted frog site), which is 
considered to be the strongest source 
areas for movement into the Oregon 
spotted frog site (Roninger 2012, pers. 
comm). However, despite these efforts, 
bullfrogs continue to persist in these 
Oregon spotted frog habitats. 

Summary of disease and predation— 
Saprolegnia, Bd, and Ribeiroia ondatrae 
have been found in Oregon spotted frogs 
and compounded with other stressors, 
such as UV–B exposure, degradation of 
habitat quality, or increased predation 
pressure, may contribute to population 
declines. Bd and R. ondatrae, in 
particular, infect post-metamorphic 
frogs and reductions in these life stages 
are more likely to lead to population 
declines in pond-breeding amphibians; 
however, these are not currently known 
to be causing population declines in 
Oregon spotted frogs. Disease continues 
to be a concern, but more information is 
needed to determine the severity of 
impact that diseases may have on 
Oregon spotted frogs. Therefore, based 
on the best available scientific evidence, 
we have no information to indicate that 
disease is a known threat to the Oregon 
spotted frog. 

Introduced fish species prey on 
tadpoles, negatively affect overwintering 
habitat, and can significantly threaten 
Oregon spotted frog populations, 
especially during droughts, as aquatic 
habitat areas become smaller and escape 
cover is reduced. Cushman et al. 2007 
(p. 22) states that both Hayes (1997) and 
Pearl (1999) hypothesized that low 
water conditions have the potential to 
increase overlap between Oregon 
spotted frog and nonnative predators 
such as brook trout and bullfrogs. 
Increased overlap in habitat use 
between Oregon spotted frog and 
nonnative predators is likely to result in 
greater loss to predation. Bullfrogs (and 
likely green frogs) prey on juvenile and 
adult Oregon spotted frogs and bullfrog 
larvae can outcompete or displace 
Oregon spotted frog larvae, effectively 
reducing all Oregon spotted frog life 
stages and posing a significant threat to 
Oregon spotted frogs. At least one 
nonnative predaceous species occurs 
within each of the sub-basins currently 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs, and 
most sub-basins have multiple 
predators. Nine of the 15 occupied sub-
basins are currently experiencing 
moderate to very high impacts due to 



VerDate Mar<15>2010 19:01 Aug 28, 2013 Jkt 229001 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\29AUP3.SGM 29AUP3sr
ob

er
ts

 o
n 

D
S

K
5S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 P
R

O
P

O
S

A
LS

Federal Register / Vol. 78, No. 168 / Thursday, August 29, 2013 / Proposed Rules 53607 

predation, and threats from predators 
are more concentrated in summer/ 
rearing and overwintering habitat. 
While some predator control occurs in 
a few sub-basins, this work is not 
sufficient to ameliorate the threat from 
predators. Therefore, the threats to 
Oregon spotted frogs from predation are 
occurring throughout the entire range of 
the species and are expected to continue 
into the future. 

Factor D. The Inadequacy of Existing 
Regulatory Mechanisms 

Under this factor, we examine 
whether existing regulatory mechanisms 
are inadequate to address the threats to 
the species discussed under the other 
factors. Section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act 
requires the Service to take into account 
‘‘those efforts, if any, being made by any 
State or foreign nation, or any political 
subdivision of a State or foreign nation, 
to protect such species . . . .’’ In 
relation to Factor D under the Act, we 
interpret this language to require the 
Service to consider relevant Federal, 
State, and tribal laws, regulations, and 
other such mechanisms that may 
minimize any of the threats we describe 
in threat analyses under the other four 
factors, or otherwise enhance 
conservation of the species. We give 
strongest weight to statutes and their 
implementing regulations and to 
management direction that stems from 
those laws and regulations. An example 
would be State governmental actions 
enforced under a State statute or 
constitution, or Federal action under 
statute. 

Having evaluated the significance of 
the threat as mitigated by any such 
conservation efforts, we analyze under 
Factor D the extent to which existing 
regulatory mechanisms are inadequate 
to address the specific threats to the 
species. Regulatory mechanisms, if they 
exist, may reduce or eliminate the 
impacts from one or more identified 
threats. In this section, we review 
existing State and Federal regulatory 
mechanisms to determine whether they 
effectively reduce or remove threats to 
the Oregon spotted frog. 

Canadian Laws and Regulations 
In Canada, few regulatory 

mechanisms protect or conserve Oregon 
spotted frogs. In British Columbia, 
Oregon spotted frogs are on the 
Conservation Data Centre’s Red List. 
The Red List includes ecological 
communities, indigenous species and 
subspecies that are extirpated, 
endangered, or threatened in British 
Columbia; placing taxa on the Red List 
flags them as being at risk and requiring 
investigation, but does not confer any 

protection (British Columbia Ministry of 
Environment 2012, p. 1). 

The Oregon spotted frog was 
determined to be endangered by the 
Committee on the Status of Endangered 
Wildlife in Canada in 1999, with status 
reexamined and confirmed in 2000 and 
2011, and it received an endangered 
determination under the Canadian 
Species at Risk Act (SARA) in 2003 
(COSFRT 2012, p. 1). SARA makes it an 
offense to kill, harm, harass, capture or 
take an individual of a listed species 
that is extirpated, endangered or 
threatened; or to possess, collect, buy, 
sell or trade an individual of a listed 
species that is extirpated, endangered or 
threatened, or any part or derivative of 
such an individual (S.C. ch 29 section 
32); or damage or destroy the residence 
of one or more individuals of a listed 
endangered or threatened species or of 
a listed extirpated species if a recovery 
strategy has recommended its 
reintroduction (S.C. ch 29 sections 33, 
58). The prohibitions on harm to 
individuals and destruction of 
residences are limited to Federal lands. 
Three of the four breeding locations in 
Canada occur wholly or partially on 
private lands, which are not subject to 
SARA prohibitions (COSEWIC 2011, p. 
38). 

Habitat protection in British Columbia 
is limited to the Federal Fisheries Act, 
British Columbia Water Act, and the 
provincial Riparian Areas Regulation 
(COSEWIC 2011, p. 38). The Fisheries 
Act limits activities that can cause 
harmful alteration, disruption, or 
destruction of fish habitat, with the 
primary goal being no net loss of fish 
habitat. The Water Act is the principal 
law for managing the diversion and use 
of provincial water resources. License 
holders are entitled to divert and use 
water; store water; construct, maintain, 
and operate anything capable of or used 
for the proper diversion, storage, 
carriage, distribution, and use of the 
water or the power produced from it; 
alter or improve a stream or channel for 
any purpose; and construct fences, 
screens, and fish or game guards across 
streams for the purpose of conserving 
fish and wildlife (Water Act Part 2, 
section 5). The Riparian Areas 
Regulation was enacted under Section 
12 of the Fish Protection Act and calls 
on local governments to protect riparian 
fish habitat during residential, 
commercial, and industrial 
development. The habitat protections 
under these Acts are designed to benefit 
fish species. As discussed under Factor 
A, riparian protection and restoration 
actions designed specifically to benefit 
fish can be detrimental to Oregon 
spotted frogs and their habitat. 

United States Federal Laws and 
Regulations 

No Federal laws specifically protect 
the Oregon spotted frog. Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act is the primary 
Federal law that is relevant to the 
Oregon spotted frog’s aquatic habitat. 
Through a permit process under section 
404, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of 
the United States, including navigable 
waters and wetlands that may contain 
Oregon spotted frogs. However, many 
actions highly detrimental to Oregon 
spotted frogs and their habitats, such as 
irrigation diversion structure 
construction and maintenance and other 
activities associated with ongoing 
farming operations in existing cropped 
wetlands, are exempt from Clean Water 
Act requirements. 

In Washington and Oregon, current 
section 404 regulations provide for the 
issuance of nationwide permits for at 
least 15 of the 52 categories of activities 
identified under the nationwide permit 
program (USACOE 2012a, pp. 1–46), 
which, for example, could result in the 
permanent loss of up to 500 ft (150 m) 
of streambank and 1 ac (0.4 ha) of 
wetlands (USACOE 2012a, 2012b, 
2012c). Projects authorized under a 
nationwide permit receive minimal 
public and agency review, and in many 
cases, agency notification is not 
required. Individual permits are subject 
to a more rigorous review, and may be 
required for nationwide permit 
activities with more than minimal 
impacts. Under both the individual and 
nationwide permit programs, no 
activities can be authorized if they are 
likely to directly or indirectly (1) 
jeopardize the continued existence of a 
threatened or endangered species, or a 
species proposed for designation, or (2) 
destroy or adversely modify the critical 
habitat of such species, unless section 7 
consultation addressing the effects of 
the proposed activity has been 
completed. During section 7 
consultation, effects to the species itself 
and aquatic habitat/wetlands would be 
considered. 

For nationwide permits, Corps 
notification may not be required 
depending upon the project type and 
the amount of wetland to be impacted. 
Impacts to wetlands may be authorized 
with no compensatory mitigation in 
some cases. In other cases, wetland 
impacts may be authorized if the 
permittee demonstrates the project 
footprint has been designed to avoid 
most wetland impacts and unavoidable 
impacts can be adequately mitigated 
through wetland creation, restoration, or 
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enhancement. For example, nationwide 
permits authorize the discharge of fill 
material into 0.25 ac (0.1 ha) of 
wetlands with no requirement for 
compensatory mitigation. In situations 
where compensatory wetland mitigation 
is required, in kind mitigation is 
preferred but not required. 

A Washington State wetland 
mitigation evaluation study (Johnson et 
al. (2002b, entire) found a resulting net 
loss of wetlands with or without 
compensatory mitigation, because 
wetland creation and enhancement 
projects were minimally successful or 
not successful in implementation nor in 
achieving their ecologically relevant 
measures. In Washington, mitigation 
sites within the South Fork Nooksack, 
Samish, and Black River sub-basins 
have been designed to improve water 
quality by planting trees and shrubs. 
Some of these activities have been 
conducted in Oregon spotted frog 
breeding habitat. Therefore, an activity 
that fills Oregon spotted frog habitat 
could be mitigated by restoring and or 
creating riparian habitat suitable for 
fish, but which is not suitable for frogs. 
In general, most riparian habitat 
restoration in Washington is targeted 
toward salmon species and does not 
include floodplain depression wetlands. 

State Laws and Regulations 
Washington—Although there is no 

State Endangered Species Act in 
Washington, the Washington Fish and 
Wildlife Commission has the authority 
to list species (RCW 77.12.020). State-
listed species are protected from direct 
take, but their habitat is not protected 
(RCW 77.15.120). The Oregon spotted 
frog was listed as a State endangered 
species in Washington in August 1997 
(Watson et al. 1998, p. 1; 2003, p. 292; 
WAC 232–12–014). State listings 
generally consider only the status of the 
species within the State’s borders, and 
do not depend upon the same 
considerations as a potential Federal 
listing. Unoccupied or unsurveyed 
habitat is not protected unless by 
County ordinances or other similar rules 
or laws. 

Oregon spotted frogs are a Priority 
Species under Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife’s (WDFW) Priority 
Habitats and Species Program (WDFW 
2008, pp. 68). As a Priority Species, the 
Oregon spotted frog may receive some 
protection of its habitat under 
environmental reviews of applications 
for county or municipal development 
permits and through implementation of 
Priority Habitats and Species 
management recommendations. Priority 
Habitat and Species Management 
Recommendations for this species 

include maintaining stable water levels 
and natural flow rates; maintaining 
vegetation along stream banks or pond 
edges; avoidance of introducing 
nonnative amphibians, reptiles, or fish; 
avoidance of removing algae from 
rearing areas; avoiding alteration of 
muddy substrates; controlling 
stormwater runoff away from frog 
habitat; avoiding application of 
pesticides in or adjacent to water bodies 
used by Oregon spotted frogs; and 
surveying within the historical range of 
the species (Nordstrom and Milner 
1997, pp. 6–5–6–6). 

The Clean Water Act of 1972 requires 
States to set water quality standards to 
protect beneficial uses, identify sources 
of pollution in waters that fail to meet 
State water quality standards (Section 
303(d)), and to develop water quality 
plans to address those pollutants. 
Although the Clean Water Act is a 
Federal law, authority for implementing 
this law has been delegated to the State. 
Washington State adopted revised water 
quality standards for temperature and 
intergravel dissolved oxygen in 
December 2006, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) approved these 
revised standards in February 2008 
(EPA 2008). Although candidate species 
were not the focus, proponents believed 
that the proposed standards would 
likely protect native aquatic species. 
The temperature standards are intended 
to restore thermal regimes to protect 
sensitive native salmonids, and, if 
temperature is not a limiting factor in 
sustaining viable salmonid populations, 
other native species would likely be 
protected (EPA 2007, p. 14). 

The State has developed water quality 
plans for the Lower Nooksack, Samish, 
and Upper Chehalis Rivers; however, as 
of 2008 (most recent freshwater listing), 
portions of the Sumas River; Black 
Slough in the S.F. Nooksack River sub-
basin; portions of the Samish River; 
segments of the Black River; segments of 
Dempsey, Allen, and Beaver Creeks in 
the Black River drainage, and a segment 
in the upper portion of Trout Lake Creek 
were listed by the Washington 
Department of Ecology (WDOE) as not 
meeting water quality standards for a 
variety of parameters, including 
temperature, fecal coliform, pH, and 
dissolved oxygen (see Factor E). In 
addition, for the streams/rivers where 
the temperature or fecal coliform 
standard is exceeded, the water quality 
plans call for planting trees and shrubs 
and excluding cattle, which would not 
be conducive to the creation and 
maintenance of early seral stage 
conditions (i.e., emergent vegetation) 
necessary for Oregon spotted frog egg-
laying habitat (see Factor A). 

Oregon—Oregon has a State 
Endangered Species Act, but the Oregon 
spotted frog is not State listed. Although 
this species is on the Oregon sensitive 
species list and is considered critically 
sensitive, this designation provides little 
protection (ODFW 1996, OAR 635–100– 
0040). Once an Oregon ‘‘native wildlife’’ 
species is federally listed as threatened 
or endangered, it is included as a State-
listed species and receives some 
protection and management, primarily 
on State owned or managed lands (OAR 
635–100–0100 to OAR 635–100–0180; 
ORS 496.171 to ORS 496.192). 

Although the Clean Water Act is a 
Federal law, authority for implementing 
this law has been delegated to the State. 
Oregon adopted revised water quality 
standards for temperature, intergravel 
dissolved oxygen, and anti-degradation 
in December 2003, and EPA approved 
these revised standards in March 2004 
(EPA 2004). Although candidate species 
were not the focus, it was believed that 
the proposed standards would likely 
protect native aquatic species. The 
proposed temperature standards are 
intended to restore thermal regimes to 
protect sensitive native salmonids and, 
if temperature is not a limiting factor in 
sustaining viable salmonid populations, 
other native species would likely be 
protected (EPA 2004). In December 
2012, EPA approved additions to 
Oregon’s 303(d) list, which includes 
waterbodies that do not meet water 
quality standards for multiple 
parameters (ODEQ 2012). Many of the 
streams associated with Oregon spotted 
frog habitat are 303(d) listed by the 
Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (see Factor E). 

Oregon’s Removal-Fill Law (ORS 
196.795–990) requires people who plan 
to remove or fill material in waters of 
the State to obtain a permit from the 
Department of State Lands. Wetlands 
and waterways in Oregon are protected 
by both State and Federal laws. Projects 
impacting waters often require both a 
State removal-fill permit, issued by the 
Department of State Lands (DSL), and a 
Federal permit issued by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps). A permit is 
required only if 50 cubic yards (cy) or 
more of fill or removal will occur. The 
removal fill law does not regulate the 
draining of wetlands (see Local Laws 
and Regulations below). 

Local Laws and Regulations 
Washington—The Washington 

Shoreline Management Act’s purpose is 
‘‘to prevent the inherent harm in an 
uncoordinated and piecemeal 
development of the State’s shorelines.’’ 
Shorelines are defined as: all marine 
waters; streams and rivers with greater 
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than 20 cfs (0.6 cms) mean annual flow; 
lakes 20 ac or larger; upland areas called 
shorelands that extend 200 ft (61 m) 
landward from the edge of these waters; 
and the following areas when they are 
associated with one of the previous 
shorelines: biological wetlands and river 
deltas, and some or all of the 100-year 
floodplain, including all wetlands 
within the 100-year floodplain. Each 
city and county with ‘‘shorelines of the 
state’’ must prepare and adopt a 
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) that is 
based on State laws and rules but is 
tailored to the specific geographic, 
economic, and environmental needs of 
the community. The local SMP is 
essentially a shoreline-specific 
combined comprehensive plan, zoning 
ordinance, and development permit 
system. 

The Washington State Growth 
Management Act of 1990 requires all 
jurisdictions in the State to designate 
and protect critical areas. The State 
defines five broad categories of critical 
areas, including (a) wetlands; (b) areas 
with a critical recharging effect on 
aquifers used for potable water; (c) fish 
and wildlife habitat conservation areas; 
(d) frequently flooded areas; and (e) 
geologically hazardous areas. The 
County Area Ordinance (CAO) is the 
county regulation that most directly 
addresses protection of the critical areas 
mapped by each county. 

Frequently, local government will 
have adopted zoning regulations and 
comprehensive land use plans that 
apply both within and outside shoreline 
areas. When these codes are applied 
within the shoreline area, there may be 
differences in the zoning regulations 
and the plan policies as compared with 
the regulations and policies of the SMP. 
Because the SMP is technically a State 
law (i.e., WAC), the requirements of the 
SMP will prevail in the event of a 
conflict with the local zoning or plan. 
Generally, however, a conflict will not 
exist if the zoning or plan requirements 
are more protective of the shoreline 
environment than the SMP. For 
example, if the zoning district allows a 
density of one unit per acre, and the 
SMP allows a density of two units per, 
the requirements of the more restrictive 
code would prevail. 

Within each county in Washington, 
the SMP and CAO are the regulations 
that most directly address protection of 
Oregon spotted frog habitat. A brief 
discussion of the current SMPs and 
CAOs for the five counties where 
Oregon spotted frogs are known to occur 
follows. 

Whatcom County: Whatcom County 
updated its Shoreline Management 
Program in 2008. Based on 

interpretation of the 2008 SMP, the 
known Oregon spotted frog occupied 
locations in the Lower Chilliwack or 
South Fork Nooksack River sub-basins 
are not ‘‘shorelines.’’ Samish River 
within Whatcom County is designated 
as Conservancy Shoreline that provides 
specific allowed uses and setbacks. 
Presently, the two primary uses of this 
area are agricultural and residential, 
both of which are allowed under the 
SMP, with some restrictions. 
Restrictions include shoreline setbacks 
of 15–20 ft (4.5–6.1 m) and allowance of 
no more than 10 percent impervious 
surface (although it is uncertain whether 
this is applicable on a per-project, per-
acre, or per-basin basis). One of the 
allowed uses is restoration, which is 
focused on recovery of salmon and bull 
trout. Many of the restoration actions 
targeting salmon and bull trout recovery 
are not conducive to maintaining early 
seral vegetation stages necessary to 
maintain Oregon spotted frog egg-laying 
habitat. Some activities would require a 
permit that must be reviewed and 
approved by Whatcom County and the 
Washington Department of Ecology for 
consistency. 

The Whatcom County CAO that is the 
most relevant to Oregon spotted frogs 
applies to wetland areas, which are 
present in the three sub-basins where 
Oregon spotted frogs occur in this 
county. Activities in all wetlands are 
regulated unless the wetland is 1⁄10 ac or 
smaller in size; however, activities that 
can destroy or modify Oregon spotted 
frog habitat can still occur under the 
existing CAO. Activities that are 
conditionally allowed include surface 
water discharge; storm water 
management facilities; storm water 
conveyance or discharge facilities; 
public roads, bridges, and trails; single-
family developments; and onsite sewage 
disposal systems. Buffers and mitigation 
are required, but can be adjusted by the 
county. In general, wetlands and the 
associated wetland buffer CAOs target 
an avoidance strategy, which may not be 
beneficial to the maintenance of Oregon 
spotted frog early seral stage habitat on 
a long-term basis in areas where reed 
canarygrass is present. Within the areas 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs in the 
three sub-basins, all egg-laying habitat is 
within seasonally flooded areas, which 
may or may not be defined as wetlands. 
Rather than an avoidance strategy, these 
areas may require management actions 
to remove reed canarygrass in order to 
maintain egg-laying habitat and provide 
for Oregon spotted frog persistence. 
Within Whatcom County, protective 
measures for Oregon spotted frogs are 
afforded under both the SMP and the 

CAOs, although no measures are 
specifically directed toward this 
species. 

Skagit County: Skagit County’s 
revisions to its SMP are under review 
and anticipated to be adopted by June 
2013 (www.skagitcounty.net). Until the 
revised SMP is approved by WDOE, the 
1976 SMP remains in effect. The portion 
of the Samish River in Skagit County is 
designated as Rural Shoreline Area, and 
typified by low overall structural 
density, and low to moderate intensity 
of agriculture, residential development, 
outdoor recreation, and forestry 
operations uses. This designation is 
intended to maintain open spaces and 
opportunities for recreational activities 
and a variety of uses compatible with 
agriculture and the shoreline 
environment. Presently, the two primary 
uses of the Samish River where Oregon 
spotted frog occur are agricultural and 
residential. With some restrictions, 
almost all activities are allowed within 
this designation, and the draining of 
wetlands is not prohibited. Agricultural 
users are encouraged to retain 
vegetation along stream banks. 
Developments and sand and gravel 
extractions are allowed provided they 
are compatible with agricultural uses. 
These types of activities can be 
detrimental to Oregon spotted frog egg-
laying habitat. 

The Skagit County CAO designates 
lands adjacent to the Samish River 
where Oregon spotted frogs are known 
to occur as Rural Resource or 
Agricultural. These land designations 
and the associated allowed activities are 
intended to provide some protection of 
hydrological functions, but they are 
primarily designed to retain a rural 
setting (low residential density) or to 
ensure the stability and productivity of 
agriculture and forestry in the county, 
which has some benefits to the Oregon 
spotted frog. 

Thurston County: Thurston County’s 
revision of its SMP is currently under 
way, and until the revised SMP is 
completed and approved, the 1990 SMP 
remains in effect. The majority of the 
areas within the Black River that are 
known to be occupied by Oregon 
spotted frogs are either undesignated 
(primarily the tributaries) or designated 
as Natural or Conservancy 
Environments. Two small areas are 
designated as Urban at the town of 
Littlerock and along Beaver Creek. Fish 
Pond Creek, a known Oregon spotted 
frog breeding location, is within the 
designated Urban Growth Area. Within 
the Natural Environment designation 
areas, most activity types are prohibited, 
although livestock grazing, low-
intensity recreation, low-density (1⁄10 ac) 

http://www.skagitcounty.net
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residences, and conditional shoreline 
alterations are allowed. Within 
Conservancy Environments, most 
activities are conditionally allowed, and 
would require a permit that must be 
reviewed and approved by Thurston 
County and WDOE for consistency with 
the SMP. 

Thurston County approved a revision 
to the CAO in July 2012. The Thurston 
County CAO that is the most relevant to 
Oregon spotted frogs addresses 
Wetlands, although the 100-year 
floodplain and Channel Migration Zone 
designations are also applicable. 
Activities in most wetlands are 
regulated, other than those less than or 
equal to 1,000 square feet in size. As a 
result, activities that can destroy or 
modify Oregon spotted frog habitat may 
still occur, such as asphalt batch plant 
construction, new agricultural uses, boat 
ramps, docks, piers, floats, bridge or 
culvert projects, clearing-grading-
excavation activities, and dredging/ 
removal operations. Buffers and 
mitigation are required, but can be 
adjusted by the county. In general, 
wetlands and the associated wetland 
buffer CAOs strive toward a no-
management approach, which may not 
be beneficial to the maintenance of 
Oregon spotted frog early seral stage 
habitat on a long-term basis. Within the 
areas occupied by Oregon spotted frogs 
in the Black River, all egg-laying habitat 
is within seasonally flooded areas, 
which may or may not be defined as 
wetlands. Rather than an avoidance 
strategy, these areas may require 
management actions to remove reed 
canarygrass in order to maintain egg-
laying habitat. Within Thurston County, 
protective measures for Oregon spotted 
frogs are afforded under both the SMP 
and CAOs, although no measures are 
specifically directed toward this 
species. 

Skamania County: Skamania County’s 
revision to its SMP is under way, and 
until revised, the 1980 SMP is in effect. 
According to the 1980 SMP, Trout Lake 
Creek is not a shoreline of Skamania 
County. The portions of Trout Lake 
Creek that are in Skamania County have 
no designated critical areas. Therefore, 
the SMP and CAO are not applicable to 
Oregon spotted frog habitat in Skamania 
County. 

Klickitat County: Klickitat County’s 
SMP was adopted in 1998 and revised 
in 2007. Based on the 2007 SMP, only 
Trout Lake Creek is considered a 
‘‘shoreline,’’ and within the area 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs, 
regulations for both Natural and 
Conservancy Environments apply. 
Within the Natural Environments, most 
activity types are prohibited, except for 

nonintensive pasturing or grazing, 
recreation (access trails/passive uses), 
bulkheads (conditional uses), and 
shoreline alterations (conditional). 
Within Conservancy Environments, 
most activities are conditionally 
allowed, and require a permit that must 
be reviewed and approved by Klickitat 
County and WDOE for consistency. 

Klickitat County’s CAO was adopted 
in 2001 and amended in 2004. Mapping 
of critical areas was not available, so our 
analysis includes only wetlands 
provisions. Activities in all wetlands 
greater than 2,500 square ft (232 square 
m) in size are regulated; however, some 
activities are exempted, including 
agricultural uses and maintenance of 
surface water systems (for example, 
irrigation and drainage ditches). These 
types of activities can destroy or modify 
Oregon spotted frog habitat. Buffers and 
mitigation are required, but can be 
adjusted by the county. In general, 
wetlands and the associated wetland 
buffer CAOs strive toward a no-
management approach, which may 
result in the loss of Oregon spotted frog 
early seral stage habitat on a long-term 
basis. Within the areas occupied by 
Oregon spotted frogs in Klickitat 
County, all egg-laying habitat is within 
seasonally flooded areas, which may or 
may not be defined as wetlands. Rather 
than an avoidance strategy, these areas 
may require management actions to 
remove reed canarygrass in order to 
maintain egg-laying habitat. Within 
Klickitat County, protective measures 
for Oregon spotted frogs are afforded 
under both the SMP and CAOs, 
although no measures are specifically 
directed toward this species. 

Oregon—In Oregon, the Land 
Conservation and Development 
Commission in 1974 adopted Goal 5 as 
a broad statewide planning goal that 
covers more than a dozen resources, 
including wildlife habitats and natural 
areas. Goal 5 and related Oregon 
Administrative Rules (Chapter 660, 
Divisions 16 and 23) describe how cities 
and counties are to plan and zone land 
to conserve resources listed in the goal. 
Goal 5 is a required planning process 
that allows local governments to make 
decisions about land use regulations 
and whether to protect the individual 
resources based upon potential conflicts 
involving economic, social, 
environmental, and energy 
consequences. It does not require 
minimum levels of protections for 
natural resources, but does require 
weighing the various impacts to 
resources from land use. 

Counties in Oregon within the range 
of Oregon spotted frog may have zoning 
ordinances that reflect protections set 

forth during the Goal 5 planning 
process. The following will briefly 
discuss these within each county where 
Oregon spotted frogs are currently 
known to occur. 

Deschutes County: In accordance with 
the State-wide planning process 
discussed above (State Regulations and 
Laws—Oregon), Deschutes County 
completed a Comprehensive Plan in 
1979, which was updated in 2011, 
although Oregon spotted frog habitat is 
not included within the Comprehensive 
Plan as a Goal 5 resource site. The 
Comprehensive Plan is implemented 
primarily through zoning. Deschutes 
County zoning ordinances that regulate 
the removal and fill of wetlands 
(18.128.270), development within the 
floodplain (18.96.100) and siting of 
structures within 100 ft (30 m) of 
streams may provide indirect 
protections to Oregon spotted frog 
habitat on private lands along the Upper 
and Little Deschutes Rivers. The 
Deschutes County zoning regulations do 
not regulate the draining of wetlands or 
hydrologic modifications, and the 
Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) 
regulates only actions that involve more 
than 50 cubic yards (cy) (38 m3) of 
wetland removal. Therefore, 
development associated with small 
wetland removals is neither regulated 
under the Deschutes County 
Comprehensive Plan nor Oregon DSL 
(See DSL discussion above), which 
could negatively impact Oregon spotted 
frog habitat. 

Klamath County: Article 57 of the 
Klamath County Comprehensive Plan 
Policy (KCCPP) and associated Klamath 
County Development Code mandates 
provisions to preserve significant 
natural and cultural resources; address 
the economic, social, environmental, 
and energy consequences of conflicting 
uses upon significant natural and 
cultural resources; and permit 
development in a manner that does not 
adversely impact identified resource 
values (KCDC 2005, p. 197). This plan 
identifies significant wetlands, riparian 
areas, Class I streams, and fish habitat 
as a significant resource and identifies 
potentially conflicting uses including 
shoreline development or alteration, 
removal of riparian vegetation, filling or 
removing material, in-stream 
modification, introduction of pollutants, 
water impoundments, and drainage or 
channelization (KCCPP 2005, pp. 33–34, 
KCDC 2005, p. 199). All land uses that 
represent these conflicting uses are 
reviewed and applicants must clearly 
demonstrate that the proposed use will 
not negatively impact the resource 
(KCDC 2005, p. 200; KCCPP 2005, p. 
25). However, all accepted farm 
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practices or forest practices are exempt 
from this provision (KCDC 2005, p. 
198), including (but not limited to) 
buildings, wineries, mineral 
exploration, and under certain 
circumstances, the establishment of golf 
courses and agricultural and 
commercial industries (KCDC 2005, pp. 
160–163; 176–177). If any of these 
practices disturb less than 50 cy (38.2 
m3) of wetlands, they are not regulated 
by either KC CPP or Oregon DSL (See 
DSL discussion above). Therefore, the 
development associated with small 
wetland removals could negatively 
impact Oregon spotted frog habitat. 

Jackson County: No specific county 
regulations pertain to wetlands within 
Jackson County ordinances. This county 
relies on the Oregon DSL to regulate the 
development and protection of wetlands 
(see DSL discussion above) (Skyles 
2012, pers. comm.). 

Summary of Existing Regulatory 
Mechanisms 

The existing regulatory mechanisms 
described above are not sufficient to 
reduce or remove threats to the Oregon 
spotted frog habitat, particularly habitat 
loss and degradation. The lack of 
essential habitat protection under 
Federal, State, Provincial, and local 
laws leaves this species at continued 
risk of habitat loss and degradation in 
British Columbia, Washington, and 
Oregon. The review of impacts to 
wetlands under the Clean Water Act is 
minimal, and several occupied sub-
basins in Washington and Oregon do 
not meet water quality standards. In 
many cases, laws and regulations that 
pertain to retention and restoration of 
wetland and riverine areas are designed 
to be beneficial to fish species, 
specifically salmonids, resulting in the 
unintentional elimination or 
degradation of Oregon spotted frog 
habitat. For example, CAOs in some 
Washington counties prohibit grazing 
within the riparian corridor, which is an 
active management technique used to 
control invasive reed canarygrass. 

Additional regulatory flexibility 
would be desirable for actively 
maintaining habitat in those areas 
essential for the conservation of Oregon 
spotted frog. We note that the area 
where these potential incompatibilities 
apply are limited in scope (i.e., 
approximately 5,000 ac (2,000 ha) and 
20 mi (33 km) along the Black Slough 
and Sumas, Samish, and Black Rivers in 
Washington), because the area inhabited 
by Oregon spotted frogs is quite small 
relative to the extensive range of 
salmonids. In other cases, no regulations 
address threats related to the draining or 
development of wetlands or hydrologic 

modifications, which can eliminate or 
degrade Oregon spotted frog habitat. In 
summary, degradation of habitat for the 
Oregon spotted frog is ongoing despite 
existing regulatory mechanisms. These 
regulatory mechanisms have been 
insufficient to significantly reduce or 
remove the threats to the Oregon spotted 
frog. 

Factor E. Other Natural or Manmade 
Factors Affecting Its Continued 
Existence 

Site Size and Isolation/Population 
Turnover Rates/Breeding Effort 
Concentrations and Site Fidelity 

Most species’ populations fluctuate 
naturally in response to weather events, 
disease, predation, or other factors. 
These factors, however, have less 
impact on a species with a wide and 
continuous distribution. In addition, 
smaller, isolated populations are 
generally more likely to be extirpated by 
stochastic events and genetic drift 
(Lande 1988, pp. 1456–1458). Many of 
the Oregon spotted frog breeding 
locations comprise less than 50 adult 
frogs, are isolated from other breeding 
locations, and may already be stressed 
by other factors, such as drought or 
predation, and are then more vulnerable 
to random, naturally occurring events. 
Where Oregon spotted frog locations 
have small population sizes and are 
isolated, their vulnerability to 
extirpation from factors such as 
fluctuating water levels, disease, and 
predation increases. 

Funk et al. (2008, p. 205) found low 
genetic variation in Oregon spotted 
frogs, which likely reflects small 
effective population sizes, historical or 
current genetic bottlenecks, and/or low 
gene flow among populations. Genetic 
work by Blouin et al. (2010) indicates 
low genetic diversity within and high 
genetic differentiation among each of 
the six Oregon spotted frog groups 
(British Columbia, Chehalis and 
Columbia drainages, Camas Prairie, 
central Oregon Cascades, and the 
Klamath Basin). This pattern of genetic 
fragmentation is likely caused by low 
connectivity between sites and naturally 
small populations sizes. Gene flow is 
very limited between locations, 
especially if separated by 6 mi (10 km) 
or more, and at the larger scale, genetic 
groups have the signature of complete 
isolation (Blouin et al. 2010, p. 2187). At 
least two of the locations sampled by 
Blouin et al. (2010) (Camas Prairie and 
Trout Lake) show indications of recent 
genetic drift. 

Modeling across a variety of 
amphibian taxa suggests that pond-
breeding frogs have high temporal 

variances of population abundances and 
high local extinction rates relative to 
other groups of amphibians, with 
smaller frog populations undergoing 
disproportionately large fluctuations in 
abundance (Green 2003, pp. 339–341). 
The vulnerability of Oregon spotted frog 
egg masses to fluctuating water levels 
(Hayes et al. 2000, pp. 10–12; Pearl and 
Bury 2000, p. 10), the vulnerability of 
post-metamorphic stages to predation 
(Hayes 1994, p. 25), and low 
overwintering survival (Hallock and 
Pearson 2001, p. 8) can contribute to 
relatively rapid population turnovers, 
suggesting Oregon spotted frogs are 
particularly vulnerable to local 
extirpations from stochastic events and 
chronic sources of mortality (Pearl and 
Hayes 2004, p. 11). The term ‘‘rapid 
population turnovers’’ refers to 
disproportionately large fluctuations in 
abundance. 

Oregon spotted frogs concentrate their 
breeding efforts in relatively few 
locations (Hayes et al. 2000, pp. 5–6; 
McAllister and White 2001, p. 11). For 
example, Hayes et al. (2000, pp. 5–6) 
found that 2 percent of breeding sites 
accounted for 19 percent of the egg 
masses at the Conboy Lake NWR. 
Similar breeding concentrations have 
been found elsewhere in Washington 
and in Oregon. Moreover, Oregon 
spotted frogs exhibit relatively high 
fidelity to breeding locations, using the 
same seasonal pools every year and 
often using the same egg-laying sites. In 
years of extremely high or low water, 
the frogs may use alternative sites. For 
example, the Trout Lake Creek and 
Conboy Lake frogs return to traditional 
breeding areas every year, but the egg-
laying sites change based on water 
depth at the time of breeding. A 
stochastic event that impacts any one of 
these breeding locations could 
significantly reduce the Oregon spotted 
frog population associated with that 
sub-basin. 

Egg mass count data suggests a 
positive correlation and significant link 
between site size and Oregon spotted 
frog breeding population size (Pearl and 
Hayes 2004, p. 12). Larger sites are more 
likely to provide the seasonal 
microhabitats required by Oregon 
spotted frogs, have a more reliable prey 
base, and include overwintering habitat. 
The minimum amount of habitat 
thought to be required to maintain an 
Oregon spotted frog population is about 
10 ac (4 ha) (Hayes 1994, Part II pp. 5 
and 7). Smaller sites generally have a 
small number of frogs and, as described 
above, are more vulnerable to 
extirpation. Some sites in Oregon are at 
or below the 10-ac (4-ha) threshold; 
however, Pearl and Hayes (2004, p. 14) 
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believe that these sites were historically 
subpopulations within a larger breeding 
complex and Oregon spotted frogs may 
only be persisting in these small sites 
because the sites exchange migrants or 
seasonal habitat needs are provided 
nearby. 

Movement studies suggest Oregon 
spotted frogs are limited in their 
overland dispersal and potential to 
recolonize sites. Most Oregon spotted 
frog movements are associated with 
aquatic connections (Watson et al. 2003, 
p. 295; Pearl and Hayes 2004, p. 15). 
However, within 10 of the 15 occupied 
sub-basins, one or more of the known 
breeding locations are isolated and 
separated by at least 3.1 mi (5 km) (see 
Life History) and within 9 of the 15 sub-
basins, one or more of the known 
breeding locations are isolated and 
separated by at least 6 mi (10 km), the 
distance over which gene flow is 
extremely low (see Taxonomy). In many 
instances the intervening habitat lacks 
the substantial hydrological connections 
that would allow Oregon spotted frog 
movement. In addition, widespread 
predaceous fish introductions within 
these corridors pose a very high risk to 
frogs that do try to move between 
known locations. Therefore, should a 
stochastic event occur that results in the 
extirpation of an area, natural 
recolonization is unlikely unless 
another known location is 
hydrologically connected and within 3.1 
mi (5 km). 

In British Columbia, the distance 
between the Morris Valley, Mountain 
Slough, and Maria Slough locations is 
about 8 km and each of these locations 
is 50–60 km from Maintenance 
Detachment Aldergrove, making all of 
the known populations isolated from 
one another (COSFRT 2012, p. 15). In 
addition, suitable wetland habitat 
between any two of these locations is 
highly fragmented, and movement 
between populations is unlikely to 
occur. Based on this information and 
the small number of breeding 
individuals (less than 350), the 
Canadian Oregon spotted frog recovery 
team found that the risk from 
demographic and environmental 
stochastic events is high and could 
result in further local extirpations 
(COSFRT 2012, p. v). 

In five of the six extant sub-basins in 
Washington, Oregon spotted frogs are 
restricted to one watershed within the 
sub-basin. Within four of these sub-
basins (South Fork Nooksack, Samish, 
White Salmon, and Middle Klickitat 
Rivers), the known egg-laying locations 
are aquatically connected, such that 
movements could occur and facilitate 
genetic exchange. In the Lower 

Chilliwack, Oregon spotted frogs are 
currently known to occur from only one 
egg-laying location in one watershed 
(Sumas River). There may be additional 
locations within 3.1 mi (5 km) that are 
aquatically connected, but further 
surveys would be needed in order to 
make this determination. In the Black 
River, known egg-laying locations occur 
along the mainstem, as well as in six 
tributaries. Oregon spotted frogs in Fish 
Pond Creek are likely isolated from 
Oregon spotted frogs in the rest of the 
Black River system due to changes in 
the outflow of Black Lake. Black Lake 
Ditch was constructed in 1922, and a 
pipeline at the outlet of the Black Lake 
to Black River was constructed in the 
1960s; both of these structures changed 
the flow such that Black Lake drains to 
the north, except during high flows 
rather than down the Black River as it 
did historically (Foster Wheeler 
Environmental Corporation 2003, pp. 2, 
3, 5, 24). Oregon spotted frogs in the 
other five tributaries may also be 
isolated from each other because there 
is little evidence that the frogs use the 
Black River to move between tributaries, 
although egg-laying locations in these 
tributaries are aquatically connected via 
the Black River. 

In Oregon, two of the eight extant sub-
basins contain single, isolated 
populations of Oregon spotted frogs: 
Lower Deschutes River (i.e., Camas 
Prairie) and Middle Fork Willamette 
River (i.e., Gold Lake). The McKenzie 
River sub-basin contains two 
populations of Oregon spotted frogs that 
are in close proximity but have no 
apparent hydrologic connection to each 
other or to populations in other sub-
basins. In the Deschutes River Basin, 
Oregon spotted frog egg-laying sites are 
found throughout two sub-basins: the 
Upper Deschutes River and the Little 
Deschutes River. These two sub-basins 
are aquatically connected at the 
confluence of the Little Deschutes River 
and the mainstem Deschutes River 
below Wickiup Reservoir. Genetic 
exchange likely occurs between Oregon 
spotted frogs on the lower reach of the 
Little Deschutes River and those along 
the Deschutes River at Sunriver where 
breeding occurs within 3.1 mi (5 km). 
The Wickiup dam and regulated flows 
out of the reservoir limit connectivity 
for Oregon spotted frogs to move within 
the Upper Deschutes River sub-basin, 
such that connectivity between the 
populations above and below the dam 
are unlikely. Only four egg-laying 
locations occur below Wickiup 
Reservoir, two of which are within 6 mi 
(10 km) but separated by a waterfall 
along the Deschutes River. Above 

Wickiup Reservoir, there are 
approximately six clusters of egg-laying 
sites that may be isolated from each 
other by lack of hydrologic connectivity 
(i.e., lakes without outlets) or distances 
greater than 6 mi (10 km). 

In the Little Deschutes River sub-
basin, approximately 23 known egg-
laying locations are within five 
watersheds: Upper, Middle and Lower 
Little Deschutes River; Crescent Creek; 
and Long Prairie. Most egg-laying 
locations throughout the Little 
Deschutes River sub-basin are within 6 
mi (10 km) of each other, and, given that 
much of the private land is unsurveyed, 
the distance between breeding areas is 
likely smaller. In the lower reach of the 
Little Deschutes River near the 
confluence with the Deschutes River 
where more extensive surveys have 
been conducted, egg-laying sites are 
within 3.1 mi (5 km). Wetland 
complexes are extensive and continuous 
along the Little Deschutes River and its 
tributaries, which likely provides 
connectivity between breeding areas. 
Regulated flows out of Crescent Lake 
may affect the aquatic connectivity 
between egg-laying locations, although 
the impacts to Oregon spotted frog 
connectivity are not fully understood. 
The Long Prairie watershed also has 
been hydrologically altered by the 
historical draining of wetlands and 
ditching to supply irrigation water. 
Connectivity between three known egg-
laying locations within this watershed is 
likely affected by the timing and 
duration of regulated flows, and historic 
ditching for irrigation. 

Oregon spotted frogs are found in six 
watersheds within three sub-basins of 
the Klamath River Basin in Oregon 
(Williamson River, Upper Klamath 
Lake, and Upper Klamath). Within the 
Williamson River sub-basin, individuals 
in the Jack Creek watershed are isolated 
from other populations due to lack of 
hydrologic connectivity. The Klamath 
Marsh and Upper Williamson 
populations are aquatically connected 
such that movements could occur and 
facilitate genetic exchange, although 
this presumed gene flow has not been 
demonstrated by recent genetic work 
(Robertson and Funk 2012, p. 10). 

The Upper Klamath Lake sub-basin 
populations are found in two 
watersheds: Wood River and Klamath 
Lake. Populations within and adjacent 
to the Wood River are aquatically 
connected and genetically similar 
(Robertson and Funk 2012, p. 10). 
However, while the Wood River 
populations and the Klamath Lake 
populations have genetic similarities 
(Robertson and Funk 2012, p. 10, 11), 
altered hydrologic connections, 
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distances (>6 mi (terrestrial) (10km)), 
and invasive species, have created 
inhospitable habitat. These conditions 
make it unlikely that individual frogs 
are able to move between watersheds or 
establish additional breeding complexes 
along the current hydrologic system. 
The only potential for hydrologic 
connectivity and movement between 
populations in the Klamath Lake 
populations is between Sevenmile Creek 
and Crane Creek, and between the 
individual breeding complexes on the 
Wood River in the Wood River 
watershed. The Upper Klamath sub-
basin’s Parsnip Lakes and Buck Lake 
populations are isolated from each other 
and the other Klamath Basin 
populations (Robertson and Funk 2012, 
p. 5) due to great hydrological distances 
(> 20 mi (32 km)) and barriers 
(inhospitable habitat and dams). 

Site size and isolation/population 
turnover rates/breeding effort 
concentrations and site fidelity 
conclusion— Historically, Oregon 
spotted frogs were likely distributed 
throughout a watershed, occurred in 
multiple watersheds within a sub-basin, 
and adjusted their breeding areas as 
natural disturbances, such as flood 
events and beaver activity, shifted the 
location and amount of appropriate 
habitat. Currently, Oregon spotted frogs 
are restricted in their range within most 
occupied sub-basins (in some cases only 
occurring in one watershed), and 
breeding areas are isolated (greater than 
dispersal distance apart). Many of the 
Oregon spotted frog breeding locations 
across the range comprise less than 50 
adult frogs and are isolated from other 
breeding locations. Genetic work 
indicates low genetic diversity within 
and high genetic differentiation among 
the six Oregon spotted frog groups. Each 
of these groups have the signature of 
complete isolation, and two show 
indications of recent genetic drift (a 
change in the gene pool of a small 
population that takes place strictly by 
chance). Oregon spotted frogs can 
experience rapid population turnovers 
because of their breeding location 
fidelity and vulnerability to fluctuating 
water levels, predation, and low 
overwinter survival. A stochastic event 
at any one of these small, isolated 
breeding locations could significantly 
reduce the Oregon spotted frog 
population associated with that sub-
basin. Therefore, based on the best 
information available, we consider 
small site size and isolation and small 
population sizes to be a threat to the 
Oregon spotted frog. 

Water Quality and Contamination 
Poor water quality and water 

contamination are playing a role in the 
decline of Oregon spotted frogs, and 
water quality concerns have been 
specifically noted within six of the 
occupied sub-basins (see Table 2 and 
Factor D), although data specific to this 
species are limited. Because of this 
limitation, we have examined responses 
by similar amphibians as a surrogate for 
impacts on Oregon spotted frogs. 
Studies comparing responses of 
amphibians to other aquatic species 
have demonstrated that amphibians are 
as sensitive as, and often more sensitive 
than, other species when exposed to 
aquatic contaminants (Boyer and Grue 
1995, p. 353). Immature amphibians 
absorb contaminants during respiration 
through the skin and gills. They may 
also ingest contaminated prey. 
Pesticides, heavy metals, nitrates and 
nitrites, and other contaminants 
introduced into the aquatic environment 
from urban and agricultural areas are 
known to negatively affect various life 
stages of a wide range of amphibian 
species, including ranid frogs (Hayes 
and Jennings 1986, p. 497; Boyer and 
Grue 1995, pp. 353–354; Hecnar 1995, 
pp. 2133–2135; Materna et al. 1995, pp. 
616–618; NBII 2005, Mann et al. 2009, 
p. 2904). Exposure to pesticides can 
lower an individual’s immune function, 
which increases the risk of disease or 
possible malformation (Stark 2005, p. 
21; Mann et al. 2009 pp. 2905, 2909). In 
addition, it has been demonstrated that 
some chemicals reduce growth and 
delay development. 

A reduction of growth or development 
would prolong an individual’s larval 
period, thus making it more susceptible 
to predators for a longer period of time 
or resulting in immobility during 
periods of time when movement 
between habitats may be necessary 
(Mann et al. 2009, p. 2906). Many of the 
described effects from pesticides 
described are sublethal but ultimately 
may result in the mortality of the 
exposed individuals as described above. 
Furthermore, the results of several 
studies have suggested that, while the 
impacts of individual chemicals on 
amphibians are sublethal, a combination 
or cocktail of a variety of chemicals may 
be lethal (Mann et al. 2009, p. 2913; 
Bishop et al. 2010, p. 1602). The use of 
pesticides may be occurring throughout 
the range of the Oregon spotted frog due 
to the species’ overlap with agricultural 
and urban environments; however, 
information regarding the extent, 
methods of application, and amounts 
applied are not available. Therefore, we 
are unable to make an affirmative 

determination at this time that 
pesticides are a threat. 

Methoprene, a chemical widely 
applied to wetlands for mosquito 
control, was historically linked to 
abnormalities in southern leopard frogs 
(Lithobates utricularia), including 
completely or partially missing hind 
limbs, discoloration, and missing eyes. 
Missing eyes and delayed development 
in northern cricket frogs (Acris 
crepitans) have also been linked to 
methoprene (Stark 2005, p. 20). 
However, a recent scientific literature 
review suggests that methoprene is not 
ultimately responsible for frog 
malformations (Mann et al. 2009, pp. 
2906–2907). The findings of this review 
suggest that, in order for malformations 
to occur, the concentration of chemical 
in the water would induce mortality 
(Mann et al. 2009, p. 2906). Therefore, 
based on the best available information, 
we do not consider methoprene to be a 
threat to Oregon spotted frogs. 

Although the effects on amphibians of 
rotenone, which is used to remove 
undesirable fish from lakes, are poorly 
understood, mortality likely occurs at 
treatment levels used on fish 
(McAllister et al. 1999, p. 21). The role 
of rotenone treatments in the 
disappearance of Oregon spotted frogs 
from historical sites is unknown; 
however, some studies indicate that 
amphibians might be less sensitive than 
fish and might be capable of recovering 
from exposure to rotenone (Mullin et al. 
2004, pp. 305–306; Walston and Mullin 
2007, p. 65). However, these studies did 
not measure the effects on highly 
aquatic amphibians, like the Oregon 
spotted frog. In fall of 2011, ODFW used 
rotenone to remove goldfish from a 
small pond adjacent to Crane Prairie 
Reservoir. In April 2012, approximately 
40 spotted frog egg masses were located 
in the pond, where there had been no 
prior record of Oregon spotted frog 
occupancy in the past (Wray 2012, pers. 
comm.). No rotenone treatments in 
Cascade lakes occupied by Oregon 
spotted frog are planned in the near 
future (Hodgson 2012, pers. comm.), 
and to date, in the Upper Klamath Lake 
sub-basin, no fish killing agents have 
been applied within Oregon spotted frog 
habitat (Banish 2012, pers. comm.). 
Therefore, based on the best available 
information, we do not consider 
rotenone to be a threat to Oregon 
spotted frogs. 

Water acidity (low pH) can inhibit 
fertilization and embryonic 
development in amphibians, reduce 
their growth and survival through 
physiological alterations, and produce 
developmental anomalies (Hayes and 
Jennings 1986, pp. 498–499; Boyer and 
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Grue 1995, p. 353). A low pH may 
enhance the effects of other factors, such 
as activating heavy metals in sediments. 
An elevated pH, acting singly or in 
combination with other factors such as 
low dissolved oxygen, high water 
temperatures, and elevated un-ionized 
ammonia levels, may have detrimental 
effects on developing frog embryos 
(Boyer and Grue 1995, p. 354). 

Marco et al. (1999, p. 2838) 
demonstrated the strong sensitivity of 
Oregon spotted frog tadpoles to nitrate 
and nitrite ions, and suggested that 
nitrogen-based chemical fertilizers may 
have contributed to the species’ decline 
in the lowland areas of its distribution. 
Recommended levels of nitrates and 
nitrites in drinking water are moderately 
to highly toxic for Oregon spotted frogs, 
indicating that EPA water quality 
standards do not protect sensitive 
amphibian species (Marco et al. 1999, p. 
2838). In the Marco et al. study, Oregon 
spotted frog tadpoles did not show a 
rapid adverse effect to nitrate ions, but 
at day 15 of exposure they reflected high 
sensitivity followed by synchronous 
death. Many public water supplies in 
the United States contain levels of 
nitrate that routinely exceed 
concentrations of 10 milligrams of 
nitrate per liter (mg/L); the median 
lethal concentrations for aquatic larvae 
of the Oregon spotted frog is less than 
10 mg/L (Marco et al. 1999, p. 2838). 

In Washington, portions of the Sumas 
River; Black Slough in the S.F. 
Nooksack sub-basin; portions of the 
Samish River; segments of the Black 
River; segments of Dempsey, Allen, and 
Beaver Creeks in the Black River sub-
basin; and a segment in the upper 
portion of Trout Lake Creek are listed by 
the Washington Department of Ecology 
as not meeting water quality standards 
for a variety of parameters, including 
temperature, fecal coliform, pH, and 
dissolved oxygen. In Oregon, many of 
the streams associated with Oregon 
spotted frog habitat are listed by the 
Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality as not meeting water quality 
standards for multiple parameters: (1) 
Little Deschutes River—temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, chlorophyll A, pH, 
aquatic weeds or algae; (2) Deschutes 
River—temperature, dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, sedimentation; (3) Middle 
Fork Willamette River—sedimentation; 
(4) Upper Klamath—temperature; and 
(5) Williamson River—sedimentation. 

Johnson and Chase (2004, p. 522) 
point to elevated levels of nutrients 
(particularly phosphorus) from 
agricultural fertilizers and cattle grazing 
in freshwater ecosystems as causing 
shifts in the composition of aquatic 
snails from small species to larger 

species. These larger species serve as 
intermediate hosts for a parasite 
(Ribeiroia ondatrae), which causes 
malformations in amphibians (see 
Disease above). Elevated sources of 
nutrient inputs into river and wetland 
systems can also result in eutrophic 
(nutrient-rich) conditions, characterized 
by blooms of algae that can produce a 
high pH and low dissolved oxygen. 
Increased eutrophic conditions in the 
Upper Klamath Lake sub-basin may 
have contributed to the absence of 
Oregon spotted frogs. Beginning in 
2002, algal blooms, poor water quality, 
and low dissolved oxygen were 
documented in Jack Creek, during 
which a decline in Oregon spotted frog 
reproduction was also documented 
(Oertley 2005, pers. comm.). Although 
more research is needed, Johnson et al. 
(2002a; Johnson and Chase 2004) state 
that eutrophication associated with 
elevated nitrogen (and phosphorus) has 
been linked with increased snail 
populations, which in turn can be 
linked to parasites that use frogs such as 
the Oregon spotted frog as alternate 
hosts (see discussion under ‘‘Disease 
and Predation’’ above for additional 
information). 

In British Columbia, Oregon spotted 
frogs at Morris Valley, Mountain 
Slough, and Maria Slough are in largely 
agricultural areas. Agricultural runoff 
includes fertilizers (including manure), 
and runoff or percolation into the 
ground water from manure piles (Rouse 
et al. 1999), and spraying of agricultural 
chemicals such as pesticides or 
insecticides (including Btk, or Bacillus 
thuringiensis bacterium) or fungicides 
(used by blueberry producers), 
including wind-borne chemicals. Water-
borne sewage and non-point source 
runoff from housing and urban areas 
that include nutrients, toxic chemicals, 
and/or sediments may also be increasing 
in intensity. Additional sources of 
contaminants may include chemical 
spraying during forestry activities, 
maintenance of power line corridors, or 
disruption of normal movements of 
nutrients by forestry activities 
(Canadian Recovery Strategy (COSFRS) 
2012, p. 21). The COSFRS (2012, p. 17) 
identifies pollution associated with 
agricultural and forestry effluents as 
being (1) high impact; (2) large in scope; 
(3) serious in severity; (4) high in 
timing, and (5) a stress that has direct 
and indirect mortality results. One of 
the recovery objectives is to coordinate 
with the Minister of Agriculture to 
implement supporting farming practices 
and environmental farm plans options 
to decrease agrochemical and nutrient 
pollution into Oregon spotted frog 

habitat and work with all levels of 
government, land managers, and private 
landowners to inform and encourage 
best practices and ensure compliance in 
relation to water quality, hydrology, and 
land use practice (COSFRS 2012, p. 34). 

Water quality and contamination 
conclusion—Although pesticides could 
be a threat to the Oregon spotted frog, 
those threats are undetermined at this 
time. Oregon spotted frogs are highly 
aquatic throughout their life cycle, and 
are thus likely to experience extended 
exposure to waterborne contaminants. 
Poor water quality parameters and 
contaminants may act singly or in 
combination with other factors to result 
in inhibited fertilization and embryonic 
development, developmental anomalies, 
or reduced growth and survival. Many 
public water supplies in the United 
States contain levels of nitrates that 
routinely exceed lethal concentrations 
for aquatic larvae of the Oregon spotted 
frog, and reduced water quality is 
documented in a number of occupied 
sub-basins. Although more work on the 
species’ ecotoxicology is warranted, 
based on the best information available, 
we consider water quality and 
contamination to be a threat to the 
Oregon spotted frog across the range. 

Hybridization 
Hybridization between Oregon 

spotted frogs and closely related frog 
species is unlikely to affect the survival 
of the Oregon spotted frog. Natural 
hybridization between Oregon spotted 
frogs and Cascade frogs has been 
demonstrated experimentally and 
verified in nature (Haertel and Storm 
1970, pp. 436–444; Green 1985, p. 263). 
However, the offspring are infertile, and 
the two species seldom occur together. 
Hybridization between Oregon spotted 
frogs and red-legged frogs has also been 
confirmed (I.C. Phillipsen, K. 
McAllister, and M. Hayes unpublished 
data), but it is unknown if the hybrids 
are fertile. Because, Oregon spotted frog 
and Columbia spotted frog populations 
are not known to occur together, based 
on the best available information, we do 
not consider hybridization to be a threat 
to Oregon spotted frogs. 

Climate Change 
Our analyses under the Endangered 

Species Act include consideration of 
ongoing and projected changes in 
climate. The terms ‘‘climate’’ and 
‘‘climate change’’ are defined by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC). The term ‘‘climate’’ 
refers to the mean and variability of 
different types of weather conditions 
over time, with 30 years being a typical 
period for such measurements, although 
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shorter or longer periods also may be 
used (IPCC 2007a, p. 78). The term 
‘‘climate change’’ thus refers to a change 
in the mean or variability of one or more 
measures of climate (e.g., temperature or 
precipitation) that persists for an 
extended period, typically decades or 
longer, whether the change is due to 
natural variability, human activity, or 
both (IPCC 2007a, p. 78). 

Scientific measurements spanning 
several decades demonstrate that 
changes in climate are occurring, and 
that the rate of change has been faster 
since the 1950s. Examples include 
warming of the global climate system, 
and substantial increases in 
precipitation in some regions of the 
world and decreases in other regions. 
(For these and other examples, see IPCC 
2007a, p. 30; and Solomon et al. 2007, 
pp. 35–54, 82–85). Results of scientific 
analyses presented by the IPCC show 
that most of the observed increase in 
global average temperature since the 
mid-20th century cannot be explained 
by natural variability in climate, and is 
‘‘very likely’’ (defined by the IPCC as 90 
percent or higher probability) due to the 
observed increase in greenhouse gas 
(GHG) concentrations in the atmosphere 
as a result of human activities, 
particularly carbon dioxide emissions 
from use of fossil fuels (IPCC 2007a, pp. 
5–6 and figures SPM.3 and SPM.4; 
Solomon et al. 2007, pp. 21–35). Further 
confirmation of the role of GHGs comes 
from analyses by Huber and Knutti 
(2011, p. 4), who concluded it is 
extremely likely that approximately 75 
percent of global warming since 1950 
has been caused by human activities. 

Scientists use a variety of climate 
models, which include consideration of 
natural processes and variability, as 
well as various scenarios of potential 
levels and timing of GHG emissions, to 
evaluate the causes of changes already 
observed and to project future changes 
in temperature and other climate 
conditions (e.g., Meehl et al. 2007, 
entire; Ganguly et al. 2009, pp. 11555, 
15558; Prinn et al. 2011, pp. 527, 529). 
All combinations of models and 
emissions scenarios yield very similar 
projections of increases in the most 
common measure of climate change, 
average global surface temperature 
(commonly known as global warming), 
until about 2030. Although projections 
of the magnitude and rate of warming 
differ after about 2030, the overall 
trajectory of all the projections is one of 
increased global warming through the 
end of this century, even for the 
projections based on scenarios that 
assume that GHG emissions will 
stabilize or decline. Thus, strong 
scientific data support projections that 

warming will continue through the 21st 
century, and that the magnitude and 
rate of change will be influenced 
substantially by the extent of GHG 
emissions (IPCC 2007a, pp. 44–45; 
Meehl et al. 2007, pp. 760–764 and 797– 
811; Ganguly et al. 2009, pp. 15555– 
15558; Prinn et al. 2011, pp. 527, 529). 
(See IPCC 2007b, p. 8, for a summary of 
other global projections of climate-
related changes, such as frequency of 
heat waves and changes in 
precipitation. Also see IPCC 2012 
(entire) for a summary of observations 
and projections of extreme climate 
events.) 

Various changes in climate may have 
direct or indirect effects on species. 
These effects may be positive, neutral, 
or negative, and they may change over 
time, depending on the species and 
other relevant considerations, such as 
interactions of climate with other 
variables (e.g., habitat fragmentation) 
(IPCC 2007, pp. 8–14, 18–19). 
Identifying likely effects often involves 
aspects of climate change vulnerability 
analysis. Vulnerability refers to the 
degree to which a species (or system) is 
susceptible to, and unable to cope with, 
adverse effects of climate change, 
including climate variability and 
extremes. Vulnerability is a function of 
the type, magnitude, and rate of climate 
change and variation to which a species 
is exposed, its sensitivity, and its 
adaptive capacity (IPCC 2007a, p. 89; 
see also Glick et al. 2011, pp. 19–22). No 
single method for conducting such 
analyses applies to all situations (Glick 
et al. 2011, p. 3). We use our expert 
judgment and appropriate analytical 
approaches to weigh relevant 
information, including uncertainty, in 
our consideration of various aspects of 
climate change. 

As is the case with all stressors that 
we assess, even if we conclude that a 
species is currently affected or is likely 
to be affected in a negative way by one 
or more climate-related impacts, the 
species does not necessarily meet the 
definition of an ‘‘endangered species’’ or 
a ‘‘threatened species’’ under the Act. If 
a species is listed as an endangered or 
threatened species, knowledge regarding 
the vulnerability of the species to, and 
known or anticipated impacts from, 
climate-associated changes in 
environmental conditions can be used 
to help devise appropriate strategies for 
its recovery. 

Global climate projections are 
informative, and, in some cases, the 
only or the best scientific information 
available for us to use. However, 
projected changes in climate and related 
impacts can vary substantially across 
and within different regions of the 

world (e.g., IPCC 2007a, pp. 8–12). 
Therefore, we use ‘‘downscaled’’ 
projections when they are available and 
have been developed through 
appropriate scientific procedures, 
because such projections provide higher 
resolution information that is more 
relevant to spatial scales used for 
analyses of a given species (see Glick et 
al. 2011, pp. 58–61, for a discussion of 
downscaling). With regard to our 
analysis for the Oregon spotted frog, 
downscaled projections are available. 

The climate in the Pacific Northwest 
(PNW) has already experienced a 
warming of 0.8 degrees Celsius (C) (1.4 
degrees Fahrenheit (F)) during the 20th 
century (Mote et al. 2008, p.3). Using 
output from eight climate models the 
PNW is projected to warm further by 0.6 
to 1.9 degrees C (1.1 to 3.4 degrees F) 
by the 2020s, and 0.9 to 2.9 degrees C 
(1.6 to 5.2 degrees F) by the 2040s (Mote 
et al. 2008, pp. 5–6). Additionally, the 
majority of models project wetter 
winters and drier summers (Mote et al. 
2008, p.7), and of greatest consequence, 
a reduction in regional snowpack, 
which supplies water for ecosystems 
during the dry summer (Mote et al. 
2003). The small summertime 
precipitation increases projected by a 
minority of models do not change the 
fundamentally dry summers of the PNW 
and do not lessen the increased drying 
of the soil column brought by higher 
temperatures (Mote et al. 2003, p. 8). 

Watersheds that are rain dominated 
(such as the Fraser River in British 
Columbia and the Black River in 
Washington) will likely experience 
higher winter streamflow because of 
increases in average winter 
precipitation, but overall will 
experience relatively little change with 
respect to streamflow timing (Elsner et 
al. 2010, p. 248). Water temperatures for 
western Washington are generally cooler 
than those in the interior Columbia 
basin; however, climate change 
predictions indicate the summertime 
stream temperatures exceeding 19.5 
degrees C (67.1 degrees F) will increase, 
although by a smaller fraction than the 
increases in the interior Columbia basin 
(Mantua et al. 2010, p. 199). 

Transient basins (mixed rain- and 
snowmelt-dominant usually in mid 
elevations, such as Lower Chilliwack, 
SF Nooksack, White Salmon, and 
Middle Klickitat Rivers sub-basins in 
Washington) will likely experience 
significant shifts in streamflow and 
water temperature, becoming rain 
dominant as winter precipitation falls 
more as rain and less as snow, and 
undergo more severe summer low-flow 
periods and more frequent days with 
intense winter flooding (Elsner et al. 
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2010, pp. 248, 252, 255; Mantua et al. 
2010, entire). 

Snowmelt-dominated watersheds, 
such as White Salmon in Washington 
and the Upper Deschutes, Little 
Deschutes, and Klamath River sub-
basins in Oregon, will likely become 
transient, resulting in reduced peak 
spring streamflow, increased winter 
streamflow, and reduced late summer 
flow (Littell et al. 2009, p. 8). In 
snowmelt-dominated watersheds that 
prevail in the higher altitude 
catchments and in much of the interior 
Columbia Basin, flood risk will likely 
decrease and summer low flows will 
decrease in most rivers under most 
scenarios (Littell et al. 2009, p. 13). 

In Washington, the snow water 
equivalent measured on April 1 is 
projected to decrease by 28 to 30 
percent across the State by the 2020s, 38 
to 46 percent by the 2040s, and 56 to 70 
percent by the 2080s, and the areas with 
elevations below 3,280 ft (1,000 m) will 
experience the largest decreases in 
snowpack, with reductions of 68 to 80 
percent by the 2080s (Elsner et al. 2010, 
p. 244). In the Puget Trough sub-basins, 
summertime soil moisture will decrease 
as a result of the warming climate and 
reduced snowpack. While annual 
precipitation is projected to slightly 
increase across the State, by 3.4 percent 
by the 2080s, the seasonality of the 
precipitation will change more 
dramatically with increased winter and 
decreased summer precipitation, with 
most of the precipitation falling between 
October and March (Elsner et al. 2010, 
p. 247). 

Climate change models predict that 
water temperatures will rise throughout 
Oregon as air temperatures increase into 
the 21st century. A decline in summer 
stream flow may exacerbate water 
temperature increases as the lower 
volume of water absorbs solar radiation 
(Chang and Jones, p. 134). 

Analyses of the hydrologic responses 
of the upper Deschutes basin (including 
the Upper and Little Deschutes River 
sub-basins) and the Klamath Basin to 
climate change scenarios indicates that 
the form of precipitation will shift from 
predominately snow to rain and cause 
decreasing spring recharge and runoff 
and increasing winter recharge and 
runoff (Waibel 2011, pp., 57–60; Mayer 
and Naman 2011, p. 3). However, there 
is spatial variation within the Deschutes 
sub-basins as to where the greatest 
increases in recharge and runoff will 
occur (Waibel 2011, pp., 57–60). 
Changes in seasonality of stream flows 
may be less affected by climate change 
along the crest of the Cascades in the 
upper watersheds of the Deschutes, 
Klamath, and Willamette River basins in 

Oregon, where many rivers receive 
groundwater recharge from subterranean 
aquifers and springs (Chang and Jones 
2010, p. 107). Summer stream flows 
may thus be sustained in High Cascade 
basins that are groundwater fed (Chang 
and Jones 2010, p. 134). Conversely, 
Mayer and Naman (2011 p. 1) indicate 
that streamflow into Upper Klamath 
Lake will display absolute decreases in 
July-September base flows in 
groundwater basins as compared to 
surface-dominated basins. This earlier 
discharge of water in the spring will 
result in less streamflow in the summer 
(Mayer and Naman 2011, p. 12). 

Although predictions of climate 
change impacts do not specifically 
address Oregon spotted frogs, short- and 
long-term changes in precipitation 
patterns and temperature regimes will 
likely affect wet periods, winter snow 
pack, and flooding events (Chang and 
Jones 2010). These changes are likely to 
affect amphibians through a variety of 
direct and indirect pathways, such as 
range shifts, breeding success, survival, 
dispersal, breeding phenology, aquatic 
habitats availability and quality, food 
webs, competition, spread of diseases, 
and the interplay among these factors 
(Blaustein et al. 2010 entire; Hixon et al. 
2010, p. 274; Corn 2003 entire). 
Amphibians have species-specific 
temperature tolerances, and exceeding 
these thermal thresholds is expected to 
reduce survival (Blaustein et al. 2010, 
pp. 286–287). Earlier spring thaws and 
warmer ambient temperatures may 
result in earlier breeding, especially at 
lower elevations in the mountains 
where breeding phenology is driven 
more by snow pack than by air 
temperature (Corn 2003, p. 624). Shifts 
in breeding phenology may also result 
in sharing breeding habitat with species 
not previously encountered and/or new 
competitive interactions and predator/ 
prey dynamics (Blaustein et al. 2010. 
pp. 288, 294). Oregon spotted frogs are 
highly aquatic and reductions in 
summer flows may result in summer 
habitat going dry, potentially resulting 
in increased mortality or forcing frogs to 
seek shelter in lower quality wetted 
areas where they are more susceptible to 
predation. 

Amphibians are susceptible to many 
types of pathogens including 
trematodes, copepods, fungi, oomycetes, 
bacteria, and viruses. Changes in 
temperature and precipitation could 
alter host-pathogen interactions and/or 
result in range shifts resulting in either 
beneficial or detrimental impacts on the 
amphibian host (Blaustein et al. 2010, p. 
296). Kiesecker et al. (2001a, p. 682) 
indicate climate change events, such as 
El Nino/Southern Oscillation, that result 

in less precipitation and reduced water 
depths at egg-laying sites results in high 
mortality of embryos because their 
exposure to UV–B and vulnerability to 
infection (such as Saprolegnia) is 
increased. Warmer temperatures and 
less freezing in areas occupied by 
bullfrogs is likely to increase bullfrog 
winter survivorship, thereby increasing 
the threat from predation. Uncertainty 
about climate change impacts does not 
mean that impacts may or may not 
occur; it means that the risks of a given 
impact are difficult to quantify 
(Schneider and Kuntz-Duriseti 2002, p. 
54; Congressional Budget Office 2005, 
entire; Halsnaes et al. 2007, p. 129). 
Oregon spotted frogs occupy habitats at 
a wide range of elevations, and all of the 
occupied sub-basins are likely to 
experience precipitation regime shifts; 
therefore, the Oregon spotted frog’s 
response to climate change is likely to 
vary across the range and the 
population-level impacts are uncertain. 
The interplay between Oregon spotted 
frogs and their aquatic habitat will 
ultimately determine their population 
response to climate change. Despite the 
potential for future climate change 
throughout the range of the species, as 
discussed above, we have not identified, 
nor are we aware of any data on, an 
appropriate scale to evaluate habitat or 
population trends for the Oregon 
spotted frog or to make predictions 
about future trends and whether the 
species will be significantly impacted. 

Conservation Efforts To Reduce Other 
Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting 
Its Continued Existence 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS), maintains voluntary 
agreements with private landowners to 
apply pesticides within the United 
States. Based on their 2010 Operational 
Procedures, all water bodies (rivers, 
ponds, reservoirs, streams, vernal pools, 
wetlands, etc.) will be avoided by a 
minimum of a 50-foot buffer for ground 
application of bait, a 200-foot buffer for 
aerial application of bait, and a 500-foot 
buffer for the aerial application of 
liquids (USDA APHIS 2010 Treatment 
Guidelines, p. 4). As previously 
described under other threat factors, 
conservation efforts may also help 
reduce the threat of other natural or 
manmade factors affecting the species. 

Summary of Other Natural or Manmade 
Factors 

Many of the Oregon spotted frog 
breeding locations are small and 
isolated from other breeding locations. 
Moreover, due to their fidelity to 
breeding locations and vulnerability to 
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fluctuating water levels, predation, and 
low overwinter survival, Oregon spotted 
frogs can experience rapid population 
turnovers that they may not be able to 
overcome. Genetic work indicates low 
genetic diversity within and high 
genetic differentiation among the six 
Oregon spotted frog groups identified by 
Blouin, and each of these groups has the 
signature of complete isolation with two 
groups showing indications of recent 
genetic drift. Poor water quality 
parameters and contaminants may act 
singly or in combination with other 
factors to result in inhibited fertilization 
and embryonic development, 
developmental anomalies, or reduced 
growth and survival. Oregon spotted 
frogs in every occupied sub-basin are 
subject to more than one stressor, such 
as loss or reduced quality of habitat and 
predation and, therefore, may be more 
susceptible to mortality and sublethal 
effects. The changing climate may 
exacerbate these stressors. Therefore, 
based on the best information available, 
we conclude that other natural or 
manmade factors are a threat to the 
Oregon spotted frog, which has 
significant population effects occurring 
throughout the entire (current) range of 
the species and expected to continue 
into the future. 

Cumulative Effects From Factors A 
Through E 

The Oregon spotted frog faces several 
threats, and all occupied sub-basins are 
subjected to multiple threats, which 
cumulatively pose a risk to individual 
populations (See Table 2). Many of 
these threats are intermingled, and the 
magnitude of the combined threats to 
the species is greater than the individual 
threats. For example, the small sizes and 
isolation of the majority of Oregon 
spotted frog breeding locations makes 
Oregon spotted frogs acutely vulnerable 
to fluctuating water levels, disease, 
predation, poor water quality, and 
extirpation from stochastic events. 
Hydrologic changes, resulting from 
activities such as water diversions and 
removal of beavers, increases the 
likelihood of fluctuating water levels 
and temperatures and may also facilitate 
predators. Existing regulatory 
mechanisms facilitate hydrologic 
changes, and restoration actions are 
specifically designed to benefit 
salmonid species, which often results in 
the reduction of habitat quality and 
quantity for Oregon spotted frogs where 
they overlap. 

Habitat management and a warming 
climate may improve conditions for 
pathogens and predators. Saprolegnia, 
Bd, and Ribeiroia ondatrae have been 
found in Oregon spotted frogs, and 

compounded with other stressors, such 
as UV–B exposure, degradation of 
habitat quality, or increased predation 
pressure, may contribute to population 
declines. Bd and R. ondatrae, in 
particular, infect post-metamorphic 
frogs and reductions in these life stages 
are more likely to lead to population 
declines. Sub-basins projected to 
transition from snow-dominant or 
transient to rain-dominant will be less 
susceptible to freezing temperatures 
with the expectation of reduced 
mortality of bullfrogs during winter and 
increased predation risk to Oregon 
spotted frogs. 

Amphibian declines may frequently 
be associated with multiple correlated 
factors (Adams 1999, pp. 1167–1169). 
Two of the greatest threats to freshwater 
systems in western North America, 
exotic species and hydrological changes, 
are often correlated. In addition, 
occurrence and abundance of bullfrogs 
may be linked with invasions by 
nonnative fish (Adams et al. 2003, p. 
349). Adams (1999) examined the 
relationships among introduced species, 
habitat, and the distribution and 
abundance of red-legged frogs in 
western Washington. Red-legged frog 
occurrence in the Puget lowlands was 
more closely associated with habitat 
structure and exotic fish than with the 
presence of bullfrogs (Adams 1999, pp. 
1167–1168), and similar associations 
were found in a recent study in 
Oregon’s Willamette Valley (Pearl et al. 
2005b, p. 16). The spread of exotic 
species is correlated with a shift toward 
greater permanence in wetland habitats 
regionally (for example, Kentula et al. 
1992, p. 115). For example, exotic fish 
and bullfrogs are associated with 
permanent wetlands. Conservation of 
more ephemeral wetland habitats, 
which directly benefit native 
amphibians such as Oregon spotted 
frogs, would be expected to reduce 
predation and competition threats posed 
by exotic fish and bullfrogs (Adams 
1999, pp. 1169–1170). 

Amphibians are affected by complex 
interactions of abiotic and biotic factors 
and are subjected simultaneously to 
numerous interacting stressors. For 
example, contaminants and UV–B 
radiation may result in mortality or 
induce sublethal effects on their own, 
but they may have synergistic, 
interaction effects that exceed the 
additive effects when combined. Some 
stressors, such as contaminants, may 
hamper the immune system, making 
amphibians more susceptible to 
pathogenic infections (Kiesecker 2002 p. 
9902). Predator presence can alter the 
behavior of amphibians, resulting in 
more or less exposure to UV–B radiation 

(Michel and Burke 2011), thereby 
altering the rate of malformations. 
Climate-driven dry events that result in 
lower water levels may concentrate 
contaminants, as well as increase the 
amount of exposure to UV–B radiation. 
While any one of these individual 
stressors may not be a concern, a 
contaminant added to increased UV–B 
exposure and a normally healthy 
population level of Ribeiroia ondatrae 
may lead to a higher mortality rate or an 
increased number of malformed frogs 
that exceeds the rate caused by any one 
factor alone (Blaustein et al. 2003 entire; 
Szurocksi and Richardson 2009 p. 382). 
Oregon spotted frogs in every occupied 
sub-basin are subject to more than one 
stressor and, therefore, may be more 
susceptible to mortality and sublethal 
effects. 

The historical loss of Oregon spotted 
frog habitats and lasting anthropogenic 
changes in natural disturbance 
processes are exacerbated by the 
introduction of reed canarygrass, 
nonnative predators, and potentially 
climate change. In addition, current 
regulatory mechanisms and voluntary 
incentive programs designed to benefit 
fish species have inadvertently led to 
the continuing decline in quality of 
Oregon spotted frog habitats in some 
locations. The current wetland and 
stream vegetation management 
paradigm is generally a no-management 
or restoration approach that often 
results in succession to a tree- and 
shrub-dominated community that 
unintentionally degrades or eliminates 
remaining or potential suitable habitat 
for Oregon spotted frog breeding. 
Furthermore, incremental wetland loss 
or degradation continues under the 
current regulatory mechanisms. If left 
unmanaged, these factors are 
anticipated to result in the eventual 
elimination of remaining suitable 
Oregon spotted frog habitats or 
populations. The persistence of habitats 
required by the species is now largely 
management dependent. 

Conservation efforts to ameliorate 
impacts from habitat degradation and 
predators are currently under way; 
however, the benefits of these 
conservation actions to Oregon spotted 
frogs are site-specific and do not 
counteract the impacts at a sub-basin 
scale. The cumulative effects of these 
threats are more than additive, and 
removing one threat does not ameliorate 
the others and may actually result in an 
increase in another threat. For example, 
removing livestock grazing to improve 
water quality—without continuing to 
manage the vegetation—allows invasive 
reed canarygrass, trees, and shrubs to 
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grow and effectively eliminate egg- the cumulative effects from factors populations throughout the entire range 
laying habitat. discussed in Factors A, C, D, and E are of the species. Moreover, these threats 

Therefore, based on the best a threat to the Oregon spotted frog, and are expected to continue into the future. 
information available, we conclude that these threats are significantly affecting 

TABLE 2—THREATS OPERATING WITHIN EACH SUB-BASIN * 

Sub-basin Factor A Factor C Factor E 

Lower Fraser River ........................ 

Lower Chilliwack River ................... 

South Fork Nooksack .................... 

Samish River ................................. 

Black River ..................................... 

White Salmon River ....................... 

Middle Klickitat River ..................... 

Lower Deschutes ........................... 

Upper Deschutes ........................... 

Little Deschutes ............................. 

McKenzie ....................................... 

Middle Fork Willamette .................. 

Williamson ...................................... 

Upper Klamath Lake ...................... 

Upper Klamath ............................... 

Wetland loss; hydrologic changes; 
development; grazing, reed 
canarygrass; water quality. 

Grazing; reed canarygrass; water 
quality. 

Grazing; reed canarygrass; shrub 
encroachment/planting; loss of 
beavers; water quality. 

Wetland loss; grazing; reed 
canarygrass; shrub encroach
ment/planting; water quality. 

Wetland loss; reed canarygrass; 
shrub encroachment/planting; 
development; loss of beaver; 
water quality. 

Wetland loss; reed canarygrass; 
water quality. 

Wetland loss; hydrologic changes; 
loss of beaver; development; 
grazing; reed canarygrass; 
shrub encroachment; water 
management. 

Shrub encroachment .................... 

Wetland loss; reed canarygrass; 
shrub encroachment; 
hydrological changes (water 
management). 

Wetland loss; hydrological 
changes (water management); 
development; grazing; reed 
canarygrass; shrub encroach
ment. 

Shrub encroachment .................... 

Shrub encroachment .................... 

Development; grazing; shrub en
croachment; loss of beaver. 

Water management; develop
ment; shrub and reed 
canarygrass encroachment; 
grazing. 

Wetland loss; water management; 
development; grazing; shrub 
encroachment; loss of beaver. 

Introduced warmwater fish; bull
frogs. 

Introduced warmwater fish ........... 

Introduced coldwater fish ............. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish; bullfrogs. 

Introduced coldwater fish ............. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish, bullfrogs. 

Introduced coldwater fish ............. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish, bullfrogs. 

Introduced coldwater fish, bull
frogs. 

Introduced coldwater fish ............. 

Introduced coldwater fish ............. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish; bullfrogs. 

Introduced warmwater fish; intro
duced coldwater fish. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; con
taminants; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; con
taminants; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Small population size; cumulative 
effects of other threats; con
taminants; climate change. 

Breeding locations disconnected; 
contaminants; cumulative ef
fects of other threats; climate 
change. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; con
taminants; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Cumulative effects of other 
threats; climate change. 

Cumulative effects of other 
threats; climate change. 

Small population size; single oc
cupied site within sub-basin; 
isolated from frogs in other sub-
basins; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Breeding locations disconnected; 
cumulative effects of other 
threats; climate change. 

Breeding locations disconnected; 
cumulative effects of other 
threats; climate change. 

Only two breeding locations in 
sub-basin, which are discon
nected; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Single occupied site in sub-basin; 
disconnected from other sub-
basins; cumulative effects of 
other threats; climate change. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; cumu
lative effects of other threats; 
climate change. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; cumu
lative effects of other threats; 
climate change. 

Small population size; breeding 
locations disconnected; cumu
lative effects of other threats; 
climate change. 

* Existing regulatory mechanisms (Factor D) have been insufficient to significantly reduce or remove the threats to the Oregon spotted frog. 
* Factors A, C, and E are operative within some to several occupied sites within each sub-basin, to differing degrees. To clarify, these threats 

apply to locations within each sub-basin, and do not necessarily apply to the sub-basin in its entirety. Detailed information is available in a 
rangewide threats synthesis document, which is available from Washington Fish and Wildlife Office (see ADDRESSES). 
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Determination 
We have carefully assessed the best 

scientific and commercial information 
available regarding the past, present, 
and future threats to Oregon spotted 
frog. Past human actions have 
destroyed, modified, and curtailed the 
range and habitat available for the 
Oregon spotted frog, which is now 
absent from 76 to 90 percent of its 
former range. The Oregon spotted frog 
populations within two of the sub-
basins are declining, but the population 
trend in the other 13 sub-basins is 
undetermined. However, the Oregon 
spotted frog is extant in only 15 of 31 
sub-basins where it historically 
occurred. In addition, the majority of 
remaining populations are isolated both 
between and within sub-basins, with 
minimal opportunity for natural 
recolonization. These isolated 
populations are, therefore, vulnerable to 
ongoing threats and extirpation, and 
threats are known to be ongoing or 
increasing across the range of the 
Oregon spotted frog, as summarized 
below. 

Habitat necessary to support all life 
stages is continuing to be impacted and/ 
or destroyed by human activities that 
result in the loss of wetlands to land 
conversions; hydrologic changes 
resulting from operation of existing 
water diversions/manipulation 
structures, new and existing residential 
and road developments, drought, and 
removal of beavers; changes in water 
temperature and vegetation structure 
resulting from reed canarygrass 
invasions, plant succession, and 
restoration plantings; and increased 
sedimentation, increased water 
temperatures, reduced water quality, 
and vegetation changes resulting from 
the timing, intensity, and location of 
livestock grazing. Oregon spotted frogs 
in all currently occupied sub-basins in 
British Columbia, Washington, and 
Oregon are subject to one or more of 
these threats to their habitat. Eleven of 
the 15 sub-basins are currently 
experiencing a high to very high level of 
habitat impacts, and these impacts are 
expected to continue into the future. 

Disease continues to be a concern, but 
more information is needed to 
determine if disease is a threat to 
Oregon spotted frogs. At least one 
nonnative predaceous species occurs 
within each of the sub-basins currently 
occupied by Oregon spotted frogs. 
Introduced fish have been documented 
within each sub-basin; these introduced 
species prey on tadpoles, negatively 
affect overwintering habitat, and can 
significantly threaten Oregon spotted 
frog populations, especially during 

droughts. Bullfrogs (and likely green 
frogs) prey on juvenile and adult Oregon 
spotted frogs, and bullfrog tadpoles can 
outcompete or displace Oregon spotted 
frog tadpoles. In short, nonnative 
bullfrogs effectively reduce the 
abundance of all Oregon spotted frog 
life stages and pose an added threat to 
a species that has significant negative 
impacts rangewide from habitat 
degradation. Nine of the 15 occupied 
sub-basins are currently experiencing 
moderate to very high impacts due to 
predation by introduced species, and 
these impacts are expected to continue 
into the future. 

Lack of essential habitat protection 
under Federal, State, Provincial, and 
local laws leaves this species at 
continued risk of habitat loss and 
degradation in British Columbia, 
Washington, and Oregon. In many cases, 
laws and regulations that pertain to 
retention and restoration of wetland and 
riverine areas are a no-management (i.e., 
avoidance) approach, or are designed to 
be beneficial to fish species (principally 
salmonids), resulting in the elimination 
or degradation of Oregon spotted frog 
early-seral habitat. In other cases, no 
regulations address threats related to the 
draining or development of wetlands or 
hydrologic modifications, which can 
also eliminate or degrade Oregon 
spotted frog habitat. Therefore, 
degradation of habitat is ongoing despite 
regulatory mechanisms, and these 
mechanisms have been insufficient to 
significantly reduce or remove the 
threats to the Oregon spotted frog. 

Many of the Oregon spotted frog 
breeding locations are small and 
isolated from other breeding locations. 
Due to their fidelity to breeding 
locations and vulnerability to 
fluctuating water levels, predation, and 
low overwinter survival, Oregon spotted 
frogs can experience rapid population 
turnovers that they may not be able to 
overcome. Low connectivity among 
occupied sub-basins and among 
breeding locations within a sub-basin, 
in addition to small population sizes, 
contributes to low genetic diversity 
within genetic groups and high genetic 
differentiation among genetic groups. 
Oregon spotted frogs in every occupied 
sub-basin are subject to more than one 
stressor, such as loss or reduced quality 
of habitat and predation. Therefore, the 
species may be more susceptible to the 
synergistic effects of combined threats, 
which may be exacerbated by climate 
change. The threat to Oregon spotted 
frogs from other natural or manmade 
factors is occurring throughout the 
entire range of the species, and the 
population-level impacts are expected 
to continue into the future. 

All of the known Oregon spotted frog 
occupied sub-basins are currently 
affected by one or more of these threats, 
which reduce the amount and quality of 
available breeding, summer, and 
overwintering habitat. While the risk to 
an individual site from each of these 
factors may vary, the cumulative risk of 
these threats to each site is high. This 
scenario is reflected in declining and/or 
small populations, which constitute the 
majority the Oregon spotted frog’s 
remaining distribution. We find that 
Oregon spotted frogs are likely to 
become endangered throughout all or a 
significant portion of their range within 
the foreseeable future, based on the 
immediacy, severity, and scope of the 
threats described above. We do not, 
however, have information at the 
present time to suggest that the existing 
threats are of such a great magnitude 
that Oregon spotted frogs are in 
immediate danger of extinction. Threats 
are not geographically concentrated in 
any portions of the species’ range, and 
the species is extant and redundant at 
a number of localities within 13 of 15 
sub-basins within British Columbia, 
Washington, and Oregon. One extant 
population remains in each of the Lower 
Deschutes River and Middle Fork 
Willamette sub-basins in Oregon. Egg 
mass surveys continue to document 
reproducing adults in most areas, 
although in at least two locations within 
the current range, Oregon spotted frogs 
may no longer be extant (i.e., the 
Maintenance Detachment Aldergrove 
site in British Columbia and the 110th 
Avenue site at Nisqually National 
Wildlife Refuge in Washington). 

Therefore, on the basis of the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information, we propose listing the 
Oregon spotted frog as a threatened 
species in accordance with sections 
3(20) and 4(a)(1) of the Act. 

Significant Portion of the Range 
Under the Act and our implementing 

regulations, a species may warrant 
listing if it is endangered or threatened 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range. The Act defines ‘‘endangered 
species’’ as any species which is ‘‘in 
danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range,’’ and 
‘‘threatened species’’ as any species 
which is ‘‘likely to become an 
endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range.’’ The 
definition of ‘‘species’’ is also relevant 
to this discussion. The Act defines 
‘‘species’’ as follows: ‘‘The term 
‘species’ includes any subspecies of fish 
or wildlife or plants, and any distinct 
population segment [DPS] of any 
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species of vertebrate fish or wildlife 
which interbreeds when mature.’’ The 
phrase ‘‘significant portion of its range’’ 
(SPR) is not defined by the statute, and 
we have never addressed in our 
regulations: (1) The consequences of a 
determination that a species is either 
endangered or likely to become so 
throughout a significant portion of its 
range, but not throughout all of its 
range; or (2) what qualifies a portion of 
a range as ‘‘significant.’’ 

In practice, a key part of the 
determination that a species is in danger 
of extinction in a significant portion of 
its range is whether the threats are 
geographically concentrated in some 
way. If the threats to the species are 
essentially uniform throughout its 
range, no portion is likely to warrant 
further consideration. Moreover, if any 
concentration of threats to the species 
occurs only in portions of the species’ 
range that clearly would not meet the 
biologically based definition of 
‘‘significant,’’ such portions will not 
warrant further consideration. 

The best available data suggests that, 
under current conditions, Oregon 
spotted frogs will likely continue to 
decline toward extinction. Having 
already determined that the Oregon 
spotted frog is a threatened species 
throughout its range, we considered 
whether threats may be so concentrated 
in some portion of its range that, if that 
portion were lost, the entire species 
would be in danger of extinction. We 
reviewed the entire supporting record 
for the status review of this species with 
respect to the geographic concentrations 
of threats, and the significance of 
portions of the range to the conservation 
of the species. Oregon spotted frogs 
currently occupy 15 sub-basins that are 
widely distributed, such that a 
catastrophic event in one or more of the 
sub-basins would not extirpate Oregon 
spotted frogs throughout their range. 
Based on our five-factor analysis of 
threats throughout the range of the 
Oregon spotted frog, we found threats to 
the survival of the species occur 
throughout the species’ range and are 
not significantly concentrated or 
substantially greater in any particular 
portion of their range. Therefore, we 
find that there is no significant portion 
of the Oregon spotted frog’s range that 
may warrant a different status. 
Therefore, the species as a whole is not 
presently in danger of extinction, and 
does not meet the definition of an 
endangered species under the Act. 

Available Conservation Measures 
Conservation measures provided to 

species listed as endangered or 
threatened under the Act include 

recognition, recovery actions, 
requirements for Federal protection, and 
prohibitions against certain practices. 
Recognition through listing results in 
public awareness and conservation by 
Federal, State, Tribal, and local 
agencies, private organizations, and 
individuals. The Act encourages 
cooperation with the States and requires 
that recovery actions be carried out for 
all listed species. The protection 
required by Federal agencies and the 
prohibitions against certain activities 
are discussed, in part, below. 

The primary purpose of the Act is the 
conservation of endangered and 
threatened species and the ecosystems 
upon which they depend. The ultimate 
goal of such conservation efforts is the 
recovery of these listed species, so that 
they no longer need the protective 
measures of the Act. Subsection 4(f) of 
the Act requires the Service to develop 
and implement recovery plans for the 
conservation of endangered and 
threatened species. The recovery 
planning process involves the 
identification of actions that are 
necessary to halt or reverse the species’ 
decline by addressing the threats to its 
survival and recovery. The goal of this 
process is to restore listed species to a 
point where they are secure, self-
sustaining, and functioning components 
of their ecosystems. 

Recovery planning includes the 
development of a recovery outline 
shortly after a species is listed and 
preparation of a draft and final recovery 
plan. The recovery outline guides the 
immediate implementation of urgent 
recovery actions and describes the 
process to be used to develop a recovery 
plan. Revisions of the plan may be done 
to address continuing or new threats to 
the species, as new substantive 
information becomes available. The 
recovery plan identifies site-specific 
management actions that set a trigger for 
review of the five factors that control 
whether a species remains endangered 
or may be downlisted or delisted, and 
methods for monitoring recovery 
progress. Recovery plans also establish 
a framework for agencies to coordinate 
their recovery efforts and provide 
estimates of the cost of implementing 
recovery tasks. Recovery teams 
(comprising species experts, Federal 
and State agencies, nongovernmental 
organizations, and stakeholders) are 
often established to develop recovery 
plans. When completed, the recovery 
outline, draft recovery plan, and the 
final recovery plan will be available on 
our Web site (http://www.fws.gov/ 
endangered), or from our Washington 
Fish and Wildlife Office (see FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Implementation of recovery actions 
generally requires the participation of a 
broad range of partners, including other 
Federal agencies, States, Tribal, 
nongovernmental organizations, 
businesses, and private landowners. 
Examples of recovery actions include 
habitat restoration (e.g., restoration of 
native vegetation), research, captive 
propagation and reintroduction, and 
outreach and education. The recovery of 
many listed species cannot be 
accomplished solely on Federal lands 
because their range may occur primarily 
or solely on non-Federal lands. To 
achieve recovery of these species 
requires cooperative conservation efforts 
on private, State, and Tribal lands. 

If this species is listed, funding for 
recovery actions will be available from 
a variety of sources, including Federal 
budgets, State programs, and cost-share 
grants for non-Federal landowners, the 
academic community, and 
nongovernmental organizations. In 
addition, pursuant to section 6 of the 
Act, the States of Washington, Oregon, 
and California would be eligible for 
Federal funds to implement 
management actions that promote the 
protection or recovery of the Oregon 
spotted frog. Information on our grant 
programs that are available to aid 
species recovery can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/grants. 

Although the Oregon spotted frog is 
only proposed for listing under the Act 
at this time, please let us know if you 
are interested in participating in 
recovery efforts for this species. 
Additionally, we invite you to submit 
any new information on this species 
whenever it becomes available and any 
information you may have for recovery 
planning purposes (see FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Section 7(a) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to evaluate their 
actions with respect to any species that 
is proposed or listed as an endangered 
or threatened species and with respect 
to its critical habitat, if any is 
designated. Regulations implementing 
this interagency cooperation provision 
of the Act are codified at 50 CFR part 
402. Section 7(a)(4) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to confer with the 
Service on any action that is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a 
species proposed for listing or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of 
proposed critical habitat. If a species is 
listed subsequently, section 7(a)(2) of 
the Act requires Federal agencies to 
ensure that activities they authorize, 
fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of 
the species or destroy or adversely 
modify its critical habitat. If a Federal 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered
http://www.fws.gov/endangered
http://www.fws.gov/grants
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action may affect a listed species or its 
critical habitat, the responsible Federal 
agency must enter into formal 
consultation with the Service. 

Federal agency actions within the 
species’ habitat that may require 
conference or consultation or both as 
described in the preceding paragraph 
include actions to manage or restore 
habitat; actions that may negatively 
affect the species through removal, 
conversion, or degradation of habitat; 
actions that may introduce nonnative 
predaceous species; or actions that 
require collecting or handling the 
species. Examples of activities 
conducted, regulated or funded by 
Federal agencies that may affect listed 
species or their habitat include, but are 
not limited to: 

(1) Vegetation management such as 
planting, grazing, burning, mechanical 
treatment, and/or application of 
pesticides adjacent to or in Oregon 
spotted frog habitat; 

(2) Water manipulation, such as flow 
management, water diversions, or canal 
dredging or piping; 

(3) Recreation management actions 
such as development of campgrounds or 
boat launches adjacent to or in Oregon 
spotted frog habitat; 

(4) River restoration, including 
channel reconstruction, placement of 
large woody debris, vegetation planting, 
reconnecting riverine floodplain, or 
gravel placement adjacent to or in 
Oregon spotted frog habitat; 

(5) Pond construction; 
(6) Issuance of section 404 Clean 

Water Act permits by the Army Corps of 
Engineers; and 

(7) Import, export, or trade of the 
species. 

The Act and its implementing 
regulations set forth a series of general 
prohibitions and exceptions that apply 
to all endangered wildlife. The 
prohibitions of section 9(a)(2) of the Act, 
codified at 50 CFR 17.21 for endangered 
wildlife, in part, make it illegal for any 
person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States to take (includes harass, 
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, 
trap, capture, or collect; or to attempt 
any of these), import, export, ship in 
interstate commerce in the course of 
commercial activity, or sell or offer for 
sale in interstate or foreign commerce 
any listed species. Under the Lacey Act 
(18 U.S.C. 42–43; 16 U.S.C. 3371–3378), 
it is also illegal to possess, sell, deliver, 
carry, transport, or ship any such 
wildlife that has been taken illegally. 
Certain exceptions apply to agents of the 
Service and State conservation agencies. 

We may issue permits to carry out 
otherwise prohibited activities 
involving endangered and threatened 

wildlife species under certain 
circumstances. Regulations governing 
permits are codified at 50 CFR 17.22 for 
endangered species, and at 17.32 for 
threatened species. With regard to 
endangered wildlife, a permit must be 
issued for the following purposes: for 
scientific purposes, to enhance the 
propagation or survival of the species, 
and for incidental take in connection 
with otherwise lawful activities. 

Our policy, as published in the 
Federal Register on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 
34272), is to identify to the maximum 
extent practicable at the time a species 
is listed, those activities that would or 
would not constitute a violation of 
section 9 of the Act. The intent of this 
policy is to increase public awareness of 
the effect of a proposed listing on 
proposed and ongoing activities within 
the range of species proposed for listing. 
The following activities could 
potentially result in a violation of 
section 9 of the Act; this list is not 
comprehensive: 

(1) Unauthorized collecting, handling, 
possessing, selling, delivering, carrying, 
or transporting of the species, including 
import or export across State lines and 
international boundaries, except for 
properly documented antique 
specimens of these taxa at least 100 
years old, as defined by section 10(h)(1) 
of the Act; 

(2) Introduction of nonnative species 
that compete with or prey upon the 
Oregon spotted frog, such as bullfrogs, 
green frogs, or warm or cold water fishes 
to the States of Washington, Oregon, or 
California; 

(3) Unauthorized modification of the 
wetted area or removal or destruction of 
emergent aquatic vegetation in any body 
of water in which the Oregon spotted 
frog is known to occur; and 

(4) Unauthorized discharge of 
chemicals into any waters in which the 
Oregon spotted frog is known to occur. 

Questions regarding whether specific 
activities would constitute a violation of 
section 9 of the Act should be directed 
to the Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT). Requests for copies of the 
regulations concerning listed animals 
and general inquiries regarding 
prohibitions and permits may be 
addressed to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Ecological Services, Eastside 
Federal Complex, 911 N.E. 11th 
Avenue, Portland, OR 97232–4181 
(telephone 503–231–6158; facsimile 
503–231–6243). 

If the Oregon spotted frog is listed 
under the Act, the State of Oregon’s 
Endangered Species Act (O.R.S. sec. 
496.171–996; 498.026) is automatically 
invoked, which would also prohibit take 

of this species and encourage 
conservation by State government 
agencies. Further, the State may enter 
into agreements with Federal agencies 
to administer and manage any area 
required for the conservation, 
management, enhancement, or 
protection of endangered species. Funds 
for these activities could be made 
available under section 6 of the Act 
(Cooperation with the States). Thus, the 
Federal protection afforded to these 
species by listing them as endangered 
species will be reinforced and 
supplemented by protection under State 
law. 

The Oregon spotted frog is currently 
listed under the State of Washington’s 
ESA as endangered. The State of 
California’s ESA is not automatically 
invoked if the Oregon spotted frog is 
listed under the Act. We are unaware of 
any legal protections afforded to the 
species in British Columbia upon 
listing. 

Consideration of a 4(d) Special Rule 
The Service may develop specific 

prohibitions and exceptions that are 
tailored to the specific conservation 
needs of the species. In such cases, 
some of the prohibitions and 
authorizations under 50 CFR 17.31 and 
17.32 may be appropriate for the species 
and incorporated into a special rule 
under section 4(d) of the Act, but the 
4(d) special rule will also include 
provisions that are tailored to the 
specific conservation needs of the 
threatened species and may be more or 
less restrictive than the general 
provisions at 50 CFR 17.31. We are 
considering whether it is appropriate to 
develop a 4(d) rule that would not 
prohibit take that is incidental to 
implementing a State comprehensive 
Oregon spotted frog conservation 
program, implementing regional or local 
Oregon spotted frog conservation 
programs, and activities or efforts 
conducted by individual landowners 
that are outside of a more structured 
program but are still consistent with 
maintaining or advancing the 
conservation of Oregon spotted frog. 

State, Regional, and Local Conservation 
Programs 

We anticipate that conservation 
programs covered under such a 4(d) rule 
would need to be developed and 
administered by an entity having 
jurisdiction or authority over the 
activities in the program; would need to 
be approved by the Service as 
adequately protective to provide a 
conservation benefit to the Oregon 
spotted frog; and may need to include 
adaptive management, monitoring, and 
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reporting components sufficient to 
demonstrate that the conservation 
objectives of the plan are being met. For 
example, a comprehensive conservation 
program that has a clear mechanism for 
enrollment of participating landowners 
that want to manage their lands for the 
benefit of the Oregon spotted frog may 
not be prohibited from taking Oregon 
spotted frogs. In making its 
determination, the Service would 
consider: 

(i) How the program addresses the 
threats affecting the Oregon spotted frog 
within the program area; 

(ii) How the program establishes 
objective, measurable biological goals 
and objectives for population and 
habitat necessary to ensure a 
conservation benefit, and provides the 
mechanisms by which those goals and 
objectives would be achieved; 

(iii) How the program administrators 
demonstrate the capability and funding 
mechanisms for effectively 
implementing all elements of the 
conservation program, including 
enrollment of participating landowners, 
monitoring of program activities, and 
enforcement of program requirements; 

(iv) How the program employs an 
adaptive management strategy to ensure 
future program adaptation as necessary 
and appropriate; and 

(v) How the program includes 
appropriate monitoring of effectiveness 
and compliance. 

The considerations presented here are 
meant to encourage the development of 
efforts to improve habitat conditions 
and the status of the Oregon spotted frog 
across its range. For the Service to 
approve coverage of a comprehensive or 
local/regional conservation program 
under the 4(d) special rule being 
considered, the program must provide a 
conservation benefit to Oregon spotted 
frog. Conservation, as defined in section 
3(3) of the Act, means ‘‘to use and the 
use of all methods and procedures 
which are necessary to bring any 
endangered species or threatened 
species to the point at which the 
measures provided pursuant to the Act 
are no longer necessary.’’ The program 
may also be periodically reviewed by 
the Service to determine that it 
continues to provide the intended 
conservation benefit to Oregon spotted 
frog. As a result of this provision, the 
Service expects that conservation 
actions will be implemented with a high 
level of certainty that the program will 
lead to the long-term conservation of 
Oregon spotted frog. 

Activities Conducted by Individual 
Private Landowners 

The Service is considering whether it 
is appropriate to develop a 4(d) rule on 
non-Federal lands when those lands are 
managed following technical guidelines 
that have been developed in 
coordination with a State or Federal 
agency or agencies responsible for the 
management and conservation of fish 
and wildlife, or their agent(s), and that 
has been determined by the Service to 
provide a conservation benefit to the 
Oregon spotted frog. For example, a 
conservation district develops specific 
technical guidelines for controlling reed 
canarygrass that the Service agrees 
maintains breeding habitat, hence there 
is a conservation benefit to the species. 
Individual non-Federal landowners 
following these specific technical 
guidelines may be exempted from take. 
Guidelines should incorporate 
procedures, practice standards, and 
conservation measures that promote the 
continued existence of the Oregon 
spotted frog. 

Ideally, appropriate guidelines would 
be associated with a program that would 
provide financial and technical 
assistance to participating landowners 
to implement specific conservation 
measures beneficial to Oregon spotted 
frog that also contribute to the 
sustainability of landowners’ activities. 
Conservation measures encompassed by 
such a program should be consistent 
with management or restoration of 
emergent wetland habitats that include 
vegetation management and appropriate 
water management for maintaining 
habitat for Oregon spotted frog. 

We believe including such a provision 
in a 4(d) special rule for individual 
landowner activities will promote 
conservation of the species by 
encouraging landowners with Oregon 
spotted frog to continue managing the 
remaining landscape in ways that meet 
the needs of their operations or 
activities while simultaneously 
supporting suitable habitat for the frog 
and other wetland-dependent species. 

We will consider all comments and 
information received during our 
preparation of a final determination on 
the status of the species and a 4(d) 
special rule. Accordingly, the final 
decision may differ from our original 
proposal. 

Educational and Scientific Activities 

Finally, we are considering whether it 
is appropriate to include a provision for 
take of Oregon spotted frog when that 
take is in accordance with applicable 
State law for educational or scientific 
purposes, the enhancement of 

propagation or survival of the species, 
zoological exhibition, and other 
conservation purposes consistent with 
the Act. An example of an activity that 
could be covered under such a 
provision includes presence/absence 
and population monitoring surveys. 
Such surveys are typically conducted 
during the breeding season and may 
cause disturbance in the breeding 
habitat, particularly when egg mass 
counts are used to estimate the number 
of frogs. These surveys entail walking 
transects through the shallow-water 
breeding habitat, which may cause some 
disturbance of breeding frogs and a low 
likelihood of trampling of egg masses or 
frogs. However, if surveys are conducted 
in accordance with scientifically 
accepted methodologies, minimal 
impact to Oregon spotted frogs, 
primarily in the form of harassment, 
should occur. 

Accordingly, we are soliciting public 
comment as to which prohibitions, and 
exceptions to those prohibitions, are 
necessary and advisable to provide for 
the conservation of the Oregon spotted 
frog (see Public Comments above). After 
reviewing the initial public comments 
on this topic, we will evaluate whether 
a 4(d) special rule is appropriate for the 
Oregon spotted frog and, if so, publish 
a proposed 4(d) special rule for public 
comment. Currently, we have not 
proposed a 4(d) special rule for Oregon 
spotted frog. If the Oregon spotted frog 
is ultimately listed as a threatened 
species without a 4(d) special rule, the 
general prohibitions (50 CFR 17.31) and 
exceptions to these prohibitions (50 CFR 
17.32) for threatened species would be 
applied to the Oregon spotted frog, as 
explained above. 

Peer Review 
In accordance with our joint policy on 

peer review published in the Federal 
Register on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 34270), 
we will seek the expert opinions of at 
least three appropriate and independent 
specialists regarding this proposed rule. 
The purpose of peer review is to ensure 
that our listing determination and 
critical habitat designation are based on 
scientifically sound data, assumptions, 
and analyses. We have invited these 
peer reviewers to comment during this 
public comment period. 

We will consider all comments and 
information received during this 
comment period on this proposed rule 
during our preparation of a final 
determination. Accordingly, the final 
decision may differ from this proposal. 

Public Hearings 
Section 4(b)(5) of the Act provides for 

one public hearing on this proposal, if 
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requested. Requests must be received 
within 45 days after the date of 
publication of this proposed rule in the 
Federal Register. Such requests must be 
sent to the address shown in FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. We will 
schedule public hearings on this 
proposal, if any are requested, and 
announce the dates, times, and places of 
those hearings, as well as how to obtain 
reasonable accommodations, in the 
Federal Register and local newspapers 
at least 15 days before the hearing. 

Required Determinations 

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) 

This rule does not contain any new 
collections of information that require 
approval by OMB under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3501 
et seq.). This rule will not impose 
recordkeeping or reporting requirements 
on State or local governments, 
individuals, businesses, or 
organizations. An agency may not 
conduct or sponsor, and a person is not 
required to respond to, a collection of 
information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 

National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 

We have determined that 
environmental assessments and 
environmental impact statements, as 
defined under the authority of the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), need not 
be prepared in connection with listing 

a species as an endangered or 
threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act. We published 
a notice outlining our reasons for this 
determination in the Federal Register 
on October 25, 1983 (48 FR 49244). 

Clarity of the Rule 

We are required by Executive Orders 
12866 and 12988 and by the 
Presidential Memorandum of June 1, 
1998, to write all rules in plain 
language. This means that each rule we 
publish must: 

(1) Be logically organized; 
(2) Use the active voice to address 

readers directly; 
(3) Use clear language rather than 

jargon; 
(4) Be divided into short sections and 

sentences; and 
(5) Use lists and tables wherever 

possible. 
If you feel that we have not met these 

requirements, send us comments by one 
of the methods listed in ADDRESSES. To 
better help us revise the rule, your 
comments should be as specific as 
possible. For example, you should tell 
us the numbers of the sections or 
paragraphs that are unclearly written, 
which sections or sentences are too 
long, the sections where you feel lists or 
tables would be useful, etc. 

References Cited 

A complete list of references cited in 
this rulemaking is available on the 
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov 
and upon request from the Washington 

Fish and Wildlife Office (see FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Authors 

The primary authors of this package 
are the staff members of the Washington 
Fish and Wildlife Office, Oregon Fish 
and Wildlife Office—Bend Field Office, 
and Klamath Falls Fish and Wildlife 
Office. 

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 

Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports, Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, 
Transportation. 

Proposed Regulation Promulgation 

Accordingly, we propose to amend 
part 17, subchapter B of chapter I, title 
50 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
as set forth below: 

PART 17—[AMENDED] 

■ 1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361–1407; 1531– 
1544; and 4201–4245; unless otherwise 
noted. 

■ 2. In § 17.11(h) add an entry for ‘‘Frog, 
Oregon spotted’’ to the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife in 
alphabetical order under ‘‘Amphibians’’ 
to read as set forth below: 

§ 17.11 Endangered and threatened 
wildlife. 

* * * * * 
(h) * * * 

Species Vertebrate population When Critical SpecialHistoric range where endangered or Status listed habitat rulesCommon name Scientific name threatened 

* * * * * * * 
AMPHIBIANS 

* * * * * * * 
Frog, Oregon spot- Rana pretiosa ......... Canada (BC); Entire ......................... T .................. NA NA 

ted. U.S.A. (WA, OR, 
CA). 

* * * * * * * 

* * * * * Dated: July 18, 2013. 
Stephen Guertin, 
Acting Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 
[FR Doc. 2013–20986 Filed 8–28–13; 8:45 am] 
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OREGON HUNTERS ASSOCIATION 

P.O. Box 1706, Medford, OR 97501 • (541) 772-7313• oha@ccountry.net • www.oregonhunters.org 

March 26, 2014 


RMPs for Western Oregon 

Bureau of Land Management 

PO Box 2965 

Portland, OR 97208 


OHA- Comments to Bureau of Land Management "Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon 

Planning Criteria" 2014. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Land Management "Resource Management 

Plans for Western Oregon Planning Criteria" 2014. Oregon Hunters Association mission is "To provide 

an abundant huntable wildlife resource in Oregon for present and future generations, enhancement of 

wildlife habitat and protection of hunter's rights." 

The BLM Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon cover 2.5 million acres of public land. 

Federal agencies manage 46 percent of the forestland in western Oregon (ODFW 2008). 

Recreational Hunting and Economic Value 
The 2.5 million acres of public land that BLM manages in western Oregon provides significant 
recreational hunting opportunities and these hunters provide significant economic value to western 
Oregon communities. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife estimated 102,000 people hunted 
black-tailed deer in 2006 and 61,650 people hunted Roosevelt elk in 2000 (ODFW 2006, ODFW 2003). 
The Oregon Black-tailed Deer Management Plan, 2006, "estimated a net economic value of $47 to $81 
per hunter-day for black-tailed deer hunting in Oregon and the roughly 743,000 days of black-tailed deer 
hunting in Oregon (U.S Fish and Wildlife Service 2003) yielded between $34.9 million and $60.1 million 
in net economic benefits". 
Oregon Elk Management Plan, 2003, "a net economic value of roughly $40 to $60 per hunter day for elk 
hunting in Oregon can be applied to the total 774,000 days of elk hunting in Oregon (2000) to yield an 
estimate of between $31 million and $46 million in annual net economic benefits. This estimate 
represents the aggregate user value of elk hunting to those who hunted in Oregon, above their actual 
expenditures (costs) for this recreation". Of the 137,000 people that hunted elk in Oregon in 2000, 45% 
hunted Roosevelt elk. If expenditures were equal for both Rocky Mountain and Roosevelt elk hunting, 
this would result in an economic value of Roosevelt elk hunter of an estimate between $14 million and 
$20.7 million in annual net economic benefit. 
The combined net economic value of the 102,000 deer and 61,650 elk hunters in western Oregon is 
estimated between $48.9 million and $80.8 million annually. 
Deer and Elk Habitat 
"Habitat development of black-tailed deer, mule deer, and Roosevelt elk (i.e., deer and elk) was raised 
as a question in the scoping comments" (BLM Resource Management Plans- Planning Criteria 2014). 
OHA supports BLM's decision to manage special habitats, including meadows and oak 
savanna/woodlands, to maintain their ecological function under all alternatives. Meadows and oak 
savannas provide a permanent forage source for deer and elk. 
The proposed amount and type of brush field or hardwood (i.e. tanoak, alder, manzanita, etc.) 
conversion is not disclosed. These habitat types, especially tanoak, are important to wildlife such as 
deer, elk and black bear. 
The Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon Planning Criteria, 2014 (pg. 202) states: 
"Black-tailed deer populations are dependent on the native food sources found in early-successional 
stages of the forest (ODFW 2008). On federal lands, the reduction in harvest volumes beginning in the 
1980s reduced the availability of early sera I habitats typically preferred by black-tailed deer on a 

significant portion of their range in western Oregon (ibid.) 

http:www.oregonhunters.org
mailto:oha@ccountry.net


Federal forestlands in Western Oregon are lacking in adequate forage conditions due to drastic 

reductions in timber harvest under the Northwest Forest Plan (ODFW 2003.") 

BLM's proposal to analyze deer and elk is (BLM 2014): 

"• Individual species-specific analysis of habitat development will not be performed for these deer and 

elk species because: 


Analysis of species is limited to special status species (Federally listed, candidate, or proposed 
species under the Endangered Species Act; Bureau Sensitive, or Bureau Strategic; Survey and 
Manage species; or those with explicit direction to do so (land birds, bald eagle, and golden 
eagle.) 
A deer- and elk-specific analysis will not yield results substantially different from the analysis for 
other wildlife species associated with the early-successional structural stage (Table 2). The 
analysis of early successional habitat will also provide an assessment of deer and elk habitat 
development under the alternatives." 

BLM's decision to limit analysis to special status species is arbitrary and capricious. The quantity of early 
successional habitat by alternative will only provide a limited assessment of deer and elk habitat. A deer 
and elk specific analysis should be completed and identify: 

Habitat availability by elevation (i.e. summer, winter range, migration routes). 

Quality and quantity of early sera! habitat (summer forage and nutritional quality can influence 

elk reproduction and survival within a population, but one of the main threats to elk populations 

is the lack of early-successional habitats, particularly on federal lands (Cook eta!. 2013a) 

Recreational hunting and its economic value. 

Deer and elk population trends. 

Cumulative effects of reduced early sera! habitat on the 46% of forested lands in western 

Oregon managed by Federal agencies. 


Public Access to Public Lands 
Access to BLM public land is sometimes restricted or blocked by private property (gates). Please take 
every opportunity to increase access by the public to BLM administered public lands. 
Conclusion 
Oregon Hunter's Association would like to encourage BLM to increase the amount and quality of early 
sera! habitat providing for increased deer and elk populations. The recreational value to the estimated 
102,000 deer and 61,650 elk hunters and their annual net economic value between $48 million and $80 
million should be considered in alternative development. 

"'~#;:;;?;;:{_ 
Joe G. Ricker 
Chairman, Oregon Hunters Association 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 
Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: __Kirk McElney_____________ Email: _kmcelney@gmail.com______________________
 

Address: _FOOTS CREEK AREA__________________________City: Gold
 
Hill_________________________
 

Phone #: _541-582-4555_______________________ Organizational Affiliation: Foots Creek
 
Residents_____________________________
 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X□X Yes □ No
	

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 
Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 
personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 
identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 
withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 
you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 
comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 
entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 
(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

__It_is very evident that the Medford BLM District has a major bias for the OHV movement to make Johns 

Peak/Timber Mountain an OHV designated area.  I participated in numerous meetings over the last few years 

where the BLM denied us access to important and crucial maps and documents.  As examples: 1)The BLM stated 

they did not have maps of proposed and current trails, roads, and topographic information and other pertainent 

information (which later miraculously appeared when a BLM employee who had not been part of the subversion 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:kmcelney@gmail.com


 

      

     

    

     

    

     

        

   

     

   

    

      

      

  

   

   

 

     

      

    

      

   

      

accidently spilled the beans that all the maps we were asking for were readily available ) Most of the maps showed 

up at the next meeting!)_2)Information, such as “reported fires records” for the Foots Creek were unavailable – 

until we found them! 3)The BLM actually showed Foots Creek as an access area for OHV use on the government 

website and a room full of us were told that Foots Creek was not an access point. (by the way, that is private access 

and not public land._ 4)The public notice for meetings, deadlines for comment, etc. has basically non- existent or 

under extremely short notice until this year.  5)Signed petitions from Foots Creek residents have been lost by the 

BLM.  There are too many instances, a few of which I have pointed out (and these are not all of them) for this to be 

a coincidence.  Either the Medford 

District of the BLM is working for the OHV groups or they are absolutely incompetent.  Either situation is 

unacceptable.  Motorized vehicle usage in this area is a disaster waiting to happen.._Foots Creek is a fairly heavily 

populated box canyon where a fire would wipe out hundreds of homes and potentially be deadly.  Why bring in the 

potential for something like this? I moved here for the serenity of the area, not to hear motors echoing through the 

valley.___ What about my rights to bird watch, photograph wildlife, hike?  None of this will happen with OHV’s 

traversing the mountains.  If you look at a map of the area it is a checkerboard of private and BLM land with no 

contiguous route for OHV useage.  Landowners already have damage to their roads, fences, creek beds and 

supposedly this area is not even considered an OHV approved area.  We have offered up other potential OHV park 

areas away from homes and communities but these have been flatly dismissed, I believe because specific employees 

of the BLM have already made up their minds that this area is going to be an OHV area. The “public process” is a 

sham! Oregon does not have the money to maintain and/or patrol this new proposed OHV area.  It does not surprise 

me when I heard the BLM had received more requests for the OHV area that complaints against it.  People from 

across the state will be for it because they want to use it but they are not the ones who will have to live with it every 

day like the residents of the communities affected by it.  This OHV area should not be approved in an area where 

there are residents and communities. Pick a place that will not affect the daily lives of people and families, many of 
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whom have lived in the valley for a generation or more.  PLEASE BE SURE TO INCLUDE ME ON ALL 

NOTIFICATIONS REGARDING THIS MATTER at kmcelney@gmail.com 

Thank you , 

Kirk McElney 

mailto:kmcelney@gmail.com
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March 25, 2014 

Bureau of Land Management
Resource Management Plan Western Oregon 

Subject: Public Comment on Western Oregon Resource Management Plan (RMP) 

BLM Oregon
Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

I am a resident of the Foots Creek area that is being affected by BLM’s plan to put a 
proposed Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) Emphasis Area, located in close proximity to
my property, specifically the area of Johns Peak/Timber Mt. (JPTM), in southern 
Oregon. 

I am of the opinion that an OHV recreational area is a good idea, however the BLM is
going about this all wrong. Ideally this sort of area should be large enough so that 
open sections can be used while other sections are closed to allow
regrowth/restoration of damaged areas. 

More importantly the area should be far enough away from residential areas so as
not to infringe on the rights of property owners of the adjoining properties. The 
proposed OHV area of JPTM, bordering Foots Creek, Galls Creek, & Birdseye Creek 
are unsuitable for this kind of use due to the potential conflicts of private property
owners adjacent to the proposed OHV areas. 

The Foots Creek area has been designated as an “Extreme Fire Danger Area” by ODF.
It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to realize the potential loss of property and possible 
loss of life the residents of Foots Creek would realize in the event of an OHV user 
inadvertently starting a fire from a ‘Hot” exhaust pipe, or other non-intentional
methods. Who pays for the loss of property if a fire is started that spreads through
the surrounding communities. 

During the dry months levels of dust increase causing health issues to many of the 
adjacent residents who are older, due to increased pollution caused by dust and
exhaust of the OHV riders. 

Most property owners in the Foots Creek, Galls Creek, & Birdseye Creek areas live
there for the “Country life”. It is extremely annoying to listen to what sounds like 
chain saws running along the ridges echoing down the valley for hours/days on end. 

Of particular concern is the increased traffic of the “non-locals” racing up and down 
Foots Creek on their way to the OHV area. I can attest to multiple occasions of trucks
with trailers full of “Off Road Vehicles” almost hitting my vehicle as I have been 



   
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

  
  

 
  

   
  
  

  
 

  
 

   
   

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

exiting out of my driveway. One incident got nasty when I had pulled out in front of
one of these trucks from my driveway, which is around a corner where you cannot 
see oncoming traffic. The driver of the truck pulling the trailer almost hit me and 
almost caused another accident as he tried to pass with an on coming car coming in 
the opposite direction. It is these kinds of incursions that will multiply if Foots Creek
is used as a major jump off point for the proposed OHV area. 

How are the creeks and streams going to be protected against damage especially
sensitive Salmon producing creeks like Foots Creek which is listed with DEQ as
303d, as being one of the largest Redds producer in the county. The ecological
damage to wildlife habitat including, Deer, Elk Cougar, Bear, geese, and other foul
not to mention endangered species. 

Another issue that needs to be addressed is Trespassing of private property will
lead to confrontations. Even with well-marked trails and gates, we all know that the 
“temptation” is there to trespass on Private Property to “get to” the desired spot. It 
is impossible to police such a large area, and who is responsible for litter and
garbage? 

Overall who is going to compensate the surrounding property owners for the loss in 
property values that will be caused by the introduction of an OHV area in our
neighborhood? It seems that BLM has no regard how the proposed OHV project will
affect the residents, farmers, and ranchers in the area. 

It would have been nice to have been included in the initial planning stages, but this
seems to have been quietly worked on in an effort to push through an agenda. 

It should be of no consequence to move the OHV area to another location that does
not conflict with private property, where use for OHV is more appropriate. I am not 
for a total closure of the BLM properties as hiking, or horseback riding would be 
much more appropriate for the areas surrounding the Johns Peak/Timber Mt.
proposed OHV site. 

I request that BLM reconsider the uses for the Johns Peak/Timber Mt. for a more 
suitable application and reject the proposal for use as an OHV site. 

The 1995 RMP OHV Designation of the JPTM area should be removed as it violates
43 CFR 8342.2a “Public Participation” Prior to making designations or re-
designations, the authorized officer shall consult with interested user groups,
Federal, State, County and local agencies, local landowners, and other parties in a 
manner that provides an opportunity for the public to express itself and have its
views given consideration. 

I demand that all resident submitted data to BLM in the past 10 years as it relates to
noise, fire, sensitive streams, granitic soils, wildlife, environmental issues, including
all letters, and petitions submitted by residents of the affected areas are all 



 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

submitted to BLM’s mediation process be included into the BLM Western Oregon 
RMP Planning Criteria and that an additional Alternative be included to removing
the OHV Designation from JPTM in Western Oregon. 

I request to be put on your email/mailing list for updates on this issue so I can be 
assured of having the opportunity of input. 

Sincerely, 

Marc Allsman 
854 Foots Creek 
Gold Hill, OR 97525 

541-471-8988 
hid@aelight.com 

mailto:hid@aelight.com


  

 

   
  

      
      

   
     

      
     

      
   

          
  

    
      

  
      

       
    

   
    
        

     

      
     

     

     
   

      
     

Dear, Dennis Byrd & John Gerristma 

I have recently moved to the Foots Creek area from Southern California to give my 
kids the Oregon experience I had growing up.  I was informed by my neighbors there 
is a plan for an OHV recreation area in our neighborhood. I was shocked and upset 
about this possibility. I moved to Oregon to get away from noise and have a better 
way of life for my children.  Ever since I heard about this possibility of an OHV 
recreation area in my backyard I am scared for our safety.  I can’t get the image of 
someone causing a fire out of my head. My children’s safety and their well-being will 
be at risk so someone can have fun. I have insurance to pay to rebuild my house but, 
that would mess with many months of precious time I have to spend with them. 
Again, I moved back here so they could enjoy this beautiful Oregon land.  Having the 
possibility of us living in a hotel for month’s to re-build is not that? This is 
unacceptable!!! 

There are wild animals all over the hills above our house. I understand my children 
need to take precautions when they are outside.  However, if you start having off 
road vehicles in this area I am going to see more and more of those coming down the 
hill into my yard? So, again my children’s safety is at risk just so someone else can 
have fun.  I do not want to walk out my front door and see a bear or cougar attacking 
my children. 

With the additional traffic on our dirt road is the county going to increase their 
maintenance and up-keep.  The additional traffic will create noise.  I told my children 
how peaceful it is out here and now they will be listening to 4 x 4 with supped up 
engines, quads and dirt bikes echoing off the hills.  Not my idea of piece and quite. 

The Foots Creek area has a history of mining. Who is going to protect the OHV riders 
from the dangers of the mines? Who is going to protect our history from the OHV 
riders? Is the government going to find all the mines and fence them off? 

What is the percentage of lives you are going to change in a negative and financial 
hardship way VS the number of those that will use this for a day of fun.  The amount 
of property owners and their families that are going to be affected would be greater I 
am sure. 



    
  

         
    

   
  

     
  

    

   
     

    
    
    

       
       

   

      
     

    
   

    
    

      
     

   
       

 
    

     
   

I understand the MRA has had problems of non-members being disrespectful.  They 
are having problems with trash being dumped on the road to their land or around it. 
This has caused misconceptions of the MRA with the city of Jacksonville. The MRA 
may be a responsible group but, how many thousands of non-members are going to 
be disrespectful to my land.  How many thousands of people over the years are going 
to litter, camp, smoke, and tear up the sensitive soil we have in the foots creek 
basin?  All of this will affect the property value!!  Is BLM going to compensate me for 
the decline in my property value??  The decline in my property value will be directly 
related to your agenda to have an OHV recreation area. 

Where we lived in California there was an OHV recreation area but not anywhere 
near houses.  I can’t image with all the land in this state has you could not find 
another location. The land you are proposing is a patchwork of BLM and private 
property. This is going to get a large amount of crossover.  People may not even 
mean to but will end up on my land.  I like to use our snowmobiles. Therefore, for 
my family’s fun and pleasure I am always willing to drive a little ways. Especially 
when I know how drastically it would affect others and their way of living. People 
will travel to participate in the activities they love. 

Why are you proposing this area?  What is your agenda? Would the money not be 
wiser spent on a larger area of land? I believe there is a large area of land in 
Prospect far away from homes and communities. I may have been out of this area 
for a few years but know that Prospect is not that far. Are there not trails already 
there?  The years of time and money that have been spent to invade our community 
and land would have been better spent to develop an area that has thousands of 
acres that are not patch worked with personal property.  The benefit for the OHV 
with larger miles of government land would be great.  I have camped in the Prospect 
area and know there is more area’s for overnight or weekend drivers than in the 
proposed area. 

All the additional items I have mentioned are going to be noticed by insurance 
companies.  Am I going to see a rise in my wildfire insurance??  Again, is BLM going 
to pay for that?? Will I need Liability insurance because I get uninvited OHV riders on 
my land?  If so, is BLM going to pay for that too?? So, to get around this do I fence 



       
 

    
     

   
    

     
    

   

 

 

  

 
  
 

 

my land off?  Is BLM going to pay for that also?  It sure seems like there is a lot of 
things BLM is going to be responsible for! 

I am not against OHV recreation.  I have a quad and a couple 4 x 4 jeeps.  However, I 
do not want it on my land.  I am all for finding an area for this sport.  I think that the 
Foots Creek Basin is not that area. The Foots Creek Basin should be left to NON-
motorized use. 

I understand some of the items in my letter are just a mother fearful for her 
children’s safety.  However, they are true concerns for all of us property owners and 
our families in the Foots Creek Basin. 

Thank You, 

Steven D. Williams 
4984 Foots Creek R. Fork Rd 
Gold Hill, Or. 97525 



0i:l OREGON HUNTERS ASSOCIATION 

~ P.O. Box 1706, Medford, OR 97501 • (541) 772-7313 • oha@ccountry.net • www.oregonhunters.org 

March 26, 2014 


RMPs for Western Oregon 

Bureau of Land Management 


PO Box 2965 


Portland, OR 97208 


OHA- Comments to Bureau of Land Management "Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon 

Planning Criteria" 2014. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Land Management "Resource Management 

Plans for Western Oregon Planning Criteria" 2014. Oregon Hunters Association mission is "To provide 

an abundant huntable wildlife resource in Oregon for present and future generations, enhancement of 

wildlife habitat and protection of hunter's rights." 

The BLM Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon cover 2.5 million acres of public land . 

Federal agencies manage 46 percent of the forestland in western Oregon (ODFW 2008) . 

Recreational Hunting and Economic Value 
The 2.5 million acres of public land that BLM manages in western Oregon provides significant 
recreational hunting opportunities and these hunters provide significant economic value to western 
Oregon communities. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildl ife estimated 102,000 people hunted 
black-tailed deer in 2006 and 61,650 people hunted Roosevelt elk in 2000 (ODFW 2006, ODFW 2003). 
The Oregon Black-tailed Deer Management Plan, 2006, "estimated a net economic value of $47 to $81 
per hunter-day for black-tailed deer hunting in Oregon and the roughly 743,000 days of black-tailed deer 
hunting in Oregon (U .S Fish and Wildlife Service 2003) yielded between $34.9 million and $60.1 million 
in net economic benefits". 
Oregon Elk Management Plan, 2003, "a net economic value of roughly $40 to $60 per hunter day for elk 
hunting in Oregon can be applied to the total774,000 days of elk hunting in Oregon (2000) to yield an 
estimate of between $31 million and $46 million in annual net economic benefits. This estimate 
represents the aggregate user value of elk hunting to those who hunted in Oregon, above their actual 
expenditures (costs) for this recreation" . Of the 137,000 people that hunted elk in Oregon in 2000, 45% 
hunted Roosevelt elk. If expenditures were equal for both Rocky Mountain and Roosevelt elk hunting, 
this would result in an economic value of Roosevelt elk hunter of an estimate between $14 million and 
$20.7 million in annual net economic benefit. 
The combined net economic value ofthe 102,000 deer and 61,650 elk hunters in western Oregon is 
estimated between $48.9 million and $80.8 million annually. 
Deer and Elk Habitat 
"Habitat development of black-tailed deer, mule deer, and Roosevelt elk (i .e., deer and elk) was raised 
as a question in the scoping comments" (BLM Resource Management Plans- Planning Criteria 2014) . 
OHA supports BLM's decision to manage special habitats, including meadows and oak 
savanna/woodlands, to maintain their ecological function under all alternatives. Meadows and oak 
savannas provide a permanent forage source for deer and elk. 
The proposed amount and type of brush field or hardwood (i.e . tanoak, alder, manzanita, etc.) 
conversion is not disclosed . These habitat types, especially tanoak, are important to wildlife such as 
deer, elk and black bear. 
The Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon Planning Criteria, 2014 (pg. 202) states: 
"Black-tailed deer populations are dependent on the native food sources found in early-successional 
stages of the forest (ODFW 2008) . On federal lands, the reduction in harvest volumes beginning in the 

1980s reduced the availability of early sera I habitats typically preferred by black-tailed deer on a 

significant portion of their range in western Oregon (ibid .) 

http:www.oregonhunters.org
mailto:oha@ccountry.net


Federal forestlands in Western Oregon are lacking in adequate forage conditions due to drastic 

reductions in timber harvest under the Northwest Forest Plan (ODFW 2003.") 

BLM's proposal to analyze deer and elk is (BLM 2014): 

"• Individual species-specific analysis of habitat development will not be performed for these deer and 

elk species because: 


Analysis of species is limited to special status species (Federally listed, candidate, or proposed 
species under the Endangered Species Act; Bureau Sensitive, or Bureau Strategic; Survey and 
Manage species; or those with explicit direction to do so (land birds, bald eagle, and golden 
eagle.) 
A deer- and elk-specific analysis will not yield results substantially different from the analysis for 
other wildlife species associated with the early-successional structural stage (Table 2}. The 
analysis of early successional habitat will also provide an assessment of deer and elk habitat 
development under the alternatives." 

BLM's decision to limit analysis to special status species is arbitrary and capricious. The quantity of early 
successional habitat by alternative will only provide a limited assessment of deer and elk habitat. A deer 
and elk specific analysis should be completed and identify: 

Habitat availability by elevation (i.e. summer, winter range, migration routes). 

Quality and quantity of early sera I habitat (summer forage and nutritional quality can influence 

elk reproduction and survival within a population, but one of the main threats to elk populations 

is the lack of early-successional habitats, particularly on federal lands (Cook et al . 2013a) 

Recreational hunting and its economic value . 

Deer and elk population trends. 

Cumulative effects of reduced early sera I habitat on the 46% of forested lands in western 

Oregon managed by Federal agencies. 


Public Access to Public Lands 
Access to BLM public land is sometimes restricted or blocked by private property (gates). Please take 
every opportunity to increase access by the public to BLM administered public lands. 
Conclusion 
Oregon Hunter's Association would like to encourage BLM to increase the amount and quality of early 
seral habitat providing for increased deer and elk populations. The recreational value to the estimated 
102,000 deer and 61,650 elk hunters and their annual net economic value between $48 million and $80 
million should be considered in alternative development. 

Sincerely, 

r.ed'a.~.. 
Joe G. Ricker 
Chairman, Oregon Hunters Association 

References 
Bureau of Land Management "Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon Planning Criteria" 
2014. http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/files/rmp-criteria.pdf 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2003. Oregon's elk management plan . February 2003 . 
Portland, OR http:/(www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/management plans/docs/EikPianfinal.pdf 
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2008. Oregon black-tailed deer management plan. 14 
November 2008. Salem, OR http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/docs/Oregon Black-
Tailed Deer Management Plan.pdf 

http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/docs/Oregon
http:/(www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/management
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/files/rmp-criteria.pdf


 

    

 

 

    

           

    

  

 

 

  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

B O Z E M A N ,  M O N T A N A     D E N V E R ,  C O L O R A D O  H O N O L U L U ,  H A W A I ` I  

I N T E R N A T I O N A L  J U N E A U ,  A L A S K A  O A K L A N D ,  C A L I F O R N I A  

S E A T T L E ,  W A S H I N G T O N  T A L L A H A S S E E ,  F L O R I D A    W A S H I N G T O N ,  D . C .  

E N V I R O N M E N T A L  L A W  C L I N I C  A T  S T A N F O R D  U N I V E R S I T Y  

October 14, 2005 

Via Federal Express 

Bureau of Land Management 
Oregon/Washington State Office 
ATTN: Western Oregon Planning Revision (OR930.1) 
333 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR  97204 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, OR  97208 

Re: 	 Earthjustice’s Scoping Comments on BLM’s Revision of Western Oregon 
Resource Management Plans 

To Whom It May Concern: 

INTRODUCTION 

These comments provide input into the upcoming scoping process for amendments to 
Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) plans as they pertain to Oregon and California Railroad 
and Coos Bay Wagon Road lands (“O&C lands”).  In particular, BLM has entered into 
settlements with the timber industry and the Association of O&C Counties in which it has 
voluntarily committed to consider a particular alternative in the environmental impact statement 
(“EIS”) for the upcoming resource management plan (“RMP”) revision and to certain parameters 
for all alternatives in the EIS.  By constraining the alternatives it will consider in the EIS, BLM 
also would be constraining its options in revising the plans, since the EIS forms the basis for 
choosing among available options.  While a federal agency may settle a lawsuit by agreeing to 
reconsider an agency decision, it cannot commit to a particular outcome of a public process 
through which it must consider various options, foster public participation, and make a reasoned 
decision based on the record before the agency. If BLM is construing the settlement to tie its 
hands to consider only certain outcomes for the plan revisions, then it either is misconstruing the 
settlement or it has exceeded its authority by entering into such an agreement.  BLM cannot 
artificially constrain the alternatives in the EIS and RMP revisions beyond what is legally 
compelled by the statutes governing BLM’s management of western Oregon lands.  Nor can 
BLM avoid fully considering all of its statutory and regulatory obligations in making plan 
revisions based on the desires of special interests. 

7 0 5  S E C O N D  A V E . ,  S U I T E  2 0 3   S E A T T L E ,  W A  9 8 1 0 4 - 1 7 1 1  
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I. THE OREGON AND CALIFORNIA LANDS ACT 

The Oregon and California Lands Act (“O&C Act”) governs railroad grant lands that 
revested in the federal government due to the railroad company’s breach of its statutory duties.  
In the Act, Congress sought to put an end to wasteful and destructive logging practices that 
clearcut large forest areas for short-term gains without safeguarding the forests and other 
resources. The Act instituted a conservation ethic, marking the first federal statute to impose 
sustain-yield constraints on timber cutting. 

The O&C Act provides that O&C lands: 

shall be managed . . . for permanent forest production, and the timber thereon 
shall be sold, cut and removed in conformity with the principal [sic] of sustained 
yield for the purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting 
watersheds, regulating stream flow, and contributing to the economic stability of 
local communities and industries, and providing recreational facilities. 

II. THE INDUSTRY SETTLEMENT 

Documents released on April 18, 2003 in response to a Freedom of Information Act 
(“FOIA”) lawsuit brought by Earthjustice on behalf of Biodiversity Northwest, Northwest 
Ecosystem Alliance, and Oregon Natural Resources Council revealed an aggressive timber 
industry campaign to convince the then-new Bush Administration to dramatically increase the 
amount of timber cut from Northwest federal forests.  See Biodiversity Northwest v. Department 
of Justice, No. CV03-0530P (W.D. Wash. filed Feb. 28, 2003).  The timber industry, led by 
American Forest Resources Council (“AFRC”), sought to increase the timber cut from 
Northwest forests up to 1.1 billion board feet of timber and provided a blue print for weakening 
or eliminating five aspects of the Northwest Forest Plan to accomplish this goal.  See 
“Administrative Tools to Fix the Northwest Forest Plan,” Dec. 2001 (Exhibit 1); “A Global 
Framework for Settlement of Litigation Challenging Federal Agency Actions Relating to the 
Northwest Forest Plan,” April 2002 (Exhibit 2).  AFRC then filed three new lawsuits and 
resurrected a decade-old lawsuit to coincide with the demands and it urged the agencies to settle 
the cases on its terms, which the agencies ultimately did. 

Of relevance here, the industry wanted BLM to amend the Northwest Forest Plan to 
eliminate old-growth and riparian reserves on O&C lands unless needed to avoid jeopardy to 
threatened and endangered species and to revert to pre-1994 position that timber production is 
the dominant use of those lands.  In advocating for this result, AFRC relied heavily on a 
memorandum written by Gale Norton when she was an associate solicitor as to whether BLM 
had to establish reserves for the northern spotted owl before the owl was listed under the 
Endangered Species Act and before the litigation confirmed BLM’s legal duties to manage 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Bureau of Land Management 
October 14, 2005 
Page 3 

habitat to protect the owl.  Associate Solicitor Mem. to Deputy Assistant Secretary Re: Statutes 
Governing Management of the Northern Spotted Owl (Oct. 1986). 

At first, the Bush Administration offered to accede to only two of the industry’s 
demands.  Letter to Mark Rutzick from Wells Burgess (Aug. 1, 2002) (Exhibit 3).  The 
timber industry responded to the federal settlement offer, insisting that: “The proposals to 
eliminate the survey and manage program and fix the “Rothstein” problem are not 
sufficient to produce 1.1 Billion Board Feet Per Year of Timber Sales Under the 
Northwest Forest Plan,” and “Welcome as the [proposals in the government] letter are, 
the coalition is unable to conclude that these initiatives alone will achieve the coalition’s 
goal of 1.1. bbf per year of Northwest Forest Plan timber sales.”  Response to Federal 
Settlement Offer of August 1, 2002, at 1 & 2 (Aug. 13, 2002) (Exhibit 4).  In addition to 
making other demands, the industry urged the Administration to interpret the O&C Act 
so that it “establishes timber production as the dominant use of all O&C lands suitable for 
timber production, and prohibits reserves except to the extent required to avoid jeopardy 
under the ESA.”  Id. at 4. The industry argued that this interpretation would be “a potent 
tool for achieving the 1.1.bbf goal.” Id. at 3. 

The Administration agreed to pursue all the weakening actions demanded by the timber 
industry. The Freedom of Information Act lawsuit produced a settlement agreement in which the 
BLM would agree to propose amendments to BLM Resource Management Plans that would 
revert back to a pre-1994 view that certain BLM lands must be managed for timber production 
and would eliminate old-growth and riparian reserves for species and ecosystem protection on 
those lands. This settlement was eventually finalized with minor changes. 

BLM (and Forest Service) entered into the Settlement Agreement in two cases pending in 
the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia.  American Forest Resources Council v. 
Clarke, No. C94-1031-TPJ (D.D.C.); Association of O&C Counties v. Babbitt, C94-1044 
(D.D.C.) (Exhibit 5). The plaintiffs in one of the cases include the American Forest Resources 
Council. The lead plaintiff in the other case was the Association of O&C Counties.  The cases 
embodied the industry and county’s 1994 challenges to the Northwest Forest Plan, but the D.C. 
District Court deferred to Judge Dwyer who upheld the plan in 1994.  He resolved all of the 
claims made by the industry and counties in the D.C. cases, including the O&C Act arguments, 
and the Ninth Circuit upheld his authority to do so.  Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 871 F. 
Supp. 1291 (W.D. Wash. 1994), aff’d, 80 F.3d 1401 (9th Cir. 1996). The AFRC case had been 
twice dismissed without reaching the merits given Judge Dwyer’s resolution of the issues.  While 
the second dismissal was on appeal, the case had little vitality left when it provided the hook for 
a commitment to reconsider the Northwest Forest Plan. 

The Association of O&C Counties case had resulted in a settlement in 1997 in which 
BLM agreed that any major revisions to the BLM RMPs would consider “an alternative that 
emphasizes sustained-yield timber production on the O&C lands, except insofar as limitations on 
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timber management on the O&C lands would be necessary to comply with the Endangered 
Species Act, Clean Water Act, or any other law to which management of the O&C lands must 
adhere.” 1997 Settlement Agreement ¶ 2.  The Agreement cautioned that: “It is understood that 
the BLM would not be making any commitment to select such an alternative as the preferred 
alternative, and that it is expected that the BLM will develop as wide a range of reasonable 
alternatives as possible for consideration.” Id. The Association jettisoned this prior Settlement 
Agreement once BLM indicated its willingness to tie its hands further in the revision process in 
the AFRC settlement. 

In the new settlement, the Secretary of Interior committed to revise the RMPs for the 
Coos Bay, Eugene, Lakeview, Medford, Roseburg, and Salem BLM districts by December 31, 
2008. A federal agency is free to commit to undertake a discretionary action by a date certain.  
The commitment to revise the plans by the end of 2008 is therefore within BLM’s authority. 

The Secretary further committed that: “At least one alternative to be considered in each 
proposed revision will be an alternative which will not create any reserves on O&C lands except 
as required to avoid jeopardy under the Endangered Species Act.  All plan revisions shall be 
consistent with the O&C Act as interpreted by the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals.” Settlement 
Agreement ¶ 3.5.  In contrast to the previous Association of O&C Counties settlement, which 
envisioned reserves warranted to meet obligations under any law, the alternative prescribed by 
the new settlement would allow for reserves only to avoid jeopardy under the Endangered 
Species Act. 

An agency may agree to consider a certain alternative in an EIS, as long as it considers a 
reasonable range of alternatives. If the specified alternative would fall short of meeting the 
agency’s legal obligations, however, it would be a waste of agency resources to include it in the 
EIS. Here, the alternative specified in the Settlement Agreement would not be a lawful option.  
BLM has legal duties under various statutes that may call for reserves in addition to those needed 
to avoid jeopardy to threatened or endangered species.  BLM cannot artificially constrain its 
options by failing to consider alternatives with more reserves that may enable it to meet its legal 
duties. Moreover, an EIS is designed to inform the agency’s exercise of its discretion.  While 
BLM might be able to discharge those duties through some other means, it cannot artificially 
limit its options when reserves might be the most efficient and certain way to balance and meet 
all of its duties. BLM must have before it an objective analysis of the full range of alternatives 
that will inform its judgment as to how to meet its various responsibilities. 

In the Settlement Agreement, BLM also committed to ensure that all plan revisions are 
consistent with the O&C Act as interpreted by the Ninth Circuit.  It is not clear what this 
commitment entails.  Prior to the Settlement Agreement, BLM was constrained to comply with 
governing statutes as construed by the holdings in pertinent cases.  The binding case law would 
include not only the sole Ninth Circuit decision cited in the Settlement Agreement’s recitations, 
but also subsequent decisions in both the Ninth Circuit and the district court embracing a greater 
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role for conservation mandates in BLM’s management of the O&C lands.  To the extent that the 
Settlement Agreement merely restates the role of judicial decisions in interpreting the law, it has 
no impact on the EIS or plan revision process.  However, if BLM construes the Settlement 
Agreement to favor one judicial interpretation over another or language in one court case over 
the plain terms of the O&C Act and other laws, BLM would be acting ultra vires. 

In conjunction with the scoping process for the RMP revision, AFRC is asserting that: 

• 	 Meeting the requirements of the O&C Act takes precedence over 
other federal laws. 

• 	 Using the “reserve” strategy for maintaining viable wildlife species is 
inappropriate and unlawful for the lands managed under the O&C 
Act. . . . Reserve strategies are fundamentally flawed. . . . 

Newsletter, Sept. 21, 2005 <http://www.afrc.ws/>. AFRC may merely be advocating its partisan 
position. However, if AFRC is presenting the intent behind the Settlement Agreement, and if 
BLM concurs in this view, BLM exceeded its authority in entering into the Settlement 
Agreement and cannot implement it to constrain its analysis of alternatives or its plan revisions.  
Instead, BLM’s overriding obligation is to comply with the laws that govern its authority to 
manage the O&C lands. 

III. BLM’S DUTIES TO MANAGE THE O&C LANDS 

Numerous statutes establish duties that BLM must meet in managing the O&C lands.1 

The timber industry has long contended that BLM must manage the O&C lands under a timber-
first mandate, drawing from the permanent forest production goal set out in the O&C Act.  BLM 
has long recognized, however, that it must manage the O&C lands for multiple purposes both to 
comply with the O&C Act and its duties under other laws.  The timber-first construction is at 
odds with both the O&C Act and the interplay between that Act and other statutory mandates. 

A. Safeguards Drawn From the O&C Act 

Although some have called the O&C Act the first multiple use statute, others have 
dubbed it a “dominant” use statute, with timber production being the dominant use.  Under the 
Act, O&C lands “shall be managed . . . for permanent forest production,” but subject to other 
constraints. 43 U.S.C. § 1181a. 

1 These comments address only management of the O&C lands, but the RMP revisions pertain to 
all BLM lands, including vast tracts of public domain lands that are fully subject to all land 
management and environmental laws. 

http:http://www.afrc.ws
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First, permanent forest production is not synonymous with commercial logging.  A 1979 
Interior Solicitor memorandum clarified the forest production need not be for commercial use.  
That is but one of the uses. The forest production could be to protect watersheds, stream flows, 
or recreation. Interior Solicitor Mem. (Aug. 27, 1979). 

Second, the goal of the timber production is to promote economic stability of local 
communities. In the O&C Act, Congress sought to curtail the type of boom and bust logging 
frenzies that had generated economic instability.  Congress decidedly did not support 
maximizing timber production for short-term economic gain.  Instead, it sought to institute long-
term sustainability.  To achieve these goals, BLM should consider alternatives that promote 
community stability, even if they favor thinning over clearcutting and even if they shift some 
areas of the forest to other activities that would achieve that goal. 

Third, the Act does not seek to promote other resource extraction activities, such as 
grazing. Such activities should not occur where they conflict with any of the Act’s other goals or 
BLM’s duties under other laws. 

Fourth, the O&C Act explicitly lays out other goals for management of the O&C lands.  
Specifically, the lands must be managed for the purpose of “protecting watersheds, regulating 
stream flow, . . . and providing recreational facilities.”  43 U.S.C. § 1181a. The mandate to 
protect watersheds and stream flow supports establishing safeguards like those embodied in the 
Aquatic Conservation Strategy of the Northwest Forest Plan. 

Similarly, BLM must manage the O&C lands to protect high-quality recreational 
opportunities. The Interior Solicitor has advised that this mandate “is broad enough to include 
such things as scenic highways or scenic rivers which are identified as such through the Bureau’s 
planning process.” Interior Solicitor Mem. at 10. (May 14, 1981).  With respect to a wild and 
scenic river partially on O&C lands, the Interior Solicitor counseled that logging that would be 
noticeable from the river would be prohibited along scenic stretches of the river and that logging 
could occur in areas important for recreation only if it would not impair recreational or aesthetic 
qualities. Interior Solicitor Mem. at 1-2 (Oct. 4, 1978). 

B. Safeguards Drawn From Other Laws 

BLM must comply with other laws unless they expressly carve out an exception for the 
O&C Act. The courts strive to reconcile overlapping statutory duties so that all applicable 
statutes retain their vitality.  A statutory obligation is overridden only in the event of a direct 
conflict that makes it impossible to comply with competing mandates or explicit legislative 
language indicating an intent for one to be preeminent over another. 
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1. FLPMA 

Initially, BLM and the courts focused on the role of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (“FLPMA”), enacted decades after the O&C Act.  In Headwaters v. BLM, 914 
F.2d 1174, 1183-84 (9th Cir. 1990), the Ninth Circuit held that BLM did not err in construing the 
O&C Act to make timber production a dominant or primary use of the lands.  Headwaters had 
challenged a particular timber sale and argued that BLM erroneously emphasized timber 
production over conservation of wildlife habitat and old-growth forests.  Before rejecting this 
construction of the O&C Act, the majority opinion had held that BLM appropriately tiered its 
environmental assessment for the timber sale to a programmatic environmental impact statement 
addressing wildlife and old-growth habitat, and it rejected Headwaters’ challenge to BLM’s 
multiple use determination, which emphasized timber production for the lands at issue.  As later 
cases confirm, the result is often far different where BLM is subject to other statutory duties that 
lead it to protect O&C lands in order to protect wildlife or old-growth forests. 

FLPMA has also been construed to impact BLM’s wilderness review obligations for 
O&C lands. Under FLPMA, BLM has an obligation to conduct a wilderness study review of 
roadless areas that have 5,000 acres or more and wilderness characteristics.  43 U.S.C. § 1782(a). 
The review should have occurred within 15 years of FLPMA’s passage, i.e., by the end of 1991.  
During a wilderness study review, BLM must manage the lands in a manner that does not impair 
their suitability for preservation as wilderness. Id. § 1782(c). This has been construed to 
prohibit roadbuilding and logging in most instances. 

FLPMA has a savings clause, which provides that the O&C Act prevails “in the event of 
conflict with or inconsistency between [FLPMA and the O&C Act] insofar as they relate to 
management of timber resources, and disposition of revenues from lands and resources . . ..”  43 
U.S.C. § 1701 note. An Interior Department Solicitor’s memorandum indicates that there is 
scant legislative history pertaining to the savings clause, but there was some indication that the 
Department sought to assuage concerns raised by the Oregon delegation that the funding formula 
and management of O&C lands would be affected by FLPMA.  Interior Solicitor Mem. at 9 
(Sept. 5, 1978). The Solicitor’s memorandum reconciles the O&C Act with FLPMA’s 
wilderness study provision as follows: O&C lands that are suitable for timber production are 
ineligible for wilderness study, while O&C lands that are unsuitable for timber production can be 
considered for wilderness. In practice, however, O&C lands have been included in some 
wilderness study areas and designated wilderness areas, such as the Wild Rogue Wilderness and 
Table Rock Wilderness.  Moreover, BLM could properly determine that designating O&C lands 
that are suitable for timber production as wilderness would be the most effective way to meet its 
legal obligations to protect species and ecological functions.2 

2 Since the O&C Act supersedes FLPMA only where the two conflict, BLM still has an 
obligation to designate Areas of Critical Environmental Concern particularly where special 
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2. Other Laws 

After Headwaters, the courts have retreated from a timber-centric vision for O&C lands.  
Instead, the operating principle has become one of dual responsibilities.  BLM must meet all of 
its statutory obligations, many of which call for environmental safeguards even where such 
safeguards result in less intensive or pervasive logging. 

In Portland Audubon Society v. Lujan, 998 F.2d 705 (9th Cir. 1993), the Ninth Circuit 
found no unavoidable conflict between an injunction stopping old-growth logging pending 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, and the O&C Act, even though the 
Act’s timber targets (stated as a minimums) could not be met under the injunction.  BLM and the 
O&C Counties had argued that “the district court erred in issuing an injunction which prevents 
the BLM from selling a minimum of 500 million board feet of timber per year as directed by the” 
O&C Act. Id. at 709. The court rejected this argument, stating: “We find that the plain language 
of the Act supports the district court’s conclusion that the Act has not deprived the BLM of all 
discretion with regard to either the volume requirements of the Act or the management of the 
lands entrusted to its care.  Because there does not appear to be a clear and unavoidable conflict 
between statutory directives, we cannot allow the Secretary to ‘utilize an excessively narrow 
construction of its existing statutory authorizations to avoid compliance [with NEPA].’”  Id. at 
709. Under this ruling, BLM must comply with NEPA, the ESA, and other environmental laws 
in its management of O&C lands. 

In the Northwest Forest Plan, the agencies construed this interplay to mean that other 
environmental laws take precedence over the O&C Act in the absence of a conflict, and that 
prudent management to avoid future conflicts with such other laws is within the BLM’s 
discretion, as it could promote economic stability in the long-run.  For example, “That Act does 
not limit the Secretary’s ability to take steps now that would avoid future listings and additional 
disruptions.” NWFP Record of Decision at 50.  The Secretaries made the finding that the 
adopted plan “will provide the highest sustainable timber levels from Forest Service and BLM 
lands of all action alternatives that are likely to satisfy the requirements of existing statutes and 
policies.” ROD at 61. 

In Seattle Audubon Society v. Lyons, 871 F. Supp. 1291 (W.D. Wash. 1994) (appeal 
history omitted), Judge Dwyer rejected the contention that the Northwest Forest Plan violated the 
O&C Act, stating that BLM must fulfill its conservation duties under other environmental 
statutes in managing the O&C lands.  He also rejected the contention that the agency need not 
comply with the NEPA or the ESA because it has no power under its enabling statute to modify 
its management activities based on the other environmental statutes: BLM “for many years has 

management is needed to protect ecological values that are consistent with the O&C Act’s goals.  
See 43 U.C.S. § 1702. 
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exercised broad authority to manage the O&CLA lands: the BLM is steward of these lands, not 
merely regulator. Management under the O&CLA must look not only to annual timber 
production but also to protecting watersheds, contributing to economic stability, and providing 
recreational facilities." Id. at 1314. 

Judge Dwyer noted that the court in Headwaters approved a BLM management plan that 
allocated over 50% of the area at issue to non-timber uses and that the decision dealt with the 
O&C Act alone, not BLM's duty to comply with other statutes. He also pointed to Portland 
Audubon as a more recent decision confirming that BLM must fulfill conservation duties 
imposed by other statutes. As in Portland Audubon, NEP A compelled BLM to consider the 
environmental impacts of its actions. 871 F. Supp. at 1311. Moreover, Section 7(a)(l) of the 
Endangered Species Act requires BLM to utilize its authorities and carry out programs to 
conserve threatened and endangered species. Id. at 1311, 1314. BLM appropriately construed 
this mandate to take action to minimize the need to list species in the future. Id. at 1314. 
Moreover, Judge Dwyer concluded that the agencies could not, given the current conditions of 
the forests, meet their obligations under NEPA and§ 7(a)(1) of the ESA "without planning on an 
ecosystem basis." Id. at 1311 (emphasis in original). 

While NEP A and the ESA are two statutes that impose mandates on BLM's management 
ofO&C lands, the Interior Solicitor has recognized that numerous statutes similarly constrain 
BLM's management of O&C lands. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, discussed above, is one 
such statute, and in fact several designated wild and scenic rivers include O&C lands. BLM 
must also manage the lands to safeguard species listed under state endangered species acts, to 
provide sufficient habitat to conserve and rehabilitate fish, wildlife, and game populations, to 
meet water quality standards established under the Clean Water Act, and to impose measures to 
protect wetlands, including by prohibiting logging in wetlands areas, where necessary. See 
Interior Solicitor Mem. (May 14, 1981). 

Sincerely, 

Patti Goldman 
Earth justice 

Enclosures 



 
 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
  

 

3-6-14 

Marietta O’Byrn 
86813 Central  Rd 
Eugene, OR 97402 

To the BLM Planning Team, 

As it has been shown that older forests in the western parts of OR and WA store more carbon per acre 
than almost any other forest in the world (that is standing forests), it is extremely important to 
moderate the cuts and exclude older forests and old growth from logging.  These forests are extremely 
important for moderating climate change.  Forest practices need to change as our world is changing 

Sincerely 
Marietta O’Byrn 
Ernest O’Byrn 
Gary D Thompson 
Kate Gessert 
Joan Klebar 
Rev John Pitney 
Silvia Pajares 
And 2 unreadable signatures 
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Please Oppose the O & C Land Grant Act, S. 1784 

Logging Bill Threatens ESA Listed Birds & Forest Carbon Stores 

Statement of American Bird Conservancy, Submitted to the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
 
Committee, February 6, 2014
 

The American Bird Conservancy Strategic Bird Conservation Framework 

American Bird Conservancy works to conserve birds and their habitat throughout the Americas and has 

developed a unique and successful strategy to preserve bird diversity and maintain or increase wild bird 

populations. This strategy is fully articulated in The American Bird Conservancy Guide to Bird 

Conservation published in 2010 by University of Chicago Press (ISBN-13:978-0-226-64727-2). 

The highest bird conservation priority is halting extinctions, followed by conserving and restoring 

habitats. In the case of the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet, it is being is proposed to place 

lower priority general habitat needs before the specific needs of these endangered species, even to the 

point of allowing large numbers of Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled Murrelets to be killed (taken) 

and significant habitat to be degraded or completely eliminated for decades. 

While the stated goal to improve future habitat conditions for the owl and murrelet are well-intended, 

this activity is not supported by peer-reviewed studies showing populations will benefit, and it is, in fact, 

pushing two already extremely imperiled species closer to extinction and should be immediately halted. 

For more information about this statement and American Bird Conservancy’s views on S. 1784, please 

contact Steve Holmer, Senior Policy Advisor, sholmer@abcbirds.org. For more information about 

American Bird Conservancy please see www.abcbirds.org. 
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Please Oppose the O & C Land Grant Act, S. 1784 

Logging Bill Threatens ESA Listed Birds & Forest Carbon Stores 

The O & C Land Grant Act, S. 1784, proposes to increase logging in habitat essential to the survival of 
two listed birds, the Northern Spotted Owl and the Marbled Murrelet.  Recent analysis indicates that the 
population of the threatened Northern Spotted Owl continues to decline, and that the Marbled 
Murrelet is likely to be extinct outside of the Puget Sound area within one hundred years. The best 
available scientific evidence indicates that these two listed species need additional protections, not 
additional logging that eliminates habitat and further fragments the landscape. 

Government agency reviews show 
that President �ill �linton’s Northwest 
Forest Plan has been effective at 
protecting drinking water supplies for 
millions of Americans, improving 
water quality and restoring forests 
that were decimated during decades 
of unsustainable old growth logging.  

We now also know from climate 
researchers, that the Northwest 
Forest Plan has helped turn the 
region’s federal forests from a source 
of carbon emissions into a sink. The 
moist mature and old growth forests 

in California, Oregon, and Washington State represent a vast storehouse of carbon that could be lost to 
the atmosphere if logged, and that it would take centuries to recapture that lost carbon. 

In addition to being harmful to the atmosphere, the bill seeks to ease habitat and oversight protections 
provided by the Endangered Species Act and National Environmental Policy Act, and it limits judicial 
review to prevent public review of resulting management decisions. One provision would prevent 
additional habitat protection if an ESA listing decision or critical habitat designation would require it 
based on the best available science. This is very significant because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has 
a court ordered deadline to issue a new critical habitat rule for the Marbled Murrelet in 2015. 

We anticipate that the combined loss of habitat due to increased logging, limits on additional habitat 
protection, and the loss of adequate regulatory mechanisms to conserve two listed species are likely to 
cause up-listings to endangered status and to jeopardize their continued existence. Therefore, we 
respectfully urge Senators to oppose S. 1784. 
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Impact on Listed Bird Species - Section by Section Review 

Northern Spotted Owl, Nick Dunlop, USFWS 

Sec. 2 (11) (B) Exclusion: This provision excludes 

unoccupied Northern Spotted Owl nest trees if 

located in a disturbance area.  The provision is 

inconsistent with Recovery Action 12 of the Northern 

Spotted Owl Recovery Plan which calls for the 

conservation of features that take a long to form, 

such as large snags often used by owls for nesting. In 

a letteri, conservation groups called on the Obama 

administration to implement measures in the final 

Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan to protect post-

fire forest habitats and structures used by the 

threatened owls and their prey. An Oct. 31 letter to 

Congress endorsed by 250 scientistsii says 

“legislation to expedite post-disturbance logging is 

inconsistent with the current state of scientific 

knowledge, and would seriously undermine the 

ecological integrity of forest ecosystems on federal 

lands;” 

Sec. 2 (12) Old Growth: The bill defines moist old 
growth as trees older than 150 years and stands 
older than 120 years and for dry forests trees older 
than 150 years. The Northwest Forest Plan conserves 

late-successional forest 80 years and older because it was determined that owls begin using habitat of 
that age, and to provide the necessary quantity of habitat needed to conserve the species. 

Sec. 2 (13) Older Trees: The Northwest Forest Plan conserves late-successional forest 80 years and older 
because it was determined that owls begin using habitat of that age, and to provide the necessary 
quantity of habitat needed to conserve the species.  Under this definition, stands in the 80-100 range 
within late-successional owl reserves could lose protection. 

Sec. 102 (b) ESA and NEPA Redefined: This provision says covered land shall be managed in a manner 
that is “consistent with this Act;” This means that no NEP! or ES! requirements apply that are not 
specifically described in the bill. 

Sec. 102 (c) Forestry Emphasis Areas: Federal lands are currently managed under a multiple use 
mandate that requires managers to evaluate and provide for a range of values while also maintaining 
the ecosystem.  Designating Forest Emphasis Areas mandates a dominant use of these lands, which is 
likely to result in the degradation of non-commodity values such as clean water, carbon storage, flood 
control, non-timber forest products, recreational opportunities, tourism, attracting relocating 
businesses and workers, and wildlife habitat. 

Throughout the bill are new conservation standards and land designations such as Forest Emphasis 
Areas that differ from the Northwest Forest Plan. While in some cases the protections being described 
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would beneficial to listed species, on the whole the bill as drafted would result in an estimated 78,000 
acres of owl critical habitat and late-successional forest being logged over the next twenty years. 

This is an area being considered for ecoforestry on federal forest near Eugene. Steve Holmer. 

According to a chart prepared by Norm Johnson with assistance from BLMiii, over 200,000 acres of late-
successional reserve protected by the Northwest Forest Plan would be designated Forest Emphasis 
Areas and a total of 273,000 acres of critical habitat has been deemed suitable for logging. See maps on 
pages 19-21 showing Late-successional reserves, Marbled Murrelet and Northern Spotted Owl critical 
habitat that will be designated Forestry Emphasis Areas. 

Sec. 102 (c) (1)-(2) Section 7 Waiver: Because this section describes specific non-discretionary 
management requirements upon BLM and does not provide explicit ESA compliance, then Section 7 
consultation would not apply to these projects. 

Sec. 103 (b) (5) Mixed Forests: The bill provides undue discretion to determine if a site is moist or dry. 
Given that the bill’s protection of moist forests extends to stands that average 120 years, and dry forests 
only protect individual trees older than 150, it would be more beneficial to listed bird species to have 
mixed habitat to be designated as moist. 

Sec. 103 (c) (4) Northern Spotted Owl: This provision allows for logging of habitat that Recovery Actions 
10 and 32 of the Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan say should be protected, provided the U.S. Fish 
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and Wildlife Service certify the project will beneficial to the owl over the long-term. Short-term harm 
cannot be considered. Please see the discussion beginning on page 16 concerning Ecoforestry and the 
Misuse of Ecosystem Management. 

This section also allows projects which do not have to comply with the ESA and are harmful to owl 
habitat if the project is deemed to address a threat of disease, insects or fire. This is remarkably broad 
language that allows for just about any project in owl habitat to proceed despite Recovery Actions 10, 
12 and 32 intended to protect nesting owls, forest structures needed by owls and prey, and high quality 
owl habitat. 

Sec. 103 (c) (6) Nest Trees: This provision overrides Section 9 of the ESA prohibiting take of the Northern 
Spotted Owl through habitat modification. 

Sec. 103 (c) (6) (B) Surveys: The bill states that nest trees in Forestry Emphasis Areas shall not be cut, but 
the cursory survey method prescribed limits surveys to only one day per 100 acres of timber sale. This is 
insufficient to be certain no owl nests are present. The current protocol requires two years of six surveys 
per year. 

Sec. 103 (c) (6) (C) Information from Public: While this section allows for the public 14 days to provide 
information concerning the location of nest trees, there is no requirement the public will be notified 
when this 14 period begins via the consistency document required under section 104 (d). 

Sec. 103 (c) (7) Marbled Murrelet: This provision waives 
Section 7 consultation requirements for projects affecting 
Marbled Murrelet and requires �LM to “confer” with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to see if the logging will 
provide benefits to a forest ecosystem. There has been no 
scientific analysis demonstrating Marbled Murrelets are 
likely to benefit from additional habitat loss or 
fragmentation, and growing evidence that forest 
fragmentation is a major threat to the species by enhancing 
predation of nests. The Pacific Seabird Groupiv recently sent 
a letter to the administration raising concerns about harm 
ecoforestry was likely to cause the Murrelet. Additional 
information on the likely harm to Marbled Murrelets by 
ecoforestry is on page 17. 

Sec. 103 (d) (2) Ecological Forestry Principles: This provision outlines ecoforestry for moist forests. It is 
important to note that when peer-reviewers from The Wildlife Society, the Society for Conservation 
�iology and the !merican Ornithologists’ Union analyzed ecoforestry in the context of the Northern 
Spotted Owl Critical Habitat rule, they were very critical, concluding that there is a lack of supporting 
evidence that ecoforestry will benefit listed species, and a large amount of evidence it is likely to be 
harmful. 

Sec. 103 (d) (2) (E) Early Seral: This provision states that less intense approaches to site preparation and 
tree regeneration (planting) would be used to nurture early seral ecosystems, but provides no specific 
standards to ensure that the result of treatments will not functionally be tree farms. 

Marbled Murrelet chick. USDA Forest Service 
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Ecoforestry creates more openings in a heavily clearcut and fragmented landscape. Francis Eatherington 

Sec. 103 (d) (2) (F) Rotational Logging: This provision requires that stands managed by ecoforestry will 
be logged when the stand reaches its rotation age. This ensures that the stand will never grow old 
enough to provide quality owl or Murrelet habitat. 

Sec. 103 (d) (2) (G) 120 Year Cap on Tree Age: This provision requires the development of a rotation 
system of 80 to 120, ensuring that no stands will reach the age limit requiring protection. 

Sec. 103 (d) (3) (A) Regeneration Harvest Requirement: This provision requires that 8-12% of the moist 
Forestry Emphasis Area be designated for logging during each 10-year period using variable retention 
regeneration (i.e. clearcutting). Thus, every stand would on average be logged every 100 years. 

Sec. 103 (e) Dry Forests: Ecological forestry has much weaker owl habitat protections than those of the 
Northwest Forest Plan and therefore, should be thoroughly tested before being applied across the 
landscape. The legislation would raise the age of forest protection from 80 years to 150 years, and 
unlike the Northwest Forest Plan no stands are protected, only individual trees. See addition discussion 
below concerning dry forests. 

Sec. 103 (f) (1) Riparian Reserves in Forestry Emphasis Areas: The bill would significant reduce the size of 
riparian buffers compared to those provided the Northwest Forest Plan. It is important to note that 
riparian buffers were provided to not only protect aquatic species and water quality, but also terrestrial 
species covered by the Survey and Manage protocol, and to provide dispersal habitat for Northern 
Spotted Owls. Current climate adaptation policy indicates that to withstand predicted increased heavy 
rain events, creating larger riparian buffers would be the correct land management prescription. 

7
 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 

  

  
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

  

  

   

 

Old Growth forests filter and store water. Steve Holmer. 

Sec. 104 Streamlined Procedures: While we 
support the concept of landscape scale 
management, the requirement to develop two 
EISs that can plan for and identify all of the 
environmental impacts related to 10-years of 
logging projects is unreasonable and likely to 
result in inadequate conservation of all forest 
values. Due to other restrictions in the bill, this 
would be the only opportunity for meaningful 
public involvement for ten years’ worth of 
timber sales. 

Sec. 104 (a) (4) Additional Analysis: This 
provision states that no project specific NEPA 
analysis is required unless convincing new 
information regarding a significant 
environmental impact is raised that was not 
considered in the 10-year EIS. Even if 
circumstances have changed and more 
detailed analysis is needed to make an 
informed decision, BLM will not have to 
conduct an environmental assessment due to 
the very narrow circumstances provided in this 
section. 

Sec. 104 (b) (1) Limiting Alternatives: This 
section limits the number of alternatives and 
limits their scope to a prescribed map to 
prevent analysis of different landscape 

configurations that may be more beneficial to listed species.  In addition, the analysis must follow 
prescribed logging levels and cannot analyze options that do not equally distribute the logging across 
the BLM districts. 

Sec. 104 (b) (2) (A) Cumulative Impacts: The 
cumulative impact of logging in terms of the 
total habitat loss and fragmentation and 
resulting population declines are why the 
Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled 
Murrelet were listed under the ESA. By 
limiting the analysis to the specific action it 
authorizes this provision prevents the 
agency from analyzing cumulative impacts 
in the 10-year EISs. 

Sec. 104 (b) (2) (B) Analyses: The bill states 
Due to intensive logging on private and state lands in Oregon, the that a timber prioritization plan, watershed 
BLM checkerboard is readily apparent from the air or google earth. analysis, dry forest landscape plan, and a 
Steve Holmer 

most forest landscape must be developed 
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and utilized to draft the 10-year environmental impact statements.  In (II) it states that these documents 
do not need to undergo NEPA analysis, and in (ii) it goes further and provides these documents an 
explicit exemption from NEPA. 

Sec. 104 (b) (3) (B) Distributions: This provisions directs the agency to ensure that logging will evenly 
divided among BLM districts to ensure each district has adequate harvest and revenue to share with 
counties. This language undermines the concept of ecosystem management which requires an analysis 
of all affected values, not just timber volume in determining the appropriate location for logging, and 
areas where additional conservation may be required to protect listed species. 

Sec. 104 (b) (4) Specific Environmental Impacts: This section lists specific values to be considered in the 
environmental impact statements. While we appreciate the inclusion of inventoried roadless areas, we 
are concerned that only Northern Spotted Owl nest trees were listed. The owl also requires foraging 
habitat, and its prey also has habitat needs that should be considered. Further, the Marbled Murrelet is 
very likely being endangered by the experimental logging proposed by the bill and should be given 
special consideration to determine the likely impact of extensive habitat loss that the bill proposes. 

Sec. 104 (c) (3) Judicial Review: The bill places limits on judicial review including the available venues, 
objections can only be considered if the issue had previously been raised, and a very short timeframe of 
30 days from when a project is approved to decide if litigation is warranted and to initiate a civil action. 

Sec. 104 (c) (3) (F) (iii) Balancing of Short- and 
Long-Term Effects: This provision allows the court 
to weigh potential long-terms benefits to the 
ecosystem, and the possible consequences of 
inaction, against the certain short-term harm that 
is caused by removing the habitat of listed 
species.  Given the low population numbers and 
declining population trends, this is a remarkable 
risky policy for the Marbled Murrelet and 
Northern Spotted Owl, that allows for essential 
habitat to be removed, even it is may cause short-
term harm to these species. The concern of 
course is that one or both of the species will go 
extinct before the long-term ecosystem benefits 
accrue. In the case of the Marbled Murrelet this is 
of particular concern because the birds like to 
nest in very old trees, usually 200 years and older, 
meaning it will be a very long time before logged 
Murrelet habitat will again be suitable for the 
species. 

Sec. 104 (d) (1): Consistency Document: Instead 
of an environmental analysis or environmental 
impact statement that discloses and analyzes 
environmental impacts, this section requires that 
logging projects only need a consistency finding 
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Sec. 104 (e) (4) Escalation: Leaves the final 
determination of disagreements concerning 

ESA Sections 7 or 9 with the BLM. 

Jim Jontz Memorial Grove, Mt. Hood National Forest, Oregon 

that lists interested parties contacted, has a determination of no extraordinary circumstances that are 
undefined, and a finding that the project is “consistent” with the ten-year EIS Record of Decision. 

Sec. 104 (d) (3) Cause of Action: The only challenge that can be brought against a proposed project, no 
matter how harmful to water quality, carbon storage, recreation hotspots or listed wildlife, concerns 
only whether or not it is consistent with the 10-year EIS. The only other claim that can be considered is 
if a species has been newly listed under the ESA. This section does not include designation of new critical 
habitat which is required for the Marbled Murrelet in 2015. Subsection (B) further limits the time period 
to only 30 days for filing a legal claim. 

Sec. 104 (e) (1) (B) Assessments under the 
ESA: Subsection (i) requires FWS and NOAA to 
commence consultation within 90 days, and 
determine acceptable take levels for the 
planned projects under the 10-year EIS.  We 
are concerned that this may be the only Sec. 7 
consultation that takes places since project 
level consultation is made discretionary in (ii) 
(1). Further, severe time limits are placed on 
FWS and NOAA concurring that a project is 
not likely to adversely affect listed species or if 
formal consultation is required. 

Sec. 104 (e) (5) Applicability of the Northwest Forest Plan: This provision abolishes the Survey and 
Manage requirements within forestry emphasis areas. This may lead to additional species being listed 
under the Endangered Species Act, and will cause harm to the threatened Northern Spotted Owl by 
removing dispersal habitat, and to the Marbled Murrelet if nearby habitat is fragmented by logging. 

Sec; 104 (e) (7) (�) Reinitiation of �onsultation: This provision overturns the ES!’s Section 7 (d) 
prohibition against irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources during consultation.  Projects 
would continue while the new consultation takes place. 

Sec. 104 (e) (8) Listings of Endangered Species: Under subsection (A) if new species are listed or if 
additional critical habitat is designated as we except will happen for Marbled Murrelet, this provision 
requires some conservation areas be designated to forestry emphasis areas to compensate if forestry 
emphasis areas are designated critical habitat and made into conservation areas. Under subsection (B) 
the Secretary has 120 days to identify 10,000 acres of conservation lands that could be redesignated. 

Sec; 105 (b) (1) Timber Harvest Limitations: The bill explicitly allows logging of conservation areas “to 
improve forest health” or in (ii) to improve the habitat of listed species over the long-term. This 
provision raises doubt that the conservation lands will actually be conserved, and it also appears that 
owl and Murrelet habitat can logged, even it causes short-term harm to the species, if the agency claims 
that there will be long-term benefits. 
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Sec. 115 (a) (2) Primitive Backcountry Special Management Areas: This section allows logging to improve 
forest health or if there is a threat of fire, insect outbreak or disease. These conditions apply to all of the 
approximately 43,000 acres included in the six new designations raising concern that these backcountry 
primitive areas may not be conserved. 

Sec. 117 Land Ownership Consolidation: While we support the intent of maintaining and providing for 
large blocks of habitat, this language lacks specificity and based on the requirements in (a) (1-3) we are 
concerned that the potential impact to listed species will not be considered. The Public Interest 
Determination language of the bill (d) (2) does not guarantee that the public can be meaningfully 
involved in the determination of public interest. Further, (d) (4) limits the determination to lands of 
equal monetary value. Ecosystem values, and potential restoration needs and costs are not required to 
be considered. Based on past land exchange proposals in the region, there is valid concern is that this 
provision will result in old growth forests providing habitat for listed species being traded for heavily 
logged lands devoid of these species and in need of extensive restoration to be paid for at taxpayer 
expense. 

Sec. 119 Closure and Decommissioning of Roads: This provision is very likely to benefit listed bird 
species. In subsection (iv) it prioritizes roads that if closed would enhance wildlife habitat through the 
restoration of large blocks of habitat. This would be particularly beneficial to owls and Murrelets. 
Subsection (b) authorizing the legacy roads and trails program and (4) providing $5 million per year 
through 2023 will very likely benefit the forest ecosystem and listed bird species. 

Sec. 120 Special Management Research 
Areas: This provision allocates 50,000 acres 
to carry out ecoforestry research. This 
includes up to 15,000 acres of conservation 
areas. However, subsection on (d) concerning 
monitoring does not require any studies to 
determine the impact on the populations of 
listed species. 

Sec. 121 Compliance: This section requires 
the Secretary to ensure compliance only for 
the protection of trees 150 years and older.  
This is of concern because under the 
Northwest Forest Plan, trees within late-
successional reserves 80 years and older are 
conserved.  This bill also protects moist 
forest stands older than 120 years. Trees in 

moist forests in the 120-150 age class should also be covered. In (d) (1) a penalty system is to be 
devised to prevent removal of old trees between the ages of 150 and 250.  The provision also allows 
that the cutting of some small number of old growth trees cut in error. This is of great concern due to 
the severe shortage of very old trees capable of providing nesting platforms for the Marbled Murrelet. 

Sec. 122 Review by Advisory Panel: In (a) the effect on listed species is not included on the list of values 
the advisory panel report must consider. It is of great concern that scientists that focus on biology are 
apparently being excluded from this exercise in forest policy development. The Northwest Forest Plan 
included a broad range of scientists, not just foresters. 

Oregon allows very harmful forest practices on state and private 
lands. Photo by Steve Holmer. 
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Protective Designations (numerous sections): Permanently protecting forest areas should prove 
beneficial to the long-term well-being of the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet that depend 
on old growth forests that will likely be allowed to develop and be retained in these areas.  The new 
designations and Old Growth Legacy Network which covers 430,000 acres of moist stands older than 
120 years, protect less overall habitat than the Northwest Forest Plan late-successional reserves which 
protect stands older than 80 years, and has more robust riparian reserve networks. Overall, the bill 
promotes logging of about 60% of the forest, while only 40% is considered unsuitable for harvest. 

The Northwest Forest Plan Ensures Sustainable Forest Management 

The Northwest Forest Planv governs management of federal forests in the Pacific Northwest including 

the Oregon and California Lands (O & C), and according to government reviews, it is working to restore 

degraded forests and watersheds. The Northwest Forest Plan protects many forests over 80 years old 

with the goal of allowing these stands to mature into old growth and over time provide additional 

habitat for listed species. S. 1784 would eliminate the protection for much of the 80- to 120-year-old 

forests. This would prevent enough old growth forests from ever maturing and filling in the gaps in the 

heavily fragmented landscape to create the large blocks of wildlife habitat called for by the Northwest 

Forest Plan. 

The Forest Service Ten Year Review of the Northwest Forest Plan 
found that, overall, the Plan’s conservation strategy and reserve 
network appear to be working as designed. The total area of 
medium and large older forests on federal lands in the Plan 
increased by more than 1 million acres during the ten-year 
period, almost double the anticipated amount. The Plan’s 
outcomes for Spotted Owls were expected to take at least a 
century. Spotted Owl population declines were expected for the 
first 40 to 50 years under the Plan, with owl populations 
stabilizing in the mid-21st Century and possibly increasing after 
that as owl habitat recovery exceeded loss. 

A Forest Service analysis of watershed condition released in Feb. 

2012 finds that the Northwest Forest Plan is working well to 

recover impaired watersheds across the region. Watershed 

Condition Status and Trend (Laningan et al 2012) published by 

the Pacific Northwest Research Station analyzed data from 1994-

2008, the first fifteen years of the Northwest Forest Plan and 

found that 69% of the watersheds in the NWFP area had a positive change in condition as a result of 

road decommissioning and vegetation growth. The report summary notes: “Watershed condition was 

most positive for congressionally reserved lands, followed by late-successional reserves, and then matrix 

lands;” 

Timber Volume and the Northwest Forest Plan 

While the Plan has generated complaints from interests that seek higher logging levels on federal lands, 
it’s been producing as much timber as �ongress has provided funding for, and with relatively little 
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controversy compared to the timber wars of the past. In addition to peace in the woods, the Plan has 
also provided a stable legal framework allowing for timber operations on state and private lands. 

The final Northwest Forest Plan was a political compromise that under-delivered on old-growth 
protection by placing 42% of the remaining acres in the matrix, and overpromised on timber volume. 
The plan’s billion board foot estimate was never realistic because it is predicated on logging old-growth, 
which is not supported by the public and that in practical terms has generally been ruled in violation of 
wildlife protection laws. The estimate was also completed prior to the designation of the riparian 
reserve network which turned out larger than anticipated. The Bush Administration recognized these 
factors to a degree, and lowered the allowable sale quantify to 800 million board feet. 

A look at timber sale output in the Northwest Forest Plan region reveals the agency is at a sustainable 
level and meeting the volume targets budgeted by Congress. Since 2003, the budget approved by 
Congress and the Administration has called for 4,668 million board feet from the Northwest Forest Plan 
area. The agencies have offered 4,507 board feet, or 96% of the planned budget. 

Source: Forest Service and BLM Volume Offered under Northwest Forest Plan (FY 1995 – FY 2010), 

Region 5 & 6, PTSAR Report, and BLM Timber Sale Information System. 

In addition, exports from the region are skyrocketing. In 2010 over 2 billion board feet of logs and 

lumber were exported from the West Coast. In 2011 it topped 3 billion. There is no shortage of logging 

in the Pacific Northwest. 
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Carbon Storage Aided by the Northwest Forest Plan 

We now also know from climate researchers, that the 

Northwest Forest Plan has helped turn forests from a source 

of carbon emissions into a sink. The moist mature and old 

growth forests in California, Oregon, and Washington State 

represent a vast storehouse of carbonvi that could be lost to 

the atmosphere if logged, and that it would take centuries to 

recapture that lost carbon. We also know that mature and 

old trees store considerably more carbon than young trees. 

Forest carbon scientists have concluded that these 

magnificent forests are only half full, in that they could store 

considerable more carbon if allowed to grow. 

According to Dr. Beverly Law of the University of Oregon, activities to promote carbon storage in forests 

include allowing existing forests to continue to store and accumulate carbon, and forestation of lands 

that once carried forests. Natural disturbance (fire, insects) has small impact on forest carbon compared 

to intensive harvest, and thinning does not reduce emissions or fire occurrence. Large-scale thinning for 

bioenergy production is neither sustainable nor GHG neutral. 
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O & C Lands Critical for Maintaining Integrity of the Northwest Forest Plan 

The low elevation forest lands of western Oregon managed by BLM have very high ecological values 
such as clean drinking water, and they provide irreplaceable habitat that links large blocks of forest in 
the Coast Range, Cascades, and Klamath mountains. These old, structurally-complex forests are critically 
important for the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet. 

Two key assumptions behind the biological analysis supporting the Northwest Forest Plan were that (1) 
“[r\iparian and Late-Successional Reserves (LSRs) will retain reserve status and will not be available for 
timber production other than as provided in !lternative 9” and (2) “[a\lternative 9 applies to Forest 
Service and BLM lands; all future actions on these lands would be consistent with Alternative 9, as 
adopted in the Record-of-Decision (ROD);” (NWFP FEIS at 2-33 to 2-34) 

When Judge William Dwyer ruled on the 

legality of the Northwest Forest Plan, he 

indicated that the plan, which scientists had 

concluded must include the O & C lands to 

conserve listed species, was barely legal, 

and offered the minimum amount of 

protection the law allows for endangered 

species. The judge also confirmed that 

including federal forests in the plan area 

managed by the Bureau of Land 

Management was essential. This was 

confirmed in the analysis for the Northern 

Spotted Owl Critical Habitat rule: 

“In some areas, for example the O & C lands, our modeling results indicated that those Federal 
lands make a significant contribution toward meeting the conservation objectives for the 
Northern Spotted Owl in that region, and that we cannot attain recovery without them.” (P. 567 
draft Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule). 

Significantly altering the management of O & C Lands now is likely to upset the balance created by the 
Northwest Forest Plan. This could have negative implications for timber production on other federal 
lands managed by the Forest Service, private landowners with Habitat Conservation Plan predicated on 
O & � lands being conserved as well as the managers of Oregon’s state forests;  

Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule Protects Additional Federal Forests 

The final Northern Spotted Owl critical habitat rule of 2012 designated 9,577,969 acres, an increase of 

four million acres over the old rule. It also directs the land management agencies to conserve older 

forest, high-value habitat, and areas occupied by Northern Spotted Owls. An estimated 1.1 million acres 

of occupied and high-quality owl habitat on federal lands previously designated for timber harvest now 

must be protected from logging. 

O & C Checkerboard. Photo from Google Earth. 
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For critical habitat designated in areas already scheduled for logging that are not considered high quality 

or occupied owl habitat, the rule allows “ecological forestry,” a form of clearcutting which may result in 

a slight, 10 percent increase in timber production over thinning. Controversy continues over this practice 

which is not supported by peer-reviewed studies showing that owl populations will benefit. Other 

studies indicate that both the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet will likely be harmed by 

ecological forestry. 

Ecological Forestry 

The intent of ecological forestry is to attempt to increase harvest while conserving essential habitat. In 

practice, ecological forestry is a more benign form of clearcutting than currently occurs on private and 

state lands in Oregon. But it very important to note that currently, clearcutting is rarely allowed on 

federal lands as a result of impacts it has to wildlife habitat and water quality. Ecological forestry is 

therefore a step in the wrong direction because it would harm federal lands compared to current 

thinning efforts. 

Misuse of Ecosystem Management 

The Northwest Forest Plan is first and 

foremost, a multispecies management plan 

for listed species including the Northern 

Spotted Owl, Marbled Murrelet and salmon 

stocks that provides the land management 

agencies with an adequate regulatory 

mechanism to comply with the Endangered 

Species Act. The Northwest Forest Plan 

promotes an ecosystem management 

approach with the specific goal of 

protecting those listed species and 

perpetuating the late-successional forest 

ecosystem. The Final Rule misapplies the 

Northwest Forest Plan’s ecosystem 

management approach to promote 

ecological forestry which has not been 

adequately field tested or monitored, and is 

likely to be detrimental to Marbled Murrelets and listed salmon by increasing fragmentation. 

Comments from Peer Reviewers 

A review of the peer reviews of the draft Critical Habitat Rule indicates that: 

1.	 There is no scientific consensus on how to manage forests within the range of the Northern 

Spotted Owl 

2.	 There are currently no studies showing owl populations benefit from logging, and 

3.	 There are numerous studies showing potential harm to the owl, its prey based, and to other 

listed species such as the threatened Marbled Murrelet as a result of logging. 

Owlets. Photo by USFWS. 

16
 



 
 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

   

  

 

 

  

  

   

     

  

    

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  
 

Active Management 

“Reviewers were divided on the risks posed by climate change and forest health, and whether 

active management should be applied within critical habitat;” (p; 491) 

“Three reviewers disagreed with some of the science that was cited, or the interpretation of 

that science, and noted that the discussion did not adequately address studies that have 

documented negative effects of timber management on northern spotted owls and their prey;” 

(P. 494) 

“Four reviewers indicated that parts of the document were unclear on whether ecological 

science was applied appropriately, and highlighted the lack of understanding about how such 

management actions may affect owls and their prey. Two reviewers specifically indicated that 

they did not think that approach is appropriate;” (P; 494) 

“Five reviewers believed that the risks were not appropriately balanced, that the discussion was 

too vague in weighing the tradeoffs, or that there is too little specific scientific understanding of 

the explicit tradeoffs to conduct an informed discussion. Several of these reviewers indicated 

that there was too much emphasis on active management in the preamble to the proposed rule 

given the lack of understanding about how ecological forestry and restoration management 

might affect owls;” (P; 495) 

Marbled Murrelet Threatened by Ecoforestry 

Other listed species may also be harmed by the proposed active management of the Northern Spotted 

Owl such as the Marbled Murrelet. The draft Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule’s Environmental 

!ssessment found that “!ctive forest management that is in the vicinity of murrelet nesting stands may 

be detrimental to the species survival and recovery;” (p; 61 of the draft rule) 

This results from increased fragmentation and opening the 

forests to crows, ravens, and jays, increasing predation pressure 

on nesting murrelets. Despite this, there was no prohibition in 

the final Rule on the proposed active management to ensure 

murrelet nesting stands will not be disturbed, and notably, the 

fact that active management may be detrimental to Murrelet 

nesting stands was not even mentioned. 

Active management, if conducted near nesting murrelets will 

likely be harmful. There are also indications the prey base of the 

Northern Spotted Owl could also be harmed by active 

management including thinning, but these factors are glossed 

over by the final Rule. And unlike the Northwest Forest Plan, 

there is no detailed analysis determining how other listed species will fair under the active management 

being proposed by the Rule. 

Conservation groupsvii and scientific societies recently sent letters to President Obama urging the 

formation of a new conservation initiative for the threatened Marbled Murrelet which nests in mature 

and old-growth forests near the coast. A recent study by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the USDA 

Marbled Murrelet juevenile. Photo by 
USFWS. 
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Forest Service finds that the Marbled Murrelet has declined by 29% over the last decade. Researchers 

have concluded current conservation efforts aren’t sufficient to reverse this trend and that additional 

measures, including additional habitat protection are urgently needed. 

Lack of Scientific Evidence for Active Management to Create Early Seral Habitat 

While early seral habitats are desirable for some species, logging is not the best means to establish this 

type of habitat within the range of the Northern Spotted Owl. We recommend that agency utilize 

natural disturbances and refrain from post-fire logging because wildfires have the potential to create 

abundant high-quality early-successional habitats and features needed by the Northern Spotted Owl and 

its prey. 

There is no evidence the Northern Spotted Owl 

benefits from the creation of early seral habitat, nor 

is there analysis showing what potential harm may 

come to the threatened species if various levels of 

direct take and habitat loss or degradation were to 

occur. 

The Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat rule draft 

Environmental Assessment identified two 

endangered species, Fender’s blue butterfly and 

Oregon silverspot butterfly whose open, early seral 

habitat such as grasslands, meadows, oak 

woodlands, or aspen woodlands may conflict with 

Northern Spotted Owl management intended to 

maintain closed canopy forests (p. 52). But the 

assessment notes that listed plant and butterfly species and their closely associated open habitats are 

explicitly not included in the proposed critical habitat revision (p.50). The Service concludes on page 62: 

“that designation of critical habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl in this alternative would have a neutral 

effect on those species associated with open, early seral habitats.” 

We see no justification to convert nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat of the Northern Spotted Owl to 

early-seral. Under the Northwest Forest Plan restoration of owl habitat, when it occurs, should hasten 

creation of owl habitat, not set it back by many decades.  

In the final Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat rule the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommends 

conserving old-growth trees and forests on wherever they are found, including in the matrix lands. The 

Rule also recommends that for the moist forests in the West Cascades/Coast Ranges of Oregon and 

Washington “<to conserve stands that support northern spotted owl occupancy or contain high-value 

northern spotted owl habitat (USFWS 2011, p. III-17). Silvicultural treatments are generally not needed to 

accomplish this goal;” 

There is an overabundance of early seral habitat in 
Oregon, but it is of low quality due to intensive post-
logging prep and tree planting. 
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Senator Wyden•s O&C Proposal 
Clear-cutting Western Oregon 

Moving the Marbled Murrelet one 
step closer to extinction 

-

Marbled murrelet Critical Habitat 
going to Forestry Emphasis Areas 

-

Marbled murrelet Critical Habitat NOT 
going to Forestry Emphasis Areas 

Rivers 

Other BLM O&C/Coos Bay Wagon Road Lands 

36%, or 158,000 acres, of Endangered Species 
Act-required Critical Habitat for the Marbled 
Murrelet would be included in Forestry Emphasis 
Areas (those FEA lands also part of the Old Growth 
Legacy Network are not included in the 158,000 figure). 
*Other Critical Habitat on BLM noted on this map 
will fall into a variety of different designations, 
some more protective than others. 

12.5 25 50 Miles I 

OREGON WILD 

Map by Erik Fernandez 1.30.14 

Gold 
Beach 

Coos 
Bay 

Brookings 

Lincoln 
City 

Newport 

Astoria 

Portland 

Salem 

Medford 

Ashland 

fill 
Klamath 

Falls 

19
 



 
 

Rivers 

Other BLM O&C and Coos Bay Wagon Road Lands 

36% of the LSRs on BLM O&C lands wou ld go into 
Forestry Emphasis Areas. 276,000 acres. 
This accounts for the old-growth protection network. 
*Other LSRs on BLM noted on this map will fall into 
a variety of different designations, some more 
protective than others. 
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Rivers 

Other BLM OC and Coos Bay Wagon Road Lands 

35% of Spotted Owl Critical Habitat on BLM O&C lands 
would go into Forestry Emphasis Areas. 389,000 acres. 
This accounts for the old-growth protection network. 
*Other Critical Habitat on BLM noted on this map will fall 
into a variety of different designations, some more 
protective than others. 
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Additional Resources 

A.	 Open Letter to President Barack Obama from 229 Scientists in Support of Northwest Forest Plan 

B.	 The Wildlife Society Peer Review of the 2010 Draft Revised Recovery Plan for the Northern 

Spotted Owl. This peer review was highly critical of ecoforestry. 

C.	 Summary of Key Findings, Northwest Forest Plan: The First 15 Years (1994-2008), (Davis et al 

2011), R6-RPM-TP-03-2011 

D.	 Watershed Condition Status and Trend (Laningan et al 2012), General Technical Report PNW-

GTR-856, February 2012 

E.	 Comments on draft Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule by American Bird Conservancy 

F.	 Comments on draft Northern Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule by Society for Conservation 

Biology. This peer review was highly critical of ecoforestry. 

i Conservation groups’ letter on Recovery Action 12, 
http://www.abcbirds.org/PDFs/spotted_owl_recovery_action12_letter.pdf 
ii http://geosinstitute.org/images/stories/pdfs/Publications/Fire/Scientist_Letter_Postfire_2013.pdf 
iii Document prepared by Norm Johnson with technical assistance from BLM staff; 11/22/13, 
http://www.blm.gov/or/landgrant/files/oc_wyden_handout_11_22_13.pdf 
iv http://www.pacificseabirdgroup.org/policy/PSG_President.MAMU.pdf 

http://www.geosinstitute.org/images/stories/pdfs/Publications/FederalLandsManagement/nwfp_scientist_letter_ 
14june2012.pdf 
vi Letter to President Obama in support of conserving forest carbon: http://www.abcbirds.org/pdfs/cap_letter.pdf 
vii http://www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/pdf/Marbled_Murrelet_Letter_May_13_13.pdf 
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http://www.geosinstitute.org/images/stories/pdfs/Publications/FederalLandsManagement/nwfp_scientist_letter_14june2012.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/Recovery/Library/Documents/TWSDraftRPReview.pdf
http://www.reo.gov/monitoring/reports/15yr-report/NWFP%2015%20Year%20Report%20-%20Executive%20Summary%20Web.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr856.pdf
http://www.abcbirds.org/pdfs/comment_letter_July_5_with_photos.pdf
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March 22.2014 

To: BLM Oregon 
Attn: Mark Brown and RMPs for Western Oregon Plaru1ing Team 
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

We request the Natural Selection Alternati ve be included in the alternati ves to be fully evaluated in the 
EIS for the BLM's Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon. 

The community supported Natura l Selection Alternative resolves confl icts concerning resource \~lies on 
BLM lands including, the recovery of threatened and endangered species, providing clean water. 
restoring fi re adapted ecosystems, producing a sustained yield of ti mber products, and providing for 
recreation opportunities. 

The NSA will best address: the U.S. Fish and Wi ldlife Service's recovery plan and proposed cri tical 
habitat designations for the Nott hem Spotted Owl: new scientific information related to forest heal th and 
resi liency; carbon sequeStTation and climate change; and the socio-economic needs of western Oregon 
communities. 

The NSA will best achieve RT .M stated objectives while minimizing enviromnental impacts. 



Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources Conservation Association 

PO Box 670, Selma OR 97538 


Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection AJternative) 

on Public La nds in the Deer Creek Watershed 

Ecostry has enonnous potential for achieving sustainable resource uses: social. economical and 
~nvironmemaJ communi ty health: retain/restore lowest fuel and fire hazard conditions: and max imizing 
carbon sequestration. 

We. the undersigned. are responding to the proposed Bureau of land Management's (BLM) South Deer, 
Deer North. and other proposed management projects in the Deer Cr~ek watershed with a watershed level 
<o lmion to social. environmental. and economic issues. We reque.~t BLM. USFS, Oregon State. and 
~osephine County to use ecoslry (also known as the Natural Selection Alternative, submined to BLM and 
included in their 2005 Environmental Assessment for the South Deer Landscape Management Project by 
the Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources Conservation Association) on lands in the Oeer Creek 
watershed where forest management practices are. or will be proposed. 

Print ]\:arne Address 
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Deer Crt>~k Valle) 1\aturul Resouroes Conservation Association 

PO Bo~ 670. Selma OR 97538 


Petition to implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternati\'e) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

Ecostry hm. ~nom10us potential for achieving sustaimtblc resource use.s; social. economic:sl and 
environmental community health; rctainlrc~torc lowest fue l and fire hazard conditions: and maximizing 
cnrbon •~QUC>tnuion. 

We. the undersigned. arc 1\.'Sponding to the proposed Bureau ofLand Management's (BLM) South Deer, 
Deer 'onh. and other proposed management prOJCCI> in the Deer Creek watershed with a l'ate~;hed level 
'Cllution to sociaL environmental. and economic issues. We request BLM. USFS. Oregon State. and 
Jo>ephin.: Count) to usc cco.-uy (also known :b the Natural Selection Altemati,·e, submitted to BL.\1 and 
included in their 2005 Environmental M~smcnt for the South Deer Landscape Management Project by 
the Deer Creel.. VaUe) ?\atural Resources Consef\ation Association) on land~ in the Deer Creek 
"afcr<;hed \\here forest management practices arc. or will be proposed. 
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Deer Creek VaUcy Natural Resources Com;ervation Association 

PO Box 670. S~lmu OR 97538 


Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

E.costr) ha, cnonnous potential for achie' ing ~u.;tainable rc'Ources uses: -;ocial. economical and 
en' ironmenal communi!) hcahh: retainJre<;torc lo"est fuel and ftre hazard conditions: and maximizing 
carbon ~equcstr<ttion. 

We. the undersigned. arc responding to the propo.sed Bureau of land Manngcrncnl's (BL\1) South Deer. 
Deer 'onh. and other proposed management projects in the Deer Creek \\3tcrshcd "ilh a \\3tcrshed le,el 
solution 10 'ocial. economic and em iron mental issues. We request BL~1. t ISFS, Oregon State, and 
Josephine Count) to u~e ecoSif) (also kno" n as !he :-.latural Selection Alternative, submined to BLM and 
included 111 their 2005 Env ironmental As~essm..:nt for the South Deer Land~capc Management Project by 
the !Jeer Creel.. Val ley Narural Resources Conservation Association) on lands in the Deer CrccJ,. 
Watershed" here forest management practice~ arc. or" il l be proposed. 
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Deer Creek Valley Natural Rc:'sourccs Conservation Association 
PO Box 670. Selma OR 97538 

Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

Eco>tl) ha::. ~nom10u::. potential for achieving sustainable resources uses: social. economical and 
~nvironmcnta l community health ; retain/restore lowest fuel and fire hazard conditiom: and maximizing 
carbon sequestration. 

We. the undersigned. are responding to the proposed Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) South Deer. 
Deer North. and other proposed management projects i11 the Deer Creek watershed with a watershed level 
so lution to socia l. economic and environmental issues. We request BLM. USFS. Oregon State. and 
Joseph ine Counry to usc ccosuy (also known as the Natural Selection Alternative. submilled to BLM and 
included in their 2005 Environmental Assessment for the South Deer landscape Management Project by 
the Deer Creek Valley Nawral Resources Conservation Association) on lands in the Deer Creek. 
W3tcrshcd where forest ma nagement practices are. or will be proposed. 
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Deer Creek Valley Natural Resource~ Con~ervation Association 
PO Box 670, Selma OR 97538 

Petition to Implement Ecostry 

(Natural Selection Alternative) 


on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 


Ecostry has cnonnous p01cntial for achievi ng sustainable resources uses; social, economical and 
environmental community health; re.tain/restore lowest fuel and fi•·e hazard conditions: and maximizing 
carbon sequesu-ation. 

We, the undersigned, are responding to the proposed Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) South Deer, 
Deer Nonh. and od1er proposed management projects in the Deer Creek watershed with a watershed level 
solution to social. economic and environmental issues. We request BLM. USFS, Oregon State. and 
Josephine Counry to use ecostry (also known as the Natural Selection Alternative, submitted to BI.M and 
included in their 2005 Env ironmental Assessment for the South Deer Landscape Management Project by 
the Deer Creek Val ley Natural Resources Conservation Association) on lands in d1e Deer Creek 
Watershed where forest management practices are, or wil l be proposed. 

Signature Print Name Address 
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Deer Creek Valle) acural Resources Conservation A~ociacion 


PO 13o~ 670. Sdma OR 97538 


Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Waters hed 

l:co~lry ha.' cnnrrnous potential for achieving ~ustai nable resource uses; social. economicn l and 
cnvironmtnlal community health; retain/restore lowest rue! and fire ha~rcl conditions; and maximizing 
carbon ~equestration. 

W~. the undc~igncd. are responding to the proposed Bureau ofLand Management'> (BLM) South Deer. 
Deer 'orth. and other proposed management prOJect< in the Deer Creek "ater..hcd "ith a "a!er<hed Je,·eJ 
>Olution 10 ~ocial. CO\ ironmental. and economic i>>ucs. We request RLM, USFS. Oregon Stale. and 
Jo-cphine Coun~ 10 use erostr) (abo ~nO\\Il &lhe "\atural Selection Ahemative. >Ubmincd 10 BL\.1 and 
included in !heir 2005 Em ironmenral Assessment for lhe Soulh Deer Landscape \lanagement Project b) 
the O..>cr Cn.'Ck Valley"\atural Resources Con>cf\alion Association) on lands in che Deer Creel. 
\\Btershed "her~ foresl management practices are. or "ill be proposed. 

P rint '\lame Address 
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Deco· Creek Valley Nntural Resources Con~ervation Association 

PO Box 670. Selma OR 97538 


P etition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

Eco~tl) hll!> <nonnous pot<ntial for achie' ing ~ustainable resource u~es: social. economical and 
em ironmcntal communit) health: retain re5tore lo"est fuel and fin: hazard conditions; and maximizing 
earhon sequ<htration. 

We. the undersigned, a re respondi ng to the proposed Burcnu of Land Mnnugcmcnt's (BL.'Vl ) South Deer, 
Deer North. 3lld other proposed management proj~l> in the Deer Cree~ "atcrshed with a watershed level 
solution to social. em tronmental, and economic is.~ues. \\'e request BLM. t..S~S. Oregon State. and 
Josephine C'oumy to u>.: <'l:~!ly (also ~no"n as the Natural Selection Alternative. submincd to BLM and 
included in their 2005 r.nvtronmental Assessment for the South Deer Landscape Management Project b) 
the Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources Conservation As:.ociation) on funds in the Deer Creek 
\\atershcd where forest management practices are. or will he proposed. 

Print Naml! Address 
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Oecr Creek Valley Nntural Resources Conserva tion Associatio11 

PO Bo' 670, Selma OR 97538 


Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

tcosrf) has enonnous potential for achievmg sustainable resource u;es; ~ial. economical and 
en\ ironmcntal communi!) healrh: retairur.~tore lowest fuel and f.re hazard conditions: and mn;umiLing 
carbon 'equestration. 

We. the unders igned, urc n::sponding to the proposed Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) South Deer. 
Oeer North. and other proposed management project~ in the Deer Cn.--ek watershed wirh a watershed Je, cl 
solutton to social. emironmental and economic issues. \\'c request BLM. USFS. Oregon State. and 
Josephine Count) 10 u.o;e ecostr) (also knO\\O as the '\arural Selection Alremati,e. submined ro BLM and 
included in their 2005 l;.n\ ironmemal 1\;:.cs~ment for the South Deer Land:.cape ~lanagemcnt Projecr by 
the Ocer Creek Vullcy Natural Re:.oure~ Conservation Association) on lands in the Deer Creek 
watershed v.hcre forest management practice:. arc. or will be proposed. 
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f)eer Creek Valley Natu ral Resource• Conservation Association 
PO Box 670, Selma OR 97538 

Petition to Implement Ecostry 
(Natural Selection Alternative) 

on Public Lands in the Deer Creek Watershed 

Ecostry has cnonnous potential for ach ieving sustainable resource uses; social. economical and 
environmental community health; retain/restore lowest fuel and fire hazard conditions; and maximizing 
carbon sequestration. 

We. the undersigned. are responding to the proposed Bureau ofLand Management's (BLM) South Deer. 
Deer North. and other proposed management project• in the Deer Creek watershed with a watershed level 
solution to social, environmental. and economic issues. We request BLM, USfS, Oregon State, and 
Josephine County to use ecostry (also known as the Natural Selection A lternative, submitted to BLM and 
iocluded in their 2005 Environmental Assessment for the South Deer Landscape Management Project by 
the Deer C reek Valley Natural Resources Conservation Association) on lands in the Deer Creek 
watershed where forest management practices are, or will be proposed. 

Print Name Address 
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March 22, 2014 

To: BLM Oregon 
Attn: Mark Brown and RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

We request the Natural Selection Alternative be included in the alternatives to be fu lly evaluated in the 
EIS for the BLM's Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon. 

The communi ty supported Natural Selection Alternative resolves conflicts concerning resource uses on 
BLM lands including, the recovery of threatened and endangered species, providing clean water. 
restoring fire adapted ecosystems, producing a sustained yield of timber products, and providing for 
recreation opportunities. 

The NSA wi ll best address: the U.S. Fish and Wildl ife Service's recovery plan and proposed critical 
habitat designations for the Northem Spoiled Owl; new scientific information related to f(}rest health and 
resiliency; carbon sequestration and climate change; and the socio-economic needs ofwestern Oregon 
communities. 

The NSA will best achieve BLM stated objectives while minimizing environmental impacts. 
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Natural Selection Alternative© 

For the Medford District BLM
 

South Deer Landscape Management Project
 

Submitted by
 

Deer Creek Valley Natural Resource Conservation Association
 
P.O. Box 670
 

Selma, Oregon 97538
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South Deer Landscape Management Project
 
Natural Selection Alternative
 

Submitted by
 
Deer Creek Valley Natural Resource Conservation Association
 

P.O. Box 670
 
Selma, Oregon 97538
 

This science-based forest-friendly alternative was prepared by the Deer Creek Valley Natural 
Resources Conservation Association (DCV) in collaboration with BLM, South Deer Forest 
Committee, Selma community and the larger community. It is based on 14-Criteria for 
Sustainability (see Appendix p.13), supported and endorsed by hundreds of individuals, 
community leaders and organizations.  

A consensus-based team from DCV, included the following individuals and focus: Mary Camp, 
team coordinator; Orville Camp, author of the Natural Selection Alternative; Lynne Campbell, 
research site specific data; and Pamela Tennity, community outreach.  Andrea King provided 
editing. Numerous others from DCV and the general public have contributed to this project.  

The fundamental concepts and philosophy regarding this Natural Selection Alternative were 
developed by and are copyrighted by Orville Camp.  Premises and Criteria for Sustainability, 
were developed for the purpose of evaluating proposed forest practices before action is taken.  
Natural-selection-based concepts were first implemented at Camp Forest by Orville Camp in 
1967. These concepts have since been implemented by many people in several countries.  

Exhibits: 
1. Map of West South Deer OI Units 
2. Map of East South Deer OI Units 
3. Map of West Lake Selmac Trail 
4. Map of Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System 
5. Historical 1855 Map of Aulthouse Pack Trail 
6. Map of West Half of South Deer Connector Roads 
7. Map of East Half of South Deer Connector Roads 
8. OI Unit Table 
9. Dennis Odion, Fire Ecologist, Letter of Support 
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Ecosystem-centered Purpose and Need 

The purpose and need of the Natural Selection Alternative is to provide a variety of commodities 
and uses while allowing nature to retain and restore species, habitats, functions, and forest 
ecosystem health across the landscape. 

Philosophy and Vision of Natural-Selection-Based Practices and Natural
 
Selection Alternative Resource Objectives and Actions 


The Natural Selection Alternative recognizes that natural forests contain biological, ecological, 
economic, recreational, aesthetic, historical and spiritual values.  It will sustain these values. 

Natural-Selection-Based perspectives recognize 1) that other species create forests, 2) that many 
forest lands, especially non-entered late-succession forests, should be preserved as they are, 3) the 
need for natural recovery of forests damaged by human management, 4) that human needs require 
the extraction of resources from some forest lands, and 5) the total forest ecosystem must remain 
intact, with human activities in harmony with nature. 

Best traits, resource extraction, productivity, connectivity and restoration 
Species sustainability relies on reproduction of best survival traits.  Naturally evolved 
environments allow species to adapt to them.  The natural-selection-based approach retains best 
traits for all species. 

Green plants sustain life on Earth.  Green plants with best traits sustain their species.  Under the 
natural-selection-based approach, organisms with best traits (stronger dominants) are retained. 
Only the dying (“weaker members”) or dead, are removed to serve human needs.  The dead and 
dying (including snags and woody material of the forest floor) sustain the living. To extract 
sustainedly (both green and dead), humans must share these resources with all naturally evolved 
species.  The more trees extracted the less snags and woody material will be left to serve other 
species needs.  The Natural Selection Alternative will extract resources at sustainable levels.  

Sustainable extraction levels require stewards with fundamental understanding of how ecosystems 
function, and how resource extraction will affect each of the “eight essentials”: Climate, soil, 
water, air, food, shelter, habitat, and reproduction necessities that determine which species can 
survive.  When there is uncertainty about resource extraction, those in question will be left until 
doubts are resolved. The Natural Selection Alternative will offer high skill forest work to 
qualified stewards that adhere to natural-selection-based criteria for sustainability.1 

The Natural Selection Alternative will meet or exceed the Medford District Resource 
Management Plan objectives and actions/directions requirement for down wood, snags, and 
riparian reserves (p. 26-28) including ACS objectives (p. 22), and for Matrix lands (p. 38-40). 

The Natural Selection Alternative will retain all naturally evolved successional habitats across the 
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landscape including riparian reserves.  A no-treatment area of 50 feet adjacent to perennial 
streams, and 25 feet adjacent to intermittent non-fish bearing streams and springs, will be 
maintained.  There will be no treatment within the full riparian reserve where there is a domestic 
water source. 

Since no trees are removed before they have been naturally selected, the volume of removal is 
restricted to what the forest is naturally able to produce.  Retaining forest structure and functions 
at all times means no forest “down time” so the forest is always in full productivity.2 3  No down 
time, means no restoration costs.  Forest resource volume is expected to increase over time.4 

Every part of the forested landscape including meadows, aquatic, and riparian areas, will remain 
or become a corridor for evolved species.  The Natural Selection Alternative leaves habitats intact 
so early and late successional ecosystems can evolve to their natural conclusions.  

In natural-selection-based practices, the term ‘restoration,’ or ‘recovery’, means to restore original 
late successional communities to their original species and ecological functions.  

The Natural Selection Alternative will retain the few remaining small islands of natural late 
successional and legacy forests in South Deer to 1) sustain late successional species, 2) provide 
wildlife reservoirs for restoring early successional plantations that currently encompass much of 
the South Deer Project area, 3) moderate climate locally, regionally and globally, 4) store and 
filter high quality water, 5) provide wildlife corridors across the landscape, 6) understand the 
meaning of forest recovery by showing what they look like and how they function, and 7) serve 
human visual, spiritual, educational, natural history, recreation and tourism needs.5 6  

Resource extraction will occur in early successional forests where past extraction has occurred 
and be such that young forests will be allowed to evolve to late successional community 
conditions. Legacy, and structurally intact late successional forests, will not have resource 
extraction. (See map-Exhibits 1 and 2; OI Unit Table-Exhibit 8)  

The Natural Selection Alternative will address climate change issues through optimal green plant 
and carbon storage, and reducing fire risk without burning.7 

Fire and the Wildland Urban Interface 
A higher level of resource extraction will be used in areas of South Deer that have dwellings 
within the home-ignition zone (approximately 100 feet beyond the dwelling).8 

“Treating the home-ignition zone . . . can almost eliminate the possibility of homes burning in 
wildfires.”9 

Natural fire frequency and severity 
Historic studies of fire in the region show a wide range in fire intervals.10   Late successional 
forests in South Deer represent a historical fire variable and will be retained in their natural state 
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 (natural fire will occur).  

The Natural Selection Alternative will allow (if scientifically supported) natural fire in some areas 
where fire has been absent long enough to allow low fire severity. 

Increased early successional tree plantations in the Deer Creek watershed have resulted in 
increased forest fire hazards and risks.  The Natural Selection Alternative will restore and retain 
low fire hazard conditions by retaining stronger dominant trees and closed canopies.11   Lower fire 
hazard conditions will return as canopies close and trees grow taller, ground fires are less likely to 
reach the canopy and as understory is reduced or disappears. 

Prescribed fire, forest floor woody material, and slash 
Natural Selection Alternative will not use prescribed fire unless it can be shown that an evolved 
species is in danger of extinction because of lack of fire.  Since prescribed burning will not be 
used, the Natural Selection Alternative will retain natural levels of woody material on the forest 
floor necessary for retaining forest biological and ecological health and productivity.  With the 
Natural Selection Alternative there is little slash and that is lopped and scattered.12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Non-native plants 
The Natural Selection Alternative will retain environments best suiting native species, preempting 
invasions of non-native species through: 1) canopy coverage that will retain climate, soil and 
water conditions not favorable to non-native species (one-lane roads will help retain or achieve 
canopy coverage), 2) minimal soil disturbance (through use of rubber-tired resource extraction 
equipment on roads and restriction of off-road heavy equipment), and 3) minimal fire. 

Stewards will prevent invasions of non-native species and eliminate them, when necessary, 
through: 1) physical removal, 2) manual application of least toxic effective chemicals, and 3) 
weed prevention protocols and eradication, in accordance with Medford District Integrated Weed 
Management Plan and programmatic EIS, that comply with BLM and NSA objectives of retaining 
forest health. 20 

Visual, spiritual, recreational, educational, historical and tourism 
Highway 199 is the premiere recreation and nature-education development opportunity for 
Oregon's coastal mountains.  South Deer is within this visual corridor and there is easy access 
from 199 past Lake Selmac through South Deer to the Oregon Caves.  The Natural Selection 
Alternative will retain visual values and an environment in which the untrained eye will be 
unaware of ongoing forest product removal.  It will develop aesthetically pleasing, hiker-friendly 
trail and road systems, creating opportunities for recreation, nature-based education, and tourism. 

The Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System has a long history of being used for visual, spiritual, 
recreational, educational and hiking values.  Further development of this trail system will provide 
low elevation easily accessible recreational opportunities to meet the growing demand for 
recreation on public land.  A 1.5' to 2' wide trail system, with grades of generally 10% or less, will 
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serve both short and long hiking needs for all ages.  The trail system will be built or upgraded by 
hand or with mechanical equipment (e.g., chainsaws, trail building machines).  The upgraded trail 
system will have 6 miles of various looping hiking options through a variety of ecosystems 
including late successional legacy forests and rock outcroppings with spectacular panoramic 
views of South Deer, Grants Pass, Oregon Coast Range and California mountains.  (See Map 
Exhibit 4 for layout) If access can be acquired, the trail is proposed to continue to Kerby Peak.  

See Appendix:  South Deer “Significant Features.” 

See Appendix: “The Natural Selection Alternative Promises to be a Beneficial Alternative for the
 
Tourism Economy in the Highway 199 Travel Corridor,” by Roger Brandt.
 
See trail maps:  Exhibits 3, 4 and 5. 

Trail or road? 
The main difference between trails (for hiking) and roads (for vehicles) is width, but basic design 
principles apply to both.  It is proposed that this contour-loop-access-system be used to develop 
future trails around Lake Selmac in T38-7-Sections 13, 18 and 19.  

Roads can serve human needs while retaining healthy forests 
The concentric-contour-loop-access-system will be located and designed to retain biological and 
ecological integrity across the landscape, retain upper canopy structure connectivity where 
possible, allow economically efficient removal of products, and adhere to high visual standards. 

The contour-access-road-system will be designed to contour the land perpendicular to natural 
water flows to minimize water diversion and erosion.  Late successional forests will not have 
products removed from them so will have roads only  when necessary to connect to areas beyond 
them.  Extremely steep slopes, unstable soils, swamps, alongside streams, and special habitats, 
will be avoided. 

Access economics 
The contour-access-road-system will be designed for perpetual use and economical access to a 
variety of resources.  The system will aid in inventory and extraction of products for special 
markets. It will allow use of smaller equipment with less economic and environmental impact.  Its 
low-cost design, construction, and maintenance will permit upgrading without major costs of road 
relocation. 

Fire access 
The Natural Selection Alternative looping-contour-access-road-system will serve as effective fire 
breaks and provide alternate entrance and escape routes. 

Contour-access-systems design 
Overall road density, with the contour-access-road system, will be less than current skid, 
temporary, and permanent road density. 
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Existing roads will be analyzed for low ecosystem impact and for efficient use and removal of 
forest resources.  They will be used where appropriate.  All skid roads will be eliminated. 
Natural decommissioning will be used where natural new growth will recover biological and 
visual values, active decommissioning will be used where natural recovery is unlikely. 

Road 38-7-27.1 has design problems that cannot be corrected.  It has a history of polluting 
domestic water.  Road caused stream diversions will be restored to their natural channels.  This 
road will be allowed to naturally decommission to a narrow foot trail.  This road has been used as 
a trail and will be integrated into the Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System.  Road 38-7-27.2, 
also part of the Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System, will be naturally decommissioned to a 
ten foot wide trail that will allow limited recreational vehicle uses related to trail uses.  This road 
will be extended (possibly a few hundred feet) to allow a recreational vehicle turnaround to be 
developed.  (See Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System Exhibit 4)  

New concentric-contour-looped-access-roads will be predominantly ten feet wide surfaces with 
curve widening.  Roads will parallel each other at 300 to 600 feet, and will retain grades of three 
to ten percent where feasible.  Existing dead-end roads will be converted into loop roads where 
practicable.  (See Road Maps Exhibits 6 & 7 ) 

Double-wide roads will be reduced to ten-feet wide road surfaces to reconnect canopy for wildlife 
corridors and to reduce erosion.  Where practicable, road width will be allowed to naturally 
decommission to 10 foot wide surfaces on the outer edge to enable canopy closure and to reduce 
erosion. Roads with existing reciprocal agreements, will be negotiated with party holders on a 
case by case basis. 

Access and vehicles 
Resources not hand carried will be lined to the road.  Rubber tired equipment will be used for 
resource extraction and will be kept on roads.  No heavy equipment will be allowed off-road.  No 
track vehicles will be used for resource extraction.  

Cultural and socioeconomic 
Ecosystem health will have priority over short-term economic health.  Long term economic health 
will have priority over short-term economic health. 

The Natural Selection Alternative of the South Deer Project will be a showcase demonstration 
project for sustainable relationships and practices.  It will demonstrate economic solutions to the 
environmental/job dilemma, opening doors to sustainable cottage industries, added-value local 
enterprises, and increased tourism. 

“In Oregon, the relationship between the environment and the economy is changing.  Industries 
that extract raw materials are stagnating, while industries that benefit from the presence of 
environmental amenities are growing rapidly.”21 
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Harvest volumes 
Natural-selection-based extraction retains optimal green foliage across the landscape, thus optimal 
volume will first be attained, and then retained.  As young cut-over forests recover to late 
successional conditions, they will produce more products with greater values. 

Certification 
Products extracted will meet natural-selection-based criteria for sustainability.  Forest health 
values will be prioritized through certification of stewards, products and processors. Certification 
of practioners and resources will allow consumers to support sustainable forest practices. 

Stewardships 
Forest stewardships will be created and tailored for local, small (one- or two-person), sustainable 
operations that will contribute to long-term stable local economies.  Each steward(s), will have 
exclusive access to certain kinds of resources from a designated parcel of land.  Parcels will be set 
up relative to available resources, geography, and logical access.  Parcel size will be determined 
by the available resources that may be extracted sustainably under the Natural Selection 
Alternative criteria for sustainability and the guidelines of the Medford BLM RMP. 

Within three years, a majority of South Deer should be under stewardship contracts; all, within 
five years.  Existing roads will be used to start.  Stewardship contracts with renewal options will 
be developed.  Contracts will be jointly designed and approved by the community and BLM.  
People making forest practice decisions will receive on-the-ground training, apprenticeship, and 
continuing education to understand natural-selection-outcomes. 

Monitoring 
A research and monitoring program will be established to evaluate effects of using natural-
selection-based criteria for sustaining long term forest health, and the ability to produce a 
sustainable local economy.  BLM’s current baseline data will be important to the process.  Non-
entered areas will be used as control areas. 

Species traits and the environment determine “natural-selection-outcomes.”  Human actions that 
change climate, soil, water, air, food, shelter, habitat and/or reproduction necessities, will be 
evaluated in terms of the “cumulative effects of natural-selection-outcomes”. 

Demonstration/Research Project 
The Natural Selection Alternative of the South Deer Landscape Management Project provides an 
opportunity to apply natural-selection-based resource extraction concepts to community forests. 
Scientific research, community participation, permanent jobs, tourism and recreation values are 
parts of this concept.  Undisturbed heritage forests will provide educational opportunities 
unmatchable in any classroom.  
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DCVNRCA comments Re:  BLM Need for Action; BLM Issues and Concerns 

1.02 Purpose of and Need for Action 

1.1 Purpose of Action 

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement the Medford District Resource Management 
Plan.  The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to evaluate a range of alternatives, 
assessing regulatory compliance and efficacy in meeting project area needs.  The EA will assist in 
the decision making process by assessing the environmental and human effects resulting from 
implementing the alternatives.  

This EA tiers to the following documents: 
(1) Final EIS and Record of Decision for the Medford District Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) (June 1995). 
(2) Final Supplemental EIS on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and Old-
Growth Forest Related Species within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (February 
1994). 
(3) Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management 
Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and its attachment A 
entitled the Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-Successional and 
Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl 
(NFP)(April 13, 1994). 
(4) Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Amendment to the Survey & 
Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and Guidelines (March 
2000), and the Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines for Amendment to the 
Survey & Manage, Protection Buffer, and other Mitigation Measures Standards and 
Guidelines (January 2001) 
(5) Record of Decision and the Final Supplemental EIS to Remove or Modify the Survey and 

Manage Mitigation Measure Standards and Guidelines (March and January 2004); 
(6) Record of Decision Amending Resource Management Plans for Seven Bureau of Land 
Management Districts and Land and Resource Management Plans for Nineteen National 
Forests Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, and its Final Supplemental EIS for 
the Clarification of Language in the 1994 Record of Decision for the Northwest Forest Plan 
amending wording about the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (March 2004). 
(7) Medford District Noxious Weed Environmental Assessment (April 1998). 
(8) Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Management of Port-Orford Cedar 
in Southwest Oregon (December 2003) 

In addition to the documents cited above, project planning drew from information and 
recommendations from the following: 

(1) Deer Creek Watershed Analysis (November 1997) 
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(2) Rogue River/South Coast FY04-08 Timber Sale Projects Biological Assessment (July 
2003) and USFWS Biological Opinion (#1-14-03-F-511, October 2003). 
(3) USFWS Biological Opinion (1-7-98-F-3211, September 1998) 
(4) 2003 Survey and Manage Annual Species Review (Forest Service Memorandum 
November 20, 2001, file code 1900/2620; and BLM Information Bulletin No. OR-2002-033). 

Terminology used in this EA follow the definitions of the RMP. 

1.2 Need for Action 

BLM: Ninety-five percent of the South Deer project area lies in Wildland Urban Interface, 
designated by the National Fire Plan.  Eighty five percent of the project area classifies into fire 
condition class 3.  Condition class 3 results from a reduction in fire frequency.  As a result, 
vegetation attributes, fuel loading, and fire behavior have been significantly altered.  Condition 
class 3 represents a greater risk for increased fire size, intensity, and severity. 

DCV:  We agree there is a greater risk for increased fire size, intensity, and severity in the South 
Deer project area, but it’s not in the late successional legacy forests, and it isn’t because of “a 
reduction in fire frequency.  It’s the conversion of late successional forests to early successional 
tree plantations that caused a greater “risk for increased fire size, intensity, and severity.” 

"Timber harvest, through its effects on forest structure, local microclimate, and fuels 
accumulation, has increased fire severity more than any other recent human activity". 
--Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, 1996. Final Report to Congress. 

BLM: Forest stands, including upslope and riparian areas, currently lack species diversity and 
structure.  Importantly, high stocking density and underbrush competing for light and water 
resources have reduced stand vigor and resiliency, prolonging succession toward a diverse stand 
condition.   Low diversity, over stocked stands provide poor wildlife corridors and instream large 
wood recruitment potential.  Additionally, stand growth rates and resiliency to disease are 
reduced.  

DCV: “High stocking density and underbrush competing for light and water resources” is a 
natural biologically and ecologically healthy condition. So called “overstocked stands” provide 
good wildlife corridors for many species.  “Reduced stand vigor and resiliency, prolonging 
succession toward a diverse stand condition” implies a need for human intervention and 
treatment.  

BLM: Streams in the project area do not provide adequate fish habitat.  Bank erosion, lack of 
wood and little pool habitat were identified as limiting aquatic conditions. Present conditions are 
likely to continue into the near future. Approximately 50 percent of the riparian zone stands do not 
contain a large tree component necessary for instream wood recruitment.  High road densities and 
culverts, leading to accelerated erosion and restricted aquatic connectivity, were also identified as 
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limiting aquatic conditions. 

DCV: Poorly designed and constructed high impact roads, not “High road densities and culverts”, 
are “leading to accelerated erosion and restricted aquatic connectivity.” 

BLM: Matrix land allocation comprises 8% of the Grants Pass Resource area.  The South Deer 
Project area includes 7,000 acres of BLM managed lands of which 4500 acres were designated 
matrix.  As stated in the NWFP and the Medford Resource Management Plan, a major focus for 
matrix land allocation is to produce a sustainable supply of timber and other forest commodities to 
provide jobs and to contribute to community stability.  The requirement to produce forest 
commodities was further emphasized in the settlement agreement between the forest industry and 
federal land management agencies which identified matrix and O&C land as the primary land 
allocations for forest product production.  

DCV: Past forest management practices have substantially reduced the available timber supply. 
Current ecosystem productivity is below historic forest levels.  No one knows how to restore a late 
successional ecosystem.  Species that created those ecosystems will restore them if they are 
protected and allowed to do so. The remaining islands of late successional forests must be 
protected and preserved to restore the landscape.  South Deer has 60.6% of  matrix area within the 
Deer Creek watershed. 

BLM: The proposed action is designed to meet a variety of resource, social and economic needs 
of the South Deer landscape including: 

�	 Management of the watershed in a manner that will provide for and promote a wide variety of 
non-commodity outputs and conditions including wildlife habitats, sustainable forest 
conditions, fuel hazard reduction, recreation opportunities, maintenance or improvement of 
water quality, and fisheries. 

�	 Contribution to the Medford District's timber harvest/forest products commitment on matrix 
lands, thus helping meet the demand for wood products regionally and nationally. 

1.3  	Project Location and Land Use Allocations 

The project area is located in the Deer Creek 5th  field watershed.  Project area maps are in 
Appendix A. The project area is within matrix (Southern General Forest Management Area) and 
riparian reserve land allocations, with inclusions of spotted owl Late Successional Reserves. 
Management objectives for the different land use allocations (LUA) are set forth in the Pacific 
Northwest Forest Plan and the Medford District’s Resource Management Plan (RMP).  Refer to 
these documents for a discussion of relevant objectives.  

1.4  	Issues and Concerns 

A variety of issues and concerns were raised during project scoping by interested individuals or 
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groups outside the BLM and by BLM’s interdisciplinary team.  In this EA an issue is something 
unique to the project area that may need particular consideration and which may contribute to 
defining a particular action alternative. 

Pertinent issues are listed below.  Many of these issues were identified in the Deer Creek 
Watershed Analysis and were used in the design of the proposed project and alternatives.  In some 
cases, an issue was initially considered by the planning team and then eliminated from further 
analysis because it was not within the scope of the project or did not meet the purpose and need. 
These are summarized in Appendix E.  The pertinent planning issues are: 

1.	 BLM:  High stand densities throughout the project area are resulting in declining vigor of 
conifers and shade intolerant species (i.e., ponderosa pine, sugar pine, black oak, Pacific 
madrone).  Fire exclusion has contributed to growth stagnation in some stands as well as to 
slow seral stage progression/succession.  There is recent mortality from drought stress and 
subsequent Mountain pine beetle infestation within the project area.  

DCV: High stand densities are how environmental testing and reproduction of best species 
traits are accomplished, how species adapt to ever-changing environments.  Fire may remove 
some stems and make more room for others to grow, but this does not generally increase 
overall growth and generally sets back  “seral stage progression/succession.” 

2.	 BLM:  Fire exclusion has led to a departure from natural fuel conditions resulting in high fuel 
hazard conditions across the majority of the planning area. 

DCV: Forest management practices are the leading cause of the “departure from natural fuel 
conditions resulting in high fuel hazard conditions across the majority of the planning area.” 
Introducing fire in early successional forests is costly, and causes more problems over the 
long term than it solves.  The late successional forests in South Deer don’t have high fire 
hazard conditions.  The challenge is to serve our needs without degrading other species’ 
ability to restore early successional forests to low fire hazard late successional forests. 

“The current popular and frequently repeated hypothesis about fires in the Klamath 
Mountains is that – as a result of fire suppression and other human activities – large fires are 
occurring more frequently and are larger and more intense than they were in the past (Atzet 
et al. 1988, USDA Forest Service 1994, 1995, 1996, 1998b, Brookes 1996).  This position is 
predicated on assertions, that, because of fire suppression: 1) the number of fires in the 
region has declined over time, 2) fires are substantially larger today than in the past, and 3) 
large, intense fires are the results of unnaturally high levels of fuels accumulation. However, 
none of these assertions have been supported with empirical data from the Klamath 
Mountains or by analysis demonstrating that a change in fire frequency, size or severity has 
occurred from historic to present.  If this hypothesis is not true, it may lead to inappropriate 
forest management and adverse impacts to regional biodiversity.” 22 
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3.	 BLM:  Vegetation conditions combined with increasing rural residential development in the 
project area are continuing to increase the fire hazard and risk.  The majority of the project 
area is within the designated Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). 

DCV:  Research for the Structure Ignition Assessment Model (SIAM) conclusions: “SIAM 
modeling, crown fire experiments, and WUI fire case studies show that effective fuel 
modification for reducing potential WUI fire losses need only occur within a few tens of 
meters from a home, not hundreds of meters or more from a home.”  “These research 
conclusions redefine the WUI fire problem as a home ignitability issue largely independent of 
wildland fuel management issues.”23 

4.	 BLM:  The demand for recreation opportunities is increasing in the planning area, especially 
in the Lake Selmac area. 

DCV: Another important consideration for this planning project is its location along the 
scenic Highway 199 corridor.  Visual, spiritual, recreational, and tourism values have high 
relevance.  

5.	 BLM:  In select areas, poor road drainage and culvert design has increased sedimentation and 
reduced migration of aquatic organisms. 

6.	 BLM:  Fish bearing stream reaches in the watershed provide poor habitat/channel conditions. 

DCV: Actions in the Deer Creek watershed should be evaluated by their impacts on the 
outstanding and remarkable values of the Wild and Scenic Illinois River area.  

7.	 DCV:  The Deer Creek Watershed Analysis points out two ecological large scale 
issues/functions of concern: “(1) the condition of critical terrestrial linkage between the Deer 
Creek watershed and other provincial watersheds; and (2) the condition of the aquatic 
habitat particularly as it relates to salmonid species.”24   The few remaining isolated small 
islands of late successional forests are not ecologically connected, thus restricting and 
preventing dispersal of late successional species.  The stream system of this watershed is 
“poor” when compared to the reference condition.  Streams depend on springs and seeps to 
provide summer flows.  

8.	 DCV: Submitted 14 Criteria for Sustainability at BLM’s scoping meeting, April 2004, for 
use on South Deer Landscape Management Project. 
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Northwest Forest Plan 

On April 2, 1993 President Clinton President Clinton asked at the Forest Conference in Portland: 
"How can we achieve a balanced and comprehensive policy that recognizes the importance of 
the forest and timber to the economy and jobs in this region, and how can we preserve our 
precious old-growth forests, which are part of our national heritage and that, once 
destroyed, can never be replaced? 

The President set forth five principles to guide the federal interagency effort to develop a strategy 
to protect the old-growth related species and produce a sustainable level of timber: 

President Clinton said, "First, we must never forget the human and the economic dimensions 
of these problems. Where sound management policies can preserve the health of forest 
lands, sales should go forward. Where this requirement cannot be met, we need to do our 
best to offer new economic opportunities for year-round, high-wage, high-skill jobs. Second, 
as we craft a plan, we need to protect the long-term health of our forests, our wildlife, 
and our waterways. They are gifts from God, and we hold them in trust for future 
generations. Third, our efforts must be, insofar as we are wise enough to know it, 
scientifically sound, ecologically credible, and legally responsible. Fourth, the plan should 
produce a predictable and sustainable level of timber sales and non-timber resources 
that will not degrade or destroy the environment. Fifth, to achieve these goals, we will do 
our best, as I said, to make the federal government work together and work for you. We may 
make mistakes but we will try to end the gridlock within the federal government and we will 
insist on collaboration not confrontation." 25 

14 Criteria for Sustainability © 
Based on Orville Camp’s work, submitted by Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources Conservation 
Association as an alternative for the South Deer Landscape Project, Selma, OR 

A.  FOREST ECOSYSTEM HEALTH 

1.  Forest ecosystem health (biological and ecological) must have priority over timber sale 
volume. 

We depend on forest ecosystems for countless purposes and uses.  Healthy forests are needed 
to sustain trees, meet other needs, and to protect us from fire; we cannot do this without 
prioritizing forest ecosystem health. 

2.  Seral stages of ecological succession will be retained across the landscape; older forest 
ecosystems must not be converted to younger ones. 

Forests which are hundreds of years old are necessary for sustaining younger forests and 
human communities.  Due to past forestry silvicultural practices, most older forests have 
been cut down, leaving early successional forests.  This has resulted in later successional 
forest habitats being destroyed and species that depend upon them to become threatened, 
endangered and even extinct.  There is no need to create more early successional forests, but 
there is a huge need to restore later successional forests. 
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3. Nature’s processes select for removal:  Only “weaker member” trees in the process of 
being replaced by “stronger dominants” may be removed. 

Nature’s natural selection process is key to sustainability.  Natural selection sustains best 
genetic traits. Natural selection is the only time tested and proven process of selecting 
individual trees for removal in a way that will sustain forest ecosystem health.  This new-to
us paradigm of relying on nature to select for removal is not clearly stated in either BLM’s 
Standards and Guidelines or Record of Decision.  We submit that is primarily because the 
process is not fully understood by current forestry decision makers. 

4.  Cut-over or degraded forests must be restored; un-entered forests must remain un
entered. 

There are few un-entered forests remaining.  These are needed to retain habitats for the few 
remaining later-successional communities to provide necessary scientific research models, 
and for restoration purposes.  Natural forests provide insurance against irrevocable 
ecosystem failure.  All cut down or degraded late successional forests must be restored to 
healthy condition (none have been).  BLM must not enter any more uncut forests until they 
have restored the ones they’ve cut down, fully understand how they function, and know what 
it takes to restore them. 

5. Habitats for naturally evolved species must be retained across the landscape. 
Habitats for native species of terrestrial and aquatic species (including riparian areas) must 
be retained across the landscape, not just in designated patches and dispersal corridors. 

6.  Air, water and soils must not be degraded or contaminated. 
Air, water and soil determine forest ecosystem health.  Slash burning, fertilizing, and the 
spraying of pesticides that contaminate and degrade the environment must be prohibited.  

7.  Forest practices must not increase forest fire hazards 
Lowest fire-hazard conditions exist in late-successional forests which contain large trees. 
Natural-selection-based resource removal practices, that are conditional on retaining habitat 
needs for evolved species, retain late-successional, low-fire-hazard conditions.  Nothing shall 
be done to cause forests to revert to earlier successional ecosystems with higher fire-hazard 
conditions. 

8. Harvest methods must be low impact:  no helicopters or off-road heavy equipment such 
as mechanical harvesters. 

Helicopters are one of the most dangerous, fuel-inefficient, and noisy machines ever devised 
for logging. Helicopter logging generally requires too much forest canopy removal. 
Mechanical harvesters are heavy, wide machines designed to replace chainsaw operators 
(thus eliminating jobs); they traverse the landscape, compacting soils and damaging forest 
structure wherever they operate.  Both are degrading; neither eliminates roads.  They require 
forwarding equipment and/or skid roads.  Helicopters and mechanical harvesters must be 
prohibited in forest ecosystems. 
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B. COMMUNITY HEALTH
 

9. Long term community health must have priority over timber sale volume.
 Forests cannot sustain timber productivity without retaining biologically and ecologically 
healthy ecosystems.  Our local economy is declining because forest, water, and fish resources 
are declining.  We must protect all forest resources and place community health above timber 
sales. 

10.  	Aesthetic and recreational values must be developed and maintained. 
Aesthetic and recreational resources hold far more value for the public than timber 
extraction. 

11. 	Forest related jobs must be developed and maintained in the context of these criteria. 
Forest jobs must be directly related to how well ecosystem health is retained.  The healthier 
the forest ecosystem, the healthier the forest-related job market will be. 

12.  Timber Sale purchasers and timber harvesting contractors must be separate to avoid 
conflicts of interest. 

Timber buyers focus on getting timber.  To improve forest health, those selecting forest 
products for removal must prioritize overall forest health.  Those who depend on the forests 
for all their products and uses, which includes the public, must focus on and prioritize 
retaining all forest values, not just certain kinds of trees.  The DCVNRCA recommends that, 
in order to avoid conflicts of interest, individuals making timber purchasing decisions should 
be functionally isolated from those who are selling the timber. 

13. In order to create more local jobs, contracts must be designed for one- or two-person 
operations, thus allowing equal opportunities for all-size operations. 

The best, most sustainable jobs are typically done by local, small (one- or two-person) 
operations. The community will also benefit from greater diversity of products and uses 

14.  These criteria must not be construed to justify degradation of any forest ecosystem. 
Forests must not be degraded; this is the number one priority.  None of the above criteria 
shall be interpreted in any way that allows ecosystem health degradation. 



Significant Features of Deer Creek Watershed 

Klamath-Siskiyou Bioregion 
The Klamath Siskiyou Bioregion, of which South Deer is a part, is one of the greatest 
reservoirs of biological diversity in North America.  Its wild rivers contain some of the most 
valuable salmon and steelhead habitat in the contiguous United States.   Many endemic 
species have survived here for millions of years. 

South Deer Aquatic 
Thompson Creek, McMullen Creek, Deer Creek, and Illinois River are critical, undammed 
tributaries of the Rogue River watershed. 

Lake Selmac 
Lake Selmac is located in the heart of the South Deer forest project.  Lake Selmac provides 
camping, boating, fishing, beauty, and solitude.  

Lake Selmac Equestrian and Hiking Trails 
The Lake Selmac Campground, west, south and east equestrian trails, provide visitor access 
to surrounding forests. See west trail map: T38-R8-S13 OI Unit 4. 

Lake Selmac Resort 
The Lake Selmac Resort provides RV hookup sites, miniature golfing, boat rentals, food, etc. 

Crescent City to Jacksonville Pack Trail 
This 1800's trail traversed Sailors’ Diggins in Waldo, Reeves Creek, Lake Selmac area of the 
South Deer Project, Mooney Mountain, and into the Applegate Valley.  

Biscuit Fire 
The Biscuit Fire, is located one mile west of Selma.  The Selma Community and Education 
Center is planning an interpretive center for Biscuit.  

Anderson West Lone Pine Trail 
The easy to access, easy to hike Lone Pine Prospect trail leads through a mile of late 
successional legacy forest to a chromite mine created in 1941, and has views that include the 
Biscuit Fire.  

Aulthouse Pack Trail 
The 1800's Aulthouse Pack Trail extends from Sailors’ Diggings in Waldo to Jacksonville via 
Thompson Ck. Remnants of this trail can still be found in the South Deer Project area, and 
Thompson Creek Overlook Trail connects to it (T38-R7-S27 OI Unit 4).  (See Historical 
Aulthouse Pack Trail Map-Exhibit 5) 
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Thompson Creek Overlook Trails 
The Thompson Creek Overlook Trail System, approximately ten miles of looping trails, 
weaves through miles of late successional legacy forests to the top of Camp Mountain.  Rock 
outcroppings allow outstanding views of the Deer Creek watershed, Siskiyou Mountain 
Range and Coast Range.  This area is used in DCVNRCA and community educational forest 
tours.  It meanders through T38-R7-S22,S23,S26,S27,S35 and is accessed from old 
Aulthouse House Pack in S.27, S.35 from upper Thompson Creek Road, and from White 
Creek S. 23. (See Map Exhibit 4) 

Horse Heaven 
Horse Heaven is a serpentine outcropping covered with native grasses and other flora, a 
highly visible landmark from South Deer’s Little Greyback Mountain area.  Local folk lore 
has it that early settlers ranged their horses there.  One year the horses were trapped there 
because of an early heavy snow fall.  They all died and went to heaven. T38-R7-S26 

Camp Forest 
Natural-selection-based forest practices were first introduced at Camp Forest in 1967.  People 
from around the world have come to Camp Forest to tour and learn how forest ecosystems 
function and how to have sustainable relationships with them. T38-R7-S27 

Selma Community and Education Center 
The Selma Community Education Center in downtown Selma is positioned to promote forest 
visual, spiritual, recreation, education and tourism values. 



Natural Selection Alternative Glossary 

across the landscape - includes all areas of the landscape in its entirety -- all inclusive.  All
 
successional community conditions included in the micro and the macro scale, without exclusion. 


best traits - best genetic and learned characteristics for surviving in a peculiar environment. 


biological - species/organisms.
 

desired future conditions - determined by naturally evolved species. 


early/late successional forest - all of the species naturally associated with a peculiar successional
 
community.   


ecological - organism/species functions and relationships.
 

environmental testing - the screening process for best traits that every organism faces for
 
survival. 


forest ecosystem health - retaining healthy species populations and functions at the micro and
 
macro level across the landscape.  


management-based - a human-centered tree based approach with language that focuses on
 
growing and harvesting trees, and “needing human intervention to make it more healthy and
 
vibrant”; as opposed to natural-selection-based approach that uses ecosystem-centered
 
ecologically-based language and practices. 


natural selection - the result of environmental testing of organisms for best survival traits.  


naturally selected - to either die (weaker members) and serve the needs of others, or to live long
 
enough to reproduce (stronger dominants).  


natural-selection-based - human necessities are hunted and gathered from the forest as a result of
 
natural selection, the same basic process that other species use. 


natural-selection-based extraction - the process of removing the dead and dying to serve human
 
needs, while retaining habitats for naturally evolved species across the landscape.
 

natural-selection-outcome - the result of organism diversity, environmental testing, and
 
reproduction.
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1.  Hammond, Herb. 1991.  Seeing the Forest Among the Trees, The Case for Wholistic Forest Use, p 209 

“Many foresters and timber managers would claim that it is not possible to develop broad principles for 

timber management–everything is site specific.  In Part IV we discussed the current misuse of site specific 

management.  However, the most important flaw in this argument is that a set of broad ecological 

principles exists which apply to virtually all forests, whether the temperate rainforest on the west coast of 

British Columbia, the boreal forests across northern Canada, or the Acadean forest of eastern Canada. 

With regard to timber management, the foremost principle is this: we need to have forests to have trees. 

Whole forests, from the largest tree to the smallest bacteria, from vibrant life to death and decay–all are 

required to produce the timber yields that humans desire and claim to sustain. 

The other important ecological principles which must be respected are not numerous, but from 

them we can derive ecologically responsible timber management practices for any forest stand: 

The cutting and removal of even one tree is an unnatural event.  Large old trees require 

hundreds, perhaps thousands of years to grow.  Once cut, you can’t stand them back up again.  Orville 

Camp, well-known advocate of selection systems of timber management, says, “When in doubt, don’t!” 

Good advice for ensuring that both forests and human options are maintained.  I am not suggesting here 

that we should not cut trees.  However, I believe it is important to remember that nature never removes the 

bodies.  If we intend to “mimic nature.” we must do it humbly and we must start here. 

Each forest stand needs old trees, snags, and fallen trees..... 

Disease and insects are essential parts of a fully functioning forest... 

Over time, all forest phases must occupy every forest site... 

Sustainable timber yields require sustainable forests... 
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suggest that forest managers define desired. future stand conditions and focus management efforts on 

achieving them.  Any prudent plan should describe management goals in terms of forest productivity, 

biodiversity, wildlife habitat, and other resource outputs and values.  

A primary concern whenever prescribed fire is used in forest management is loss of nutrients and impaired 

site productivity. This concern increases with changes in nutrient status that accompany successional 

advancement of forest systems in the absence of periodic fire. These changes usually involve increased 

accumulation of nutrients above the ground, much of it in the forest floor, and raise concern about the fate 

of these nutrients with careless use of fire or failure to consider fuel nutrients in fire plans. If sites that can 

be burned are treated without harvest, much of the nutrient capital accumulated in the forest floor is 

vulnerable to loss.  If sites are harvested and residues are burned, not only will nutrients removed in trees 

be lost, hut also — potentially—much of the nutrient pool in slash and forest floor, depending on burning 

conditions. Thus, the potential to adversely affect long-term site productivity is always present.  Evidence 

of reduced productivity is shown in the simulation model developed by Keane et al. (1990). Their 200-year 

simulation model compares development of basal area of ponderosa pine, western larch, and Douglas-fir 

under regimes of no fires with basal areas of the same species under fire intervals of 10,20, and 50 years. 

At a fire interval of 10 years, the basal areas of ponderosa pine and western larch were predicted to 

decline by 50% or more in 200 years.  Reductions of basal area of both species were predicted at the 20

year interval, but not as dramatically as with the 10-year interval. Under the 50-year interval, basal area 



 

of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir both increased and that of western larch declined. The model indicated 

that, in the absence of fire, basal area of Douglas-fir would. increase steadily to the year 200. Although 

basal area of ponderosa pine and western larch declined, the total basal area predicted for the site was 

greater (ca. 70 m² ha¯ ¹) than that with any other simulation. The 50-year fire-interval simulation 

provided the next greatest basal area of about 50 m² ha¯ ¹. 
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productivity. In a review of more than 50 studies of the effects of prescribed fire on tree growth in the 
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soil porosity as a consequence of harvest activities and burning. Boyer (1.987) reported that periodic 

burning of longleaf pine (P. palustrus Mill.) over a 10-year period for understory hardwood control 

reduced pine growth, regardless of season of burning.  

Reasons cited for reduced productivity after prescribed burning vary. Landsberg (1994) summarizes 

several reasons: direct injury to tree stems, crowns, and roots; reduction in microorganisms such as 

mycorrhizae, with concurrent reductions in nutrient availability; reduced photosynthetic capacity; and 

changes in carbon allocation.  

The evidence indicates that losses from the forest- floor nutrient pool associated with prescribed burning 

can impair long-term productivity (Grier et al., 1989; Landsberg, 1992; Klemmedson and Tiedemann, 

1995). The relation between fire-induced changes in the nutrient states of the forest floor and the actual 

productivity of the residual stand has not been established. Vose and Swank (1993) conclude that major 

pools of nutrients in woody material and the forest floor dictate a fire management strategy that places a 

high priority on maintaining an intact forest floor. They advise a balance between the desire to reduce 

logging slash and competition while minimizing forest-floor consumption. Observed reductions in growth 

of ponderosa pine after prescribed burning in central Oregon (Cochran and Hopkins, 1991; Landsberg, 

1992) may be attributed to changes in the nutrient status of the forest floor/soil system (Monleon et al., 

1997). They observed reduced mineralization of N in N-poor ponderosa pine stands in eastern Oregon for 

up to 12 years alter burning and concluded that this reduction may explain the observed pattern of long-

term productivity decrease in these stands.” 
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“..old-growth forests develop the highest quality wood fibre which will ever be produced in our 
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of ancient forests and the development of the high quality, fine-grained wood they contain.” 
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“Old growth forests are much more than sources of timber. They play an important role in the carbon 

dioxide/oxygen balance by fixing immense quantities of carbon through photosynthesis. They are some of 

the world’s greatest carbon storage reservoirs, buffering against global climate change. They provide 

critical fish and wildlife habitat, which is not replicated in young managed forests. They are the home of 

specialist organisms, such as certain mycorrhizal fungi and predator insects, which are necessary to 

protect young forests. They store and filter high quality water, an ever dwindling resource as we degrade 

more and more forest  habitat. They furnish increasingly valuable public recreation and wilderness tourism 

destinations, supporting entire tourism industries in remote locations.” 
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�	 Essential habitat for species key to the recovery of forests following disturbance such as 

herbaccous plants, lichens, and mycorrhizal fungi 

�	 Habitat refugia for threatened species and those with restricted distributions (endemics) 

�	 Aquatic strongholds for salmonids 

�	 Undisturbed habitats for mollusks and amphibians 

�	 Remaining pockets of old-growth forests 

�	 Overwintering habitat for resident birds and ungulates 

�	 Dispersal”stepping stones” for wildlife movement across fragmented landscapes” 
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“Enhanced carbon storage in ecosystems is, in fact, a major goal of the federal program to address climate 

change.  But another forest policy is to reduce fuels and thus fire risk in the West, a policy that can release 

stored carbon.  This key observation links the fire and fuels issue in the West to the global carbon change 

issue.  The two issues are fundamentally coupled, yet the proposed solutions are seemingly opposed.” 

“Two ways exist to limit the amount of carbon in the atmosphere, and thus reduce global warming. One 

way is to limit carbon dioxide emissions generated from burning fossil fuels.  The second way is to 

sequester more carbon in ecosystems or bury it in geologic structures. In the Western United States, 

however, the conundrum would be how to balance carbon storage with reducing fuels and fire risk.” 
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“The home ignition zone extends to a few tens of meters around a home not hundreds of meters or beyond. 

Home ignitions and thus, the W-UI fire loss problem principally depend on home ignitability.” 
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Conservation Biology, Pages 927-936, Volume 18, No 4 

“Treating the home-ignition zone as described by Cohen (2002) can almost eliminate the possibility of 
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property than the mean (summarized by Frost and Sweeney 2000). Agee (1991) found a pre-settlement fire-

free period greater than 100 years at nearby Oregon Caves. Over time scales beyond the last few centuries, 

there has not been any stationary amount of charcoal accumulation (Mohr et al. 2000), a measure of fire’s 

importance on the landscape over time. Fire has been both more and less common over meaningful time 

scales compared to recent centuries; there is no average tendency because of climatic variability. The 

description of historic fire intervals in the DEIS needs to be rewritten to accurately reflect high variability 

and non-equilibrium tendencies. These properties are associated with high levels of biodiversity (Odion et 

al. In Press). 

The Tree-based fire history studies have ignored the longest fire intervals experienced by most trees, the 

one prior to the first fire scar on sampled trees, which can only be estimated (Baker and Ehle 2001). These 

fire history studies also use methods that extrapolate fire from a point location across space, which further 

over estimates fire frequency. Finally, areas sampled in fire scar studies cannot be assumed to represent 

the entire landscape; they are the locations where fire has operated in a way that has allowed for 

concentrations of trees scarred by low severity fires to develop. These may be unique locations where 



lightning and human ignitions were frequent, and fire size small.”  ... “Most importantly the DEIS 

rationalizes timber harvest as a means to return a regime of relatively frequent fire at regular intervals. 

This fire regime would be unnatural, and would not allow for the landscape diversity that has existed 

historically.” 
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this role has changed over time, and the most effectual means for restoring forests degraded by past 
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The Natural Selection Alternative Promises to be a Beneficial Alternative for the Tourism 
Economy in the Highway 199 Travel Corridor   

Roger Brandt, Highway 199 Traveler (highway199traveler.com) 
2004 

The Highway 199 corridor has more to see than any other road through the coast range of Oregon, California and 

Washington and for this reason offers one of the most important tourism development opportunities in the state of 

Oregon and California. Forest management planning can contribute to the recreational, educational or scenic 

resources that strengthen the sustainability and diversity of economic opportunities communities can gain from public 

lands. Management objectives that create a diversity of economic opportunities through tourism can cast a positive 

influence that brings international dollars into this country and creates jobs that cannot be exported or outsourced to 

other nations. The Highway 199 travel corridor is very important to the overall tourism development strategy of 

Oregon and state administrators are placing increasing emphasis on developing regional cooperative markets to attract 

national and international travel in Oregon (Davidson, 2004). All public lands within the Highway 199 corridor have 

the potential to contribute to this state goal as well as benefit communities along travel corridors that feed into 

Highway 199 from both California and Oregon. 

The following information assesses the economic potential of tourism along the Highway 199 travel corridor, reviews 

local strategic goals for business development in Illinois Valley, assesses travel industry trends and target audiences 

who are most likely to use the Highway 199 travel corridor and the resources that motivate them to travel. These will 

be compared to the objectives of the Natural Selection Alternative (NSA) to predict how this plan may contribute to 

increasing the sustainability of the travel industry, meet strategic planning goals for Oregon’s lowest income 

community and assess how these resources will influence a positive travel experience that increases the potential of 

future travel clientele through positive word of mouth promotion. 

The Economic Potential of Tourism in Illinois Valley 

The Illinois Valley is bisected by Highway 199, a popular travel route between Redwood National Park and Crater 

Lake National Park as well as a corridor for visitors who travel from the cultural center of Ashland to visit the coast 

and Oregon Caves National Monument. Most visitors traveling this route come from the metropolitan communities of 

Portland or San Francisco (Rolloff, 1995). Visitors commonly travel from the metropolitan areas along the coast to 

Redwood National Park and then follow Highway 199 inland to Crater Lake before returning home. The Highway 

usually has an annual traffic load of about one million vehicles. In 1992, the state estimated that 289,000 vehicles, 

about one third of the vehicles traveling on Highway 199, represent tourist traffic (Wetter, 1994).  An estimate of 

tourist spending in Illinois Valley can be obtained from surveys conducted at Oregon Caves National Monument, an 

attraction that gets almost all its visitor traffic from Highway 199.  Surveys conducted at Oregon Caves National 

Monument in 1995 indicate the average daily spending per group to be $90 (Stynes, 2001). Assuming that each group 

travels together in one vehicle and the average spending per group is $90, the approximate potential tourism dollars 

traveling on Highway 199 through the Illinois Valley would be about 26 million dollars annually. Considering that 

daily spending in adjacent California counties is higher (Del Norte=$131, Siskiyou-Trinity=$124, Humboldt=$153) 

the estimate obtained from the Oregon Caves survey is low but is nevertheless adequate to illustrate that there is a 

high potential for making money if tourism attractions can be developed to encourage visitors to spend more time in 

Illinois Valley. Note: A survey conducted at Oregon Caves in 2003 produced a daily average spending estimate of 

$135/day (Hogar etal, 2004). 

Tourism is an important industry and contributes an annual income of about $95 million dollars to Josephine County 

and about six billion annually to the Oregon economy. Tourism is extremely important along the Highway 199 

corridor because this route has more to see than any other coast mountain travel corridor in Oregon, California and 

Washington and this makes it one of the most important tourism development opportunities in Oregon as well as 

California because travel from metropolitan areas in both states benefit communities in the Highway 199 corridor as 

well as communities in travel routes that feed into and out of Highway 199. Forest management on public lands in the 

Highway 199 corridor will make larger economic contributions to local and state communities if land management 
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practices can be used to contribute to tourism resources that create diversified and sustainable business opportunities. 

Tourism identified as the number one business opportunity in Illinois Valley 

Over the past five years, a significant movement has taken place to establish a destination tourism environment in the 

Illinois Valley. Several positive things have happened as a result. The Bureau of Land Management is working to 

install a wheelchair accessible botanical trail in an area of botanical interest at the foot of Eight Dollar Mountain. The 

Oregon State Parks Department is planning to construct a large campground at the Forks State Park near Cave 

Junction. The town of Cave Junction has begun a project to decorate the fronts of buildings and make flowerbeds 

using rocks representative of the Eight Dollar Mountain Botanical Area and Kalmiopsis wilderness. The intention of 

this and other projects is to spur visitor interest in the area and provoke visitors to explore and spend more time in the 

area. A one hundred page Action Plan for Sustainable Tourism in the Illinois Valley was completed in June, 2003 to 

help identify how a destination environment that retains visitor spending can be created. 

Tourism development and preservation of resources are both goals of the Illinois Valley Strategic Plan for 

Community Development, a plan that was generated as a result of this community being Federally designated as an 

Enterprise Community. Federal grants were provided to develop the plan which contains strategies that the 

community has been slowly working to attain. A large element of these strategies focuses on tourism and education 

and include: 

Business development: 

Produce new jobs in the Illinois Valley by creating a viable destination (tourism) industry. Increase visitor length 

of stay, develop Ecotourism attractions and market the area's unique combination of rugged charm and character. 

Quality of life:  

Educate the community and newcomers about the importance of healthy riparian zones for the maintenance of 

water quality and aquatic habitat. 

Restore and protect the natural environment and the ecologically significant areas that maintain the quality of life 

that attracts visitors and residents to the Illinois Valley. 

Tourism planning and development in Illinois Valley has focused on experiences and opportunities that appeal to the 

Geotourism and senior traveler market. Tourism constitutes a sustainable, multimillion dollar industry for the 

communities of Illinois Valley, Josephine County and the state of Oregon. Projections by tourism organizations 

indicate that tourism will experience a pronounced increase over the next two to three decades. It is important that 

land management agencies work with the community to assure that scenic values, educational experiences and 

opportunities to see nature are both preserved and accessible. 

Illinois Valley Travel Industry History and Performance 

Visitors driving through the valley on Highway 199 have traditionally slipped through the fingers of business owners 

and other travel oriented businesses in the Illinois Valley. This is illustrated in a 1995 survey at Oregon Caves that 

revealed the majority of visitors to be “drive through” travelers who are coming from one destination and traveling to 

another (Rolloff, 1995). A typical traveler spends about three to four hours at Oregon Caves National Monument and 

then departs without spending any time in other areas of the valley. Few indicate they are repeat visitors. About five 

percent of the visitors going to Oregon Caves in 1995 stayed in Illinois Valley lodging and another five percent stayed 

at local campgrounds. 

Community members of Illinois Valley are aware that very little of the traffic on Highway 199 stops in the Illinois 

Valley and understand that there needs to be more to attract visitors to stop and spend time. Since Oregon Caves is 

considered to be the premiere tourism site in the valley, many business owners often discuss how to increase visitor 

travel to the monument as a way to increase tourism spending in Illinois Valley. However, the ability of the monument 

to support increased tourism must be balanced with resource protection issues and safety issues associated with tours 

becoming too crowded. For this reason, tourism proponents are looking to other parts of the Illinois Valley for 

tourism attractions that can be used to capture tourism dollars and to position Illinois Valley as a destination 
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environment. To be effective at selecting the right kind of attractions, planners need to understand the traveling 

public. 

Recent research indicates a growing interest among travelers in local culture and history (Stueve 2002). For this 

reason, discussion on tourism development in Illinois Valley has focused increasing attention on preserving cultural 

resources such as the wood products industry, which has been a significant part of the Valley’s cultural heritage for 

decades. This idea could be widely embraced because most residents and environmental groups and wood product 

advocates recognize fuel reduction for forest health, community safety and productivity to be common ground. The 

proponents for tourism development are among the people who feel there is an opportunity in the Selma area where 

forest management on BLM land can accomplish several positive goals to include: our wood product industry is 

retained as a cultural resource in the community, residents get the forest thinned while at the same time preserve the 

scenic values that contribute to their quality of life and the tourism industry gets a resource that helps stop visitor 

traffic in Josephine County. Tourism development also provides the BLM with an additional benefit of collaboratively 

educating the public about forest management objectives with examples that the public can visit. This has the 

potential of educating a large segment of residents from communities and metropolitan areas in western states and is 

an opportunity to mitigate misunderstandings about forest management and build public trust. I personally anticipate 

that all parties in Selma area and Illinois Valley would want to cast a positive light on management goals supporting 

an economy that benefits the wood product industry, local community residents and travel businesses. There would 

also be a strong support from the State Tourism Council because it supports themes that build a compelling tourism 

resource for attracting interstate and international travel and meets Oregon State Economic Development Department 

goals for creating a diversity of sustainable jobs in Oregon. 

Visitor Profiles for Southwestern Oregon 

Understanding travel industry trend, behavior of the traveling public and resources that motivate the public to travel 

are essential to making sound decisions about travel industry development strategies. A survey conducted in 1995 at 

Oregon Caves provided the following information about visitors traveling in southwestern Oregon (Rolloff, 1995); 

Visitor Education: 42% of visitors have a college education and half of these had a graduate degree. 

Visitor Income: The average annual income for visitors to Oregon Caves was $50,000. 

Reasons for Travel: The top reasons for travel were viewing scenery, doing something with the family, and to learn 

more about nature. 

The 1994 Tourism Assessment for Illinois Valley cited a Siskiyou National Forest District-Four Recreation Survey 

that indicated the primary reasons for tourism activity included visitor interest in viewing scenery, auto travel and 

hiking/walking (Wetter, 1994). Similar interest is also seen in Oregon state travel profiles which states, "people come 

to Oregon to indulge their interest in outdoor recreation, nature experiences and historic sites". They also noted many 

Oregon travelers are engaged in a family oriented trip (Longwood, 1997). 

A recent survey conducted by the National Geographic Society in conjunction with the Travel Industry Association of 

America (TIAA) indicates that a large sector of the travel and tourism industry will be influenced by a growing public 

interested in the human and natural attributes that make one place distinct from another (Stueve, 2002). The survey 

grouped these individuals into a travel class they label as Geotourism. This group represents about 55 million 

Americans, which is greater than one third of the total 154 million American travelers. The survey indicated 

Geotourists share a general agreement that their travel experience is better when the destination preserves its natural, 

historic, and cultural sites. Over half (53%) of Geotourist agree that their travel experience is better when they have 

learned as much as possible about their destination’s customs, geography and culture. The majority of these travelers 

are Baby Boomers (43%) and Senior Matures over 65 years (27%) comprising together 70% of the Geotravel sector, 

a total of about 38 million Americans. About 45% of Geotourists have a college education. 

The age of travelers is an important consideration and the large number of retired now entering the travel market gives 

reinforcement to the need for accessible, low impact recreation. There are 50 million disabled in the United States and 

60-70% of these individuals are “Senior Matures” who are 65 years or older. Senior Matures comprises 16% of all 
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domestic trips in America. “Junior Matures”, age 55-64, comprise 15% of domestic trips and 45% are “Baby 

Boomers” whose first members reached age 55 in 2001 (Rhoades, 2001). There is a large sector of the traveling 

population who are entering the age where disabilities will become an issue and accessibility to recreation resources 

will become increasingly important. The senior market is approaching explosive proportions and, in order to capture 

this market in Illinois Valley, it will be important for land management agencies such the USFS to support local 

communities by planning and preparing to serve the needs of mature travelers. 

An insight to activities that might appeal to seniors can be found in a survey conducted by the Outdoor Recreation 

Coalition of America (Marwick, 1997), which identified activities such as walking and observing nature as being 

important senior activities. They also noted that walking was the top activity in the United States with bicycling, 

hiking and bird watching close behind. Hiking footwear ranked as the highest growth area among outdoor recreation 

retailers. An interesting component of the survey noted there is an increasing interest in American society to reunite 

families and participate in activities that allow for group participation. As this trend becomes established, the growing 

senior market will also have the potential to bring younger sectors of society into the travel market as part of the 

national trend to reunite families and do family oriented activities. Trails and accessible nature experiences will be 

important in attracting these visitors to the Illinois Valley. 

Projections for nature-based tourism and travel by seniors and their families comprise a large segment of the traveling 

population. Surveys indicate these individuals are interested in nature and want to have opportunities for healthful 

exercise such as walking and hiking. The unique, natural resources of Illinois Valley have a tremendous potential for 

attracting the nature-based tourism travel sector. Surveys of visitors in the Illinois Valley disclose a high interest in 

viewing scenery, hiking/walking, family oriented activities and educational experiences so this trend may already be 

underway. If resources can be made accessible and appealing to the interest and needs of this sector of traveling 

Americans the Illinois Valley could enjoy a sustained, nature-based tourism economy for a minimum of three to four 

decades. 

The Natural Selection Alternative 

The Natural Selection Alternative (NSA) has objectives and implementation planning that contributes to tourism 

development goals and strives for outcomes that are attractive to the nature-based travel audience such as educational 

opportunities, attractive recreational resources and scenic integrity along the Highway 199 travel corridor. 

Contour access route: The “concentric contour loop access system” has the potential of being used for recreational 

activities such as family oriented mountain biking, equestrian, or fitness walking. Accessibility for mobility impaired 

may be more feasible on a network of roads designed under this system. Alternative recreational uses of the contour 

loop system has the potential to increase quality of life, property value, and the potential for entrepreneurial enterprise 

on public lands. 

Preservation of cultural lifestyles: Preservation of the forest extraction culture in a locally managed environment 

creates a travel resource especially attractive to the Geotourist travel sector according to a recent survey conducted by 

the Travel Industry Association of America (TIAA) and the National Geographic Society. The NSA vision includes 

income from forest management by individuals selected under this program as well as the potential for making 

additional income through conducting tours or educational programs. 

Scenic values: The Natural Selection Alternative is likely to have little to no perceptible impacts on visual resources. 

Educational opportunities: A wide variety of forest management topics can be offered as educational experiences for 

the nature-based travel sector, an audience who values and seeks family oriented educational opportunities. The 

educational opportunities that could be provided in the NSA will enjoy a certain charm because the educational 

programs will be provided by ecological oriented resident foresters who can put a face on forestry and give travelers a 

chance to interact with local personalities. 

The NSA contributes to the resources that help to build tourism infrastructure and attain goals for creating a 

destination environment in the Illinois Valley. Cottage Industry entrepreneurs, artists, crafters, and host/service 

businesses will benefit from tourist retention. The NSA preserves or creates resources that are important to the nature-

based travel audience, the fastest growing travel sector with the strongest potential for long-term sustainability. The 

management of public land that will bring the greatest benefit to the local community includes actions that preserve 
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our local cultural wood products heritage, scenic values, and increase the opportunity for educational and recreational 

activities that bring families together and promote personal health. 

Conclusion 

The Highway 199 corridor has more to see than any other travel corridor through the coast range of Oregon, 

California and Washington and for this reason offers one of the most important tourism development opportunities in 

the state of Oregon and California. Forest management on BLM lands should consider ways to increase the number of 

tourism resources as a measure to have public lands contribute to a more diversified economy. With this approach it 

will be possible to get wood fiber and provide jobs, reduce fire hazards at the forest/community interface, create 

educational and recreational opportunities for capturing tourist dollars on Highway 199 and increase the quality of life 

and property value for residents. The NSA moves in the direction of accomplishing these objectives. 

The Oregon State Tourism Commission is currently focusing on the development of regional cooperative markets to 

create new business opportunities that attract both national and international travel in Oregon. For this reason, it is 

important that tourism planning in Illinois Valley be circumspect about creating or preserving resources that are 

relevant to the stories of potential partners in Oregon and California. Partnering across state and county borders will 

provide a more interesting and compelling attraction for visitors who want to experience unique scenic and natural 

areas. A variety of exemplary educational nature and cultural experiences are the foundation of nature-based tourism. 

The NSA moves in the direction of accomplishing these goals. 

Experts in tourism and tourism economies acknowledge nature-based tourism and nature education to be the fastest 

rising sectors in the travel industry (Powers, 2004). Surveys indicate that more than 55 million Americans are 

interested in this type of experience giving credence to the substantial and sustainable future that nature-based tourism 

can bring to a community. Forest management practices that support central tourism themes will help to galvanize 

stories on geoecology, fire ecology and forest management into a high value visitor experience. High value 

experiences meet Oregon state goals for tourism development and will move Illinois Valley closer to community 

goals for establishing a destination environment for the valley. The economic benefits of working today to manage 

public lands with goals for community quality of life, fiber extraction, tourism and education will benefit the Illinois 

Valley and Josephine County for decades. The NSA offers a strategy for accomplishing these management goals. 
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Historic 1855 Map Showing Thompson Creek Aulthouse Pack Trail 
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6 January 2005 

Abbie Josie, Field Manager, Grants Pass Resource Area 
Medford District, Bureau of Land Management 
3040 Biddle Road 
Medford, OR 97504 

Dear Ms. Josie, 

In my professional capacity as a fire ecologist, I have been asked by the Deer Creek Valley Natural 
Resources Conservation Association to evaluate a draft of the South Deer Landscape Management 
Project, Natural Selection Alternative. The draft I received is dated 30 November 2004. The draft 
indicates that the Deer Creek Valley Natural Resources Conservation Association in collaboration 
with BLM, South Deer Forest Committee, Selma community and the larger community have 
collaborated on this alternative. I am not affiliated with any of these groups, nor have I been hired or 
paid to support any position. I am currently a research biologist with the Institute of Computational 
Earth Systems Science, UC Santa Barbara. I maintain a residence in SW Oregon, and have done fire 
research in this region. A CV listing my experience and publications is at the website listed above. My 
evaluation here is based on my professional judgment and experience in fire ecology, and my 
familiarity with the relevant scientific literature on fire and vegetation and disturbance/diversity 
relationships. I provide these comments in the interest of encouraging the use of ecological principles 
in public land management. 

I endorse the management approach reflected in the Draft Alternative, even though it involves 
extracting timber, which will always have ecological impacts. The approach to extracting timber in 
this case appears to be a means of minimizing further damage and disturbance in the Watershed that 
could occur from future harvesting activities. Past logging disturbances have affected a considerable 
area of the South Deer Creek Watershed in a relatively short period of time. Natural disturbances 
over the same time period, particularly fire and insect pathogens, would probably have not amounted 
to as much disturbance over a similar amount of time historically for two reasons. First, fire and 
insect disturbances are believed to have occurred in a patchwise fashion, affecting relatively small 
portions of the landscape at irregular intervals (Whittaker 1960). Second, fire and insect disturbances 
are of lower overall magnitude than most past harvesting disturbances because the biotic legacies 
(woody biomass, seed banks, soil integrity) are not removed or disabled by natural disturbances. The 
Alternative recognizes correctly that a high degree of disturbance overall has occurred in the South 
Deer Creek, the effects of which are still evident. The Alternative correctly points out that there is no 
ecological need for the creation of more early successional habitat at this time. In particular, early 
successional habitat that lacks pre-disturbance legacies. Additional acute disturbances, particularly 
those of human origin, against which organisms have not evolved defenses, can be predicted from 
disturbance ecology principles to have a negative effect on species diversity in the Watershed. This 
would be counter to goals of maintaining biodiversity, which, as an ecologist, I feel are important. 

Native organisms have also not evolved with deliberate burning, as it is typically applied in our 
region. This may involve pile burning, which sterilizes patches of soil, which then become prone to 
invasion by exotic species (Korb et al. 2004). Prescribed burning is also typically done during spring 
or after fall rain. Fires at this time do not produce the natural range of severities and other natural fire 
effects (Moritz and Odion 2004). These fires are lethal to numerous organisms that survive fire 
during the regular fire season, such as soil stored seeds that become seasonally sensitive (Borchert 
and Odion 1995). Nesting birds and dormant herptofauna may be adversely affected. Finally, out of 
season burns have been found to increase fuel loading (Show and Kotok 1924). Plant tissue is 
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unusually sensitive to heat during the wet season, when tissue moisture content is high. Out of season 
burning causes much foliar mortality while often consuming very little surface fuel. These factors 
explain the findings that areas where out of season burns (e.g. spring, or after fall rains) were 
undertaken soon had more available fuel present after fire than existed beforehand (Show and Kotok 
1924). For these reasons, I concur with the Alternative in its opposition to prescribed burning. 

Importantly, the Alternative does recognize that the Watershed is a fire prone environment, especially 
with the amount of early successional vegetation that is present. The threefold strategy of maintaining 
remaining closed forest, treating areas where fire severity is most elevated due to human impacts 
(dense plantations), and focusing on the home ignition zone for protecting property from fire is a 
logical approach to fire hazards. There is no need to further increase landscape level fire risk by 
opening forests and promoting vegetation that has a self-reinforcing relationship with severe fire. 
Moreover, as Jack Cohen’s analyses have shown, the problem of home ignition is only effectively 
dealt with by treating the home ignition zone. The most important thing to treat in this zone is the 
roof of the home, if it is composed of wood shingles. I would like to see this mentioned in fire 
protection approaches in the Watershed, and I hope that there is a creative way for BLM to assist 
homeowners in the most important step toward protecting homes from wildfires, having a non
combustible roof. 

My only other substantive concern with the Alternative is whether the removal of weak trees would 
lead to numbers of snags and amounts of coarse woody debris that are sufficient for supporting 
wildlife. The plan suggests that snags will be managed for, but more specifics could be provided for 
reassurance. The are probably far fewer snags, and less wildlife that uses these resources in the 
Watershed now compared to historically. 

It seems like the South Deer Watershed management could become a great example of collaboration 
between community and government stakeholders leading to sound management balancing 
ecological and economic goals. I sincerely hope that this is the case, and that the approach outlined in 
the Alternative is adopted. It would be a notable accomplishment for all involved. Please let me know 
if you would like further information or clarification of any of these comments. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis C. Odion 
Vegetation Ecologist 

Literature Cited 

Borchert, Mark I. and Dennis C. Odion. 1995. Fire intensity and vegetation recovery in chaparral: a review. Pages 91-100 

in Brushfires in California Wildlands: Ecology and resource management. International Association of Wildland Fire, 

Fairfield, WA. 

Korb, J. E., N.C. Johnson, and W. W. Covington. 2004. Slash pile burning effects on soil biotic and chemical properties 

and plant establishment: recommendations for amelioration. Restoration Ecology 12: 52-62. 

Moritz, Max A. and Dennis C. Odion. 2004. Prescribed Fire and Natural Disturbance. Science 306: 1680. 

Show, S. B., and E. I. Kotok. 1924. The role of fire in California pine forests. U.S. Department of Agriculture Bulletin 

1294. 

Whittaker, R.H. 1960. Vegetation of the Siskiyou Mountains, Oregon and California. Ecological Monographs 30: 279-338. 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________NEAL ANDERSON_____ Email: _____nganders44@gmail.com__________________ 

Address: 7400 Griffin Lane_______________City: ___Jacksonville___________________________ 

Phone #: __(541) 899-5555__________ Organizational Affiliation: __________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

There should be no policy to open all BLM gates.  Create areas for sole target practice.  Restrict target practice on 

unsafe sites (Prevent).  Trails should only be approved (opened) if they comply with NEPA requirements.  Policy 

decisions should be based on good science not by averaging the volume of comments 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:nganders44@gmail.com
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________MORGAN LINDSAY_____ Email: _____morgan@kswild.org__________________ 

Address: PO Box 102___________________City: ___Ashland, OR 97520____________________ 

Phone #: __(541) 488-5789__________ Organizational Affiliation: __KS Wild_________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

I value clean water, conservation, quiet recreation and protection of public lands.  I support maximum protections 

for old-growth (over 80 years of age) and riparian reserves.  I very much appreciate your commitment to public 

input.  I suggest a conservation/recreation alternative that emphasizes protection for watersheds, species and old-

growth and focuses timber harvest on thinning in previously harvested stands.  Climate change should also be 

analyzed to specifically impacts to five regimes & carbon storage with climate change. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:morgan@kswild.org
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________DAVID R MONNETT_____ Email: _____monloginc@yahoo.com__________________
 

Address: 2944 Hogan Rd___________________City: ___Oakland, OR 97462____________________
 

Phone #: __(541) 459-9586__________ Organizational Affiliation: __Monett logging Inc___________
 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No
 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

BLM needs to follow the original O&C Act of 1937.
 

BLM needs to start clear cutting units of timber regardless of age of timber (REPLANT)
 

Burned areas should be given priority of rapid harvest & replanting. Needs to be a salvage plan that actually does
 
clean up areas of blow down and bug infestations quickly.
 

Needs to be logging in riparian areas. Open up areas along streams so fish can have a food source. (Hinkle Creek
 
Study)
 

Marbled murrelet nests should have to be proven to be used to not cut in an area.  No proof, no reserve
 

No timing delays unless proof harm is being done owls or murelets
 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:monloginc@yahoo.com
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To make money you have to cut timber for the benefit of communities, schools, roads, timber and recreation 

priority’s 

No large block forest reserves 

Back to 1950 R&W agreements for all forest owners in checkerboard areas 

BLM needs to start producing natural resources and contracts for communities 

Replant land logged for next generation of users 
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Mona L Drake 
19210 Pinehurst Rd 
Bend OR 97701 
Mona Drake monadrake1953@gmail.com , . ., 

j 
t!' 
._; 

March 28, 2014 

BLM Oregon 
Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Re: Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon 

e-mail sent not confirmed by BLM: Mona Drake monadrake1953@gmail.com 

Your alternatives are lacking in public access to our traditional and historic use. The public lands in 
Oregon have long been a source of income for families. Since the onslaught of environmental issues 
taken out of context the public lands that had sustained Oregon and made Oregon a destination to play 
and work are fast becoming burned forests and burned wildlife habitat. 

The Biscuit Fire's devastation does not seem to register in the minds of the agencies. Having long tread 
the two tracks of the Coastal Range I can only shake my head as tears run down my cheeks as I view the 
waste brought on by environmental litigation ruining our public lands. The Spotted Owl has long since 
been known to be a ruse of anti-access groups as more and more public lands specifically our forests 
burn. Wildlife and wildlife habitat know no cover or safety from raging fires brought on by lack of 
managing fuels building up in areas once 'managed' now neglected. 

I ask of you to retain two tracks and roads throughout Western Oregon to serve as fire breaks and access 
for equipment and men who would extinguish fires and save habitat and wildlife. These two tracks and 
roads also serve as recreational escapes to friends and families as they tour their public lands year round 
for rest and recreation. The rural economy of Oregon depends on access to Oregon's best and finest 
renewable resource; the forests. Do not shut doors to family wage earners by not taking a hard look at 
what your plans are doing to the rural economy. Devastation would not be too harsh a word for the 
forest's plans you have brought forth. 

You ask for public comment no doubt to fill a requirement of the law. Readers of your documents can 
only shake their heads and wonder at your jargon and word choices. We the public value our public 
lands. Our forests are our livelihood and our recreation. Our forests have been our livelihoods and our 
recreation for generations. I ask that you take a hard look at the traditions and historic uses of our public 
lands in Western Oregon. Our access to the two tracks created by horse and wagon or blade of a 
father's D-5 Cat is our history and our tradition. Jobs and forest health are insured by chain saw held in 
the hands of a working man or woman. True management insists on stewardship of the forest. Access to 
stewardship and responsibility of a healthy forest is not 'Roadless'. The historical traditions of camping 
and hunting and teaching trail and forest etiquette are within the forest's shadows. Your management 
plan seems to omit the one factor that is capable of stewardship: man. Please take a hard look at the 
lack of human access within your plans. Human access is health and vitality for the forest and the 
families in Oregon. I do not see you consider motorized use by agency or the public. The public of 

mailto:monadrake1953@gmail.com


Oregon insist on access to our public lands. Whether for work or play the forests are our heritage: the 
rural economies depend on access to our public lands. 

1 ask that you work your alternatives to include forest management of thinning the dead and dying old 
growth. I ask that you include the trails for motorized use for families to access and teach history. Western 
Oregon forests serve its public well. The forest has withstood and ftourished only when stewardship was 
in play. Roadless and unmanaged forests are surely fuel for the next lightning strike. 

Please consider your choices as you would life or death to the rural communities and the families who live 
worK ana or play In the western Oregon Forests. Take a hard look at your choices- take a hard look at 
the historic uses of this area-take a hard look at the traditions of forest care Oregonians have displayed 
and count on-please: take a hard look at the rural economies you plans will destroy, the families you will 
leave in waste. The forest is as a farm; without stewardship it will iay waste. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mona L Drake 

~/1~;;;:~ 



       
    

   
   
    

    
  

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
   

  
   

  
    

  
  

 
 

 
  

 
   

   
 

  
       

   
    

 
 

                                                 
  

  
      

Alliance for the Wild Rockies ● American Bird Conservancy ● Animal Welfare Institute 
Audubon California ● Audubon Society of Portland ● Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 

Cascadia Wildlands ● Center for Biological Diversity ● Conservation Northwest ● Cornell Lab 
of Ornithology ● EarthJustice ● Endangered Species Coalition ● Environmental Protection 
Information Center ● Fund for Wild Nature ● Geos Institute ● Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands 
Center ● Oregon Wild ● Redwood Region Audubon Society ● Seattle Audubon ● Sierra Club 

Western Environmental Law Center ● WildEarth Guardians 

May 13, 2013 

The Honorable Barack Obama 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington D.C. 20500 

Re: Increased Protections Needed for Threatened Marbled Murrelet 

Dear President Obama: 

On behalf of the undersigned conservation and scientific organizations, we are writing to 
respectfully request that your administration and the relevant federal agencies adopt more 
stringent protective measures for the Marbled Murrelet, a federally threatened bird species 
whose precarious status warns of the demise of the nation’s most precious old-growth forests. 
The accelerated decline of this species is an indication that current protections for its old-
growth forest habitat need to be augmented, benefitting clean air, clean water, wild salmon 
runs, carbon sequestration and other ecosystem services uniquely provided by these 
irreplaceable forests. 

Additional Habitat Protections Needed for Marbled Murrelet 

The Marbled Murrelet is an amazing seabird that in the Pacific Northwest nests in mature and 
old-growth trees. Due to extensive habitat loss caused by widespread logging near the coast of 
central to northern California, Oregon, and Washington State, a distinct population segment of 
the Marbled Murrelet is federally listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. 

A recent peer-reviewed study by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and U.S.D.A. Forest 
Service (USFS) found that distinct population segment of the Marbled Murrelet had declined by 
29% over the last decade.1 This trend is consistent with the government’s 2009 five-year 
status review of the species that concluded the population could be extinct outside of the 
Puget Sound area within 100 years.2 

1 Recent Population Decline of the Marbled Murrelet in the Pacific Northwest. Authors: Sherri L. Miller, Martin G. Raphael 

et al. The Condor, Vol. 114 (November 2012), pp. 771-781. Cooper Ornithological Society. 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/miller/psw_2012_miller001.pdf) 

2 

Marbled Murrelet Five Year Review http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/Mamu2009_5yr_review%20FINAL%2061209.pdf
 

http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/miller/psw_2012_miller001.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/pdf/Mamu2009_5yr_review%20FINAL%2061209.pdf


  
  

    
  

   
 

 
  
      

  
  

    
  

  
 

 
 

     
      

 
   

 
 

  
  

   
   

 
 
  

 

   
    

  

    

                                                 

   

  
     

  
  

  
  

  

These findings indicate that current measures to eliminate threats and protect habitat are 
inadequate and that additional measures are urgently needed. We urge your support for 
expanding habitat conservation for the murrelet on federally managed forests, including public 
acquisitions of private lands from willing sellers. These efforts could dovetail with salmon 
conservation efforts, because carefully designed conservation efforts can benefit both species. 

Maintain Existing Critical Habitat Provisions for Marbled Murrelets 

We remain concerned about FWS’s commitment to protecting murrelet critical habitat. With 
the recent federal district court rejection of a proposed agreement which would have vacated 
Marbled Murrelet critical habitat until 2018, the question of critical habitat defense remains.3 

While there may be reason to update the murrelet critical habitat rule to increase habitat 
protections, it is essential to keep the existing critical habitat in place until the regular public 
process to develop a new rule can run its course. 

In the 5-year status review, FWS stated that although the Northwest Forest Plan protects some 
murrelets, without critical habitat, “conservation benefits would not likely extend to all areas 
currently protected for the murrelet.” In addition, the protections these birds enjoy under the 
Northwest Forest Plan may change as forest plans are revised. Both the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and USFS are currently undertaking plan revisions in the region that seek 
to alter the Plan’s management standards.4 

There are interests seeking to increase clearcutting and commercial thinning on federal forests 
and shrink the forested buffers for streams.5 All of these will have serious adverse 
consequences for Marbled Murrelets. The administration should provide clear guidance to 
maintain the conservation elements of the murrelet’s recovery plan, and the standards and 
guidelines for management spelled out in the Northwest Forest Plan. 

The 1997 Marbled Murrelet Recovery Plan,6 page 143, recommends greater conservation of 
mature forests so they can grow and provide future murrelet nesting habitat: 

Consistent with the Forest Plan Record of Decision, thinning within Late-Successional 
Reserves should be restricted to stands younger than 80 years.... 3.2.1.2 Protect 
'recruitment' nesting habitat to buffer and enlarge existing stands, reduce fragmentation, 
and provide replacement habitat for current suitable nesting habitat lost to disturbance 
events. Stands (currently 80 years old or older) that will produce suitable habitat within 
the next few decades are the most immediate source of new habitat and may be the 

3 
American Forest Resource Council v. Ashe, No. 12-111-JDB (D.D.C. March 29, 2013) (Memorandum Opinion), available at 

http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/birds/marbled_murrelet/pdfs/2353_D-50_memorandum_opinion.pdf 
4 

BLM RMPs for Western Oregon, http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/ and Okanogan/Wenatchee Forest 
Plan Revision, http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/okawen/landmanagement/planning/?cid=fsbdev3_053653. 
5 

Scientists Call Plan to Log Spotted Owl Habitat "Giant House of Cards" 
http://www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/releases/121009.html 
6 

Marbled Murrelet Recovery Plan 
http://www.fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/MM/documents/Recovery%20Plan%20for%20the%20Threatened%20MAMU%20in%2 
0CA,%20OR%20and%20WA%201997-optimized.pdf 

http://3.2.1.2/
http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/birds/marbled_murrelet/pdfs/2353_D-50_memorandum_opinion.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/okawen/landmanagement/planning/?cid=fsbdev3_053653
http://www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports/releases/121009.html
http://www.fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/MM/documents/Recovery%20Plan%20for%20the%20Threatened%20MAMU%20in%20CA,%20OR%20and%20WA%201997-optimized.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/arcata/es/birds/MM/documents/Recovery%20Plan%20for%20the%20Threatened%20MAMU%20in%20CA,%20OR%20and%20WA%201997-optimized.pdf


   
 

  
  

 
   

 
   

    
  

  
 

   
  

 
  

     
     

  
 

 
 

  
  

  
  

    
   

   
 

 
 

     
  

    
   

      
    

  

                                                 
  

  
   

  
  

  
 

only replacement for existing habitat lost to disturbance (e.g., timber harvest, fires, etc.) 
over the next century…Such stands should not be subjected to any silvicultural 
treatment that diminishes their capacity to provide quality nesting habitat in the future. 
Within secured areas, these "recruitment" stands should not be harvested or thinned. 

Protections Needed To Buffer Marbled Murrelets from Active Management 

We remain concerned that the final 2012 Northern Spotted Owl critical habitat rule encourages 
active management in owl critical habitat, which, in part, overlaps with that of the murrelet. 
Agency analysis included in the owl rule’s draft environmental assessment7 indicates this 
active management would likely be harmful to the Marbled Murrelet: 

Active forest management that is in the vicinity of murrelet nesting stands may be 
detrimental to the species survival and recovery. (p. 61). 

Logging (clearcutting and commercial thinning) increases fragmentation, opening the forests to 
nest predators such as crows, ravens, and jays.8 There is no prohibition in the final Northern 
Spotted Owl Critical Habitat Rule on the proposed active management to ensure murrelet 
nesting stands will not be disturbed. 

Reserve Network on Federal Lands Needs to be Bolstered 

The existing network of late-successional reserves on federal lands in the Pacific Northwest 
that was designated in 1994 to conserve old growth ecosystems, including Northern Spotted 
Owls and listed salmon stocks, are insufficient to maintain the Marbled Murrelet on federal 
lands. There is inadequate mitigation of the apparent negative effects of fragmentation and 
human disturbance on both public and private lands to nest survival. To supplement recovery 
efforts we urge the Administration to halt sales of mature and old-growth forests throughout the 
tri-state range of the murrelet. 

Habitat Conservation Plans are Inadequate to Protect the Marbled Murrelet 

Degradation of murrelet habitat on private, state, and federal lands continues despite the 
Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and other agreements in place. One recent study 
documented a 30% loss of murrelet habitat on non-federal lands within the tri-state range 
between 1996 and 2006. That same study recognized timber harvest as the primary cause of 
habitat loss on non-federal lands.9 Meanwhile, Washington State has failed to comply with its 
federally-approved Trust Lands HCP, which required it to develop a long-term marbled 
murrelet conservation strategy for approximately 1.6 million acres of state-managed trust lands 

7 
Draft Northern Spotted Owl Environmental Assessment, 

http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/Documents/CH_DRAFTEnvAssmnt_6.1.12.pdf 
8 

Marbled murrelet nest predation risk in managed forest landscapes: dynamic fragmentation effects at multiple scales, 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19688934 
9 

Falxa et al. 2011. Marbled Murrelet Effectiveness Monitoring; Northwest Forest Plan; 2009 and 2010 Summary Report; 
Executive Summary at 2. 

http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/Documents/CH_DRAFTEnvAssmnt_6.1.12.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19688934


   
    

       
 

    
    

    
   

   
       

 
 

 
   

    
   

    
  

 

     
 

  
 

  
  

     
  

    
  

 
   

  
 

   
   

      
     

  
  

  
 

    
    

                                                 
  
  

within the range of the murrelet. And despite the Conservation Plan now being ten years 
overdue, Federal and state agencies in Washington continue to allow significant fragmentation 
to take place through timber extraction activities. 

In Oregon where no murrelet HCPs currently exist, a federal judge has temporarily halted 
eleven proposed timber sales in murrelet habitat on State Forests in Oregon including the 
Elliott State Forest. It is also notable that the Elliott State Forest was excluded from the 
murrelet’s 1996 final critical habitat rule because it was included in the State of Oregon’s HCP 
at the time. Subsequently, the State of Oregon pulled out of the HCP to increase timber 
production in murrelet habitat. 

Recommendations to Improve Marbled Murrelet Protections 

Based on the ongoing decline of this species and the rarity of its remaining mature and old-
growth forest habitat, we offer the following recommendations and request you direct the 
USFS and BLM to develop an environmental impact statement for Marbled Murrelet 
conservation under the direction of scientists and murrelet conservation experts. Restoring the 
Marbled Murrelet population will necessitate: 

 Protecting existing suitable habitat, both occupied and unoccupied, from logging and 
other harms. 

 Recruiting additional suitable nesting habitat, by letting mature and younger forests 
grow. 

 Preventing fragmentation (including clearcutting or commercial thinning) of the land 
around suitable habitat, maintaining protective cover from nest predators. 

 Increasing the size of and strengthening the standards for buffers surrounding the 
nesting sites. 

 Maintaining federal ownership and Forest Service, BLM, and U.S. Park Service 
management control of murrelet habitat on federal lands. 

In addition, the following measures should be taken near occupied sites to minimize the risks 
of predation and disturbance: 

	 Minimize the construction of campgrounds, roads, and off-highway vehicle trails in close 
proximity to murrelet nesting and suitable habitat.  In areas where campgrounds occur 
in or near murrelet habitat, nesting success is near zero.10 The primary issues are the 
presence of garbage and food, which attract predators, and the propensity of humans to 
feed birds and other wildlife.  Noise is less of a concern, although human presence of 
any kind attracts corvids (ravens, jays and crows) from miles around.11 

 Install predator proof trash cans at all day use areas and campgrounds within murrelet 
habitat; 

 Erect educational signs at all day use areas and campgrounds, and produce and 
distribute brochures to educate the public about murrelets and the negative effects of 

10 
(Santa Cruz Mountains; Peery et al. 2004) 

11 
(Rosenberg et al. 2004; T.L. George, pers. comm.) 

http:around.11


 

 
   

     
 

 
   

    
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
  

 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

feeding wildlife; 

 Inform residents within murrelet habitat about murrelet ecology and the negative effects 
of feeding wildlife (including bird feeders) and noise disturbance; 

 Minimize the number of motorized trails near occupied sites or restoration areas. 

These steps would offer hope for the Marbled Murrelet, a threatened species declining towards 
extinction, and help to preserve an ancient forest legacy for the benefit and enjoyment of 
current and future generations of Americans. Thank you for your attention to these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Holmer 
Senior Policy Advisor 
American Bird Conservancy 

Kristen L. Boyles 
Staff Attorney 
Earthjustice 

Athan Manuel 
Director, Lands Protection Program 
Sierra Club 

Dan Taylor 
Policy Director 
Audubon California 

Bill Snape 
Senior Counsel 
Center for Biological Diversity 

Susan Jane M. Brown 
Staff Attorney 
Western Environmental Law Center 

Taylor Jones 
Endangered Species Advocate 
WildEarth Guardians 

Michael Garrity 
Executive Director 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies 

John W. Fitzpatrick 
Director 
Cornell Lab of Ornithology 

Leda Huta 
Executive Director 
Endangered Species Coalition 

Susan Millward 
Executive Director 
Animal Welfare Institute 

Jonathan Steinberg 
Manager 
Island Conservation 



  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Marnie Gaede 
President 
Fund for Wild Nature 

Duane Short 
Wild Species Program Director 
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 

Marlies Wierenga 
WA/OR Coordinator 
Wildlands CPR 

Steve Pedery 
Conservation Director 
Oregon Wild 

Dominick DellaSala, Ph.D. 
President and Chief Scientist 
Geos Institute 

Debbie Schlenoff 
Conservation Chair 
Lane County Audubon Society 

Paul Engelmeyer 
ASoP 
Ten Mile Creek Sanctuary 

Ann Vileisis 
President 
Kalmiopsis Audubon Society 

Bob Sallinger 
Conservation Director 
Audubon Society of Portland 

Diana Wales 
President 
Umpqua Valley Audubon Society 

Rhett Lawrence 
Conservation Director 
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club 

Francis Eatherington 
Conservation Director 
Cascadia Wildlands 

George Sexton 
Conservation Director 
Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center 

Will Wright 
Conservation Chair 
Audubon Society of Corvallis 

Eric Clough 
President 
Cape Arago Audubon Society 



 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

David Harrison 
Conservation Chair 
Salem Audubon Society 

Barbara Ullian 
Coordinator 
Friends of the Kalmiopsis 

Joseph Patrick Quinn 
Conservation Chair 
Umpqua Watersheds, Inc. 

William Hering 
President 
Rogue Valley Audubon Society 

Chuck Willer 
Executive Director 
Coast Range Association 

Dave Willis 
Chair 
Soda Mountain Wilderness Council 

Caitlin Mezger-Seig and Winston Friedman 
Co-Directors 
Ecology and Sustainability Center of Southern Oregon University 

Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
Seattle Audubon Society 

Dave Werntz 
Science and Conservation Director 
Conservation Northwest 

Robert Dingethal 
Executive Director 
Gifford Pinchot Task Force 

Kathleen Snyder 
President 
Pilchuck Audubon Society 

Paul L. King 
President 
Columbia River Alliance for Nurturing the Environment 

Jeff Juel 
Forest Policy Director 
The Lands Council 

Stephanie Buffum 
Executive Director 
FRIENDS of the San Juans 

Pat Rasmussen 
Coordinator 
World Temperate Rainforest Network 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Connie Gallant 
Vice President 
Olympic Forest Coalition 

Andrew J. Orahoske 
Conservation Director 
Environmental Protection Information Center 

Kimberly Baker 
Forest and Wildlife Advocate 
Klamath Forest Alliance 

Linda K Perkins 
Conservation Chair 
Sierra Club Mendocino Group 

Don Rivenes 
Conservation Chair 
Sierra Foothills Audubon Society 

Scott Greacen 
Executive Director 
Friends of the Eel River 

Lowell J. Young 
President 
Yosemite Area Audubon Society 

Lisa Fay Larson 
Editor 
Santa Cruz Bird Club 

Lynn Ryan 
North Coast Range Coordinator 
Ancient Forest International 
Redway, California 

Paul Hughes 
Executive Director 
Forests Forever 

Jeff Kuyper 
Executive Director 
Los Padres ForestWatch 

Dan Silver 
Executive Director 
Endangered Habitats League 

Chet Ogan 
Conservation Chair 
Redwood Region Audubon Society 

Jennifer Rycenga 
President 
Sequoia Audubon Society 

Michael J. Painter 
Coordinator 
Californians for Western Wilderness 



  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
  

 
  

 
  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Gary Lasky 
Conservation Chair 
Sierra Club Tehipite Chapter 

Harry Love 
Conservation Chair 
Kern Audubon Society 

Dave Jensen 
President 
Mendocino Coast Audubon Society 

Chris Hartzell 
Vice President 
Monterey Audubon Society 

Kenneth King 
Coastal Issues Committee 
Loma Prieta Chapter Sierra Club 

Kurt R. Schwarz 
Conservation Chair 
Maryland Ornithological Society 

Donnie Dann 
Past President and Advocacy Chair 
Bird Conservation Network 

Liz Jernigan 
Board Member 
White Mountain Audubon Society 

Nic Korte 
President 
Grand Valley Audubon Society 

LeJay Graffious 
Director 
Old Hemlock Foundation 

Anne Millbrooke 
Past President and Board Member 
Sacajawea Audubon Society 

Thomas W. Sherry 
Professor, Dept. Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 
Tulane University 

John Meyer 
Executive Director 
Cottonwood Environmental Law Center 

Teresa Seamster 
Co-chair 
Northern NM Group Sierra Club 

Tom Giesen 
Coordinator 
Citizens for Public Resources 



   
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

Gary Evans 
Conejo Valley Audubon 

Coastside Habitat Coalition 

Mark W. Larson 
President 
Maricopa Audubon Society 

June Summers 
President 
Genesee Valley Audubon Society 

Gail Lankford 
Vice President 
Elisha Mitchell Audubon Society 

David Haberman 
President of Board 
Indiana Forest Alliance 

Paul Green 
Executive Director 
Tucson Audubon 

Marianne Edain 
Brushfire Coordinator 
Whidbey Environmental Action Network 

Ronald D. Hoff 
President 
Tennessee Ornithological Society 

Louise Parker 
Ft. Vice President 
Ft. Collins Audubon Society 

William Theyskens 
Chair 
Prunedale Preservation Alliance 

Drew Panko 
Fire Island Raptor Enumerators 

Brennen Jensen 
Director/Principal 
Emerging Ecologies 

Larry Merryman 
Conservation Chair 
Great South Bay Audubon Society 

Jeffrey N Ebright 
President 
Palomar Audubon Society 

Matthew Schaut 
President 
Minnesota River Valley Audubon Chapter (MRVAC) 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 
 

  
 

 
 

Josetta Hawthorne 
Executive Director 
Council for Environmental Education 

James Fossard 
Conservation Chair 
Greater Ozarks Audubon Society 

Matthew Schwartz 
Executive Director 
South Florida Wildlands Association 

Keith L. Bildstein, Ph. D. 
Sarkis Acopian Director of Conservation Science 
Acopian Center for Conservation Learning 
Hawk Mountain Sanctuary 

Buffalo Bruce 
Staff Ecologist 
Western Nebraska Resources Council 

James Karl Fischer PhD 
Executive Director 
The Zoological Lighting Institute 

J. F. Charbonneau 
Coordinator, Safe Passage Great Lakes, 
Detroit Audubon Society 

Denise Boggs 
Executive Director 
Conservation Congress 

Roger Shamley 
President 
Chicago Audubon Society 

Allan Mueller 
Conservation Chair 
Arkansas Audubon Society 

Mark J. Demyan 
President 
Audubon Society of Greater Cleveland 

Jane Henderson 
President 
Wyncote Audubon Society 

David Beebe 
Vice President 
Greater Southeast Alaska Conservation Community 

Ron Martin 
President 
North Dakota Birding Society 

Margit Meissner-Jackson 
Conservation Chair 
Sierra Club Ocean County New Jersey 



  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Arlys Reitan 
Wachiska Audubon Society 

Gail Mayo 
Vice President 
Arctic Audubon Society 

Louis Asher 
President 
St. Paul Audubon Society 

Brian Shovers 
President 
Last Chance Audubon 

Rebecca Dmytryk 
President 
Wildlife Emergency Services 

Robert Henschel 
President 
Monmouth County (NJ) Audubon Society 

Jason Goldsmith 
Conservation Chair 
Southern Adirondack Audubon Society 

Kay Charter 
Executive Director 
Saving Birds Thru Habitat 

John Cornely 
Excutive Director 
The Trumpeter Swan Society 



  

 
        

 

   
 
 

  
            
          
 

  
  

 
 
 

    
 
 
 
  
 
     

   
  

  
 
  

  
  

   

   
  

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
   

 
 

  

Jefferson Mining District 

The Date of March,24 2014 

TO; Michael Campbell 
Contact for Planning Criteria for West Oregon RMP 
(503) 808-6031 

FROM: Arthur Sappington 
Coordinator for JMD 
(541) 403-1256 

Subject: Response to issues raised in phone call of 3/24/2014. 

Dear; Michael Campbell, 

I find it difficult to formally write a response to the public comment on the Planning 
Criteria document for the Resource Management Plans for Western Oregon and the issues I raised in 
our phone call, let alone respond before the March 31 deadline. As a result of our discussion I 
need clarification of several legal issues. 

Where you admitted, “I have no CFR to follow”, i.e., you cannot function without a CFR, 
there is no CFR to address these issues, therefore, I conclude, by the congressional mandate and 
your assertion, that, if actually needed, the agencies are required to have written these CFR’s 
before engaging any method if intending the process meet the requirement of the law. And before 
we can go forward in developing the RMP’s in compliance with congressional mandates the lead 
agency must cease and desist all federal actions in this regard until making such rules that the 
agencies personnel can follow to insure consistencies with all laws. 

Moreover, notwithstanding the foregoing material agency failure of law, if you find you 
cannot answer these questions please forward to appropriate personnel in the Washington, D.C. 
office: 

1) Where is the clarification of the jurisdiction of the split estate (Surface management of FS 
under 16 USC 475 and 16 USC 582; mineral management 32 USC 21a, et seq.) 
jurisdiction between the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management specifically, 
the law that counters 16 USC 482 that removes the locatable mining claim from the 
public lands of the FS and places it back into the public domain of the BLM not “public 
domain lands” of the BLM? 
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2) What laws or rules are you using as a delegation authority for any discretion to deny JMD 
is a coordinating body or to deny it the right to coordinate? 

3) What rule are you using to impose special requirements to invoke coordination, where 
denying JMD is already enabled by the congressional mandate? 

4) What is the rule for any special form required to begin the coordination process and 
where can that OMB authorized form be found? 

5) What laws or rules are you using to deny coordination to Jefferson Mining District after 
its assertion last year as a coordinating body? 

6) What rule are you using to convert the formal coordination response of State, county, 
local government, or JMD to a mere public comment? 

7) What rule or statute are you using to convert State, county, local government, or JMD’s 
coordination authority into corporation agency status? 

Congress defined "Coordination" in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) enacted in 1976. This Act directs the agency of the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), which manages lands under the Department of the Interior’ and the National Forest 
System which manages lands under the Secretary of Agriculture. Many other federal land use 
statutes, such as the National Forest Management Act, also require coordination; however, these 
acts do not define the term in detail. However, 43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq., requires both the BLM 
and FS to coordinate by the following: sequence 43 U.S.C 1740 43 USC 1712 (c) (9) and 43 
USC 1701 (3) & (12). 

43 U.S.C. 1740  [FLPMA §310]
 
Rules and regulations
 
The Secretary, with respect to the public lands, shall promulgate rules and regulations to 

carry out the purposes of this Act and of other laws applicable to the public lands, and the 
Secretary of Agriculture, with respect to lands within the National Forest System, shall 
promulgate rules and regulations to carry out the purposes of this Act. The promulgation of 
such rules and regulations shall be governed by the provisions of chapter 5 of title 5, without 
regard to section 553(a)(2). Prior to the promulgation of such rules and regulations, such lands 
shall be administered under existing rules and regulations concerning such lands to the extent 
practical. (Pub. L. 94-579, title III, §310, Oct. 21, 1976, 90 Stat. 2767.) 

References In Text 
This Act, referred to in text, is Pub. L. 94-579, Oct. 21, 1976, 90 Stat. 2743, as amended, 

known as the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. For complete classification of 
this Act to the Code, see Tables. 

Under normal rules of statutory construction, when a term is not defined in an Act, but is defined 
in a previously passed, similar bill, Congress is presumed to have known how it defined the term 
in the prior bill and intended the same if it does not redefine the term in the later bill. 
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Therefore, Congress has defined "Coordination" to mean the following: 

43 U.S.C. 1712 Land Use Plans
 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
 
(Directs the Bureau of Land Management)
 
(c) Criteria for development and revision
 
In the development and revision of land use plans, the
 
Secretary shall 
(9) to the extent consistent with the laws governing the 
administration of the public lands, coordinate the land use inventory, 
planning, and management activities of or for such lands with the land use 
planning and management programs of other Federal departments and agencies 
and of the States and local governments within which the lands are located, 
including, but not limited to, the statewide outdoor recreation plans 
developed under the Act of September 3, 1964 (78 Stat. 897), as amended [16 
U.S.C. 460l-4 et seq.], and of or for Indian tribes by, among other things, 
considering the policies of approved State and tribal land resource 
management programs. In implementing this directive, the Secretary shall, to 
the extent he finds practical, keep apprised of State, local, and tribal 
land use plans; assure that consideration is given to those State, local, 
and tribal plans that are germane in the development of land use plans for 
public lands; assist in resolving, to the extent practical, inconsistencies 
between Federal and non-Federal Government plans, and shall provide for 
meaningful public involvement of State and local government officials, both 
elected and appointed, in the development of land use programs, land use 
regulations, and land use decisions for public lands, including early public 
notice of proposed decisions which may have a significant impact on 
non-Federal lands. Such officials in each State are authorized to furnish 
advice to the Secretary with respect to the development and revision of land 
use plans, land use guidelines, land use rules, and land use regulations for 
the public lands within such State and with respect to such other land use 
matters as may be referred to them by him. Land use plans of the Secretary 
under this section shall be consistent with State and local plans to the 
maximum extent he finds consistent with Federal law and the purposes of this 
Act. 

Note, this limitation upon the management authority does not state, nor can be made to 
extend to interfere with “public domain” or “public domain lands”. Also note, 43 U.S.C. 1740 
also extends only to “public lands”, notwithstanding that the term “public domain lands” as 
defined, purporting to extend and mean the same, is not legitimate, nor supported in law for the 
purpose; Fabricated. 
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The following is for Comments to BLM: March 31, 2014 
BLM Oregon 
Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Att. Mr. Mark Brown & others. 

My name is Ron Gibson, I am the chairman of the Jefferson Mining District (JMD). Which is 
the largest mining district in the United States. I, on behalf of JMD submit theses comments regarding 
the BLM’S proposed RMP plan for Western Oregon for the following reasons. 

On Wednesday evening March 12, 2014 I attended the BLM’S public meeting held at the BLM’S 
Medford Oregon office along with a large number of other members of concerned individuals from 
Southern and Western Oregon. 

What I witnessed regarding the BLM’S video and oral presentation was to say the least very 
disturbing. 

It was and is very evident that the entire presentation is agenda driven (Agenda 21) and total 
without regard for a lawful process and for the law itself! 

Then came the Delphi Technique, which totally undermines the meaningful purpose and process 
regarding a public meeting! 

The process is not consistent with the law! example 

First of all when and where was the coordination meeting held and by whom? Which is required 
by law, FLPMA, 43 USC Sec. 1700 – 1712. 

The process itself gives [Special Interest or] stakeholders more authority and weight than the 
property owners and producers and the general public it will adversely affect. 

The agency uses the public comment process to fabricate a consensus which actually does not 
exist nor can it objectively evidence; For instance, lack of all local governments participation in the 
process prior to this public hearing. There is no evidence from the counties, the water districts, the 
mining districts, etc., that they have signed off that what the agency is requiring comment on is 
consistent with the law as Coordination requires. Collaboration may meet coordination, but not for 
those other governments which are not collaborators. 

The ADR process acknowledged by the BLM as part of the alternatives presented, is utilizing a 
private process by the unnamed of unidentified character, or legitimate issues, or lawful interest, or 
done without coordinated participation of the local governments, is a felony were the general public 
interest or private interest in public domain in the public land is interfered with. This private consensus 
through a professed Dispute Resolution process utilizing known adversarial special interest State 



    
   

  
  

   
  

  
            

  

 
 

  

    
 

  
    

  
  

    
    

 
 

   
 
   

  
 

 
   

   
    

  
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

    
 

 
     

   

institutional framework allows for the recognition and inclusion through the use of Alternatives 
matters not disclosed, because of their private collusive nature, as other than fraudulent act. In other 
words, neither the right of the parties to maintain a dispute nor the dispute itself has enjoyed public 
notice or hearing scrutiny allowing for the real probability of undisclosed illegitimate private 
agreements, or sweetheart deals, or sue and settle extortions, condemned by the appellate courts, to be 
considered as alternatives. 

On good authority, for instance, the plan considers a Greater Sage Grouse protection scheme 
implementation contrary to law and contrary also to the failures admitted by the primary scientific 
oversight seen in this link http://www.garfield-county.com/community-development/documents/sage
grouse/Exhibit-M-SG-FOIA-from-NTT-Scientists.pdf , i.e., Page 7, “but does the NTT really want to  
recommend something that is blatantly illegal?” and that it is merely a “consensus document that 
included outside scientist”, Pg 8, which 'outside scientists' needs to be read as stakeholder influencing 
Yes Men conforming to the agency and the special interest driven pre-determined outcomes desired in 
light of the disclaimer fulfilled indicating complicity in the illegality, http://www.fws.gov/mountain
prairie/species/birds/sagegrouse/COT/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-Letter.pdf, in the 
Preface, as being mere guidance for the goals relating solely to conservation objectives, not a definitive 
scientific study and not in any respect for the bottom line of NEPA compliance, balancing in favor of 
man's environment.  By including a fraudulent tier to the process, to at least, not enjoying known 
legitimacy, the agency is evidencing a predisposed special interest outcome despite the facts provided 
that the Greater Sage Grouse process could not be considered legitimate even for its own purposes 
under its management mandates, had the agency intended to comply with its coordination mandate of 
Congress. 

The application of this hearing process is contrary to the mandate of Congress, examples: 

The agency failed to Coordinate with all local governments prior to public comment. 
It appears, then, to be a misappropriation of public funds as well as a waste of time due to it being pre
maturely presented for public comment. 

The agency failed to provide only those alternatives all local governments agreed would be 
consistent with the law, instead choosing Special Interests contrary to law! Failing to apply the process 
lawfully gives the appearance of under influence of special interest or agency misdeeds, (fraud and the 
intent to commit fraud).  The comments made then, under this color of authority, are improper to 
comment on without giving these untested alternatives an undeserved legitimacy; For instance, 
answering to the sage grouse matter prior to its lawful existence and conclusion gives it authority, 
where the oversight bureau to the study itself stated it was at least not sufficient for purposes of 
meeting lawful requirements. 

FOR A SPECIFIC PROVISION, examples 

In particular, for instance, the Plan is unlawful where it interferes with any roads established 
for ten years without protest in Oregon, contrary to Oregon Law, H.B. 208, February 28, 1901, or in 
conflict with the jurisdiction granted exclusively to the county, and is contrary to and inconsistent with 
State law, ORS 368, and federal law regarding primary disposal of the soil, See: Admission Acts for 
Oregon. 

Had the process followed the law as mandated by Congress in the Federal Land Management 
Policy Act, 43 USC 1710 et seq., and respected all Specific Uses, 43 USC 1701 (3), it would have 

http://www.garfield-county.com/community-development/documents/sage-grouse/Exhibit-M-SG-FOIA-from-NTT-Scientists.pdf
http://www.garfield-county.com/community-development/documents/sage-grouse/Exhibit-M-SG-FOIA-from-NTT-Scientists.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/sagegrouse/COT/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-Letter.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/birds/sagegrouse/COT/COT-Report-with-Dear-Interested-Reader-Letter.pdf


 

  
 
   

  
  

   
 
 

        
 
  

  
      

 
 
 

   
    

 
 
   

 
  

 
 
 
 

  
 
    

  
 

   
 

    
  

    
 

 
 
  

  
 

 
  

   

been worked in coordination with the local governments, including the counties, and the mining 
districts, and water districts, etc. That it has not, the agency violates the congressional mandate upon 
the Secretary of the Interior and the delegation of authority. 

It is clear, had the agency followed the mandate required for Coordination, the public comment 
would not have suffered the unlawful burden to advise against interfering with a disposed public 
domain, such as the Highways. Pursuant to state law those public highways are not to be interfered 
with by agency project, plan, demonstration, or any other federal action. 

Where the plan fails to foster and encourage mineral development, it is contrary to and 
inconsistent with the Mineral Policy Act of the United States, Title 30 USC Sec. 21a. 

Where the proposed plan does not actively fully engage the requirement to sustained yield at 
capacity of forest products in the O & C Lands in any preference to conservation it is inconsistent with 
the laws of the United States, such as the O & C lands Act or as the Agency is declared negligent in 
Swanson v. Secretary of the Interior, 2013. 

Where the plan fails to encourage or engage sustained yield at capacity use, as opposed to non-
use generally, it is contrary to the National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, which provides the 
obligation upon the agency to balance in favor of man's environment including, livelihood and the way 
of life of those in the county affected. 

The plan draft fails to adhere to the legal precedent set in United States v. New Mexico, 1978, 
to keep the lands in productive uses, not conservation or preservation. Therefore, the plan also fails to 
the primary duty of the agency to “Multi-Use” in favor of the indefensible conservation or preservation 
the plan appears to promote in disrespect of the various state and federal land disposal or grant laws 
and Use policies. 

Alternatives Irrelevant, Meaningless, Unlawful: examples 

Where the requirements of practicability is the burden of the agency to show no other 
alternatives could meet the requirements of the O&C Act, 1937, the alternatives and purpose of 
conservation are inconsistent with the law, and could not meet the burden. 

Therefore, the purpose (outcome) is unlawful, the alternatives presented are irrelevant, and the 
public meeting input content is rendered meaningless. 

Moreover, the purpose being outcome-based, the bureau admits it never intended a meaningful 
process, it never intended to meet the law, intended to be unduly influenced by Special Interest 
Stakeholder or partners [in crime], and never intended to respect the public the agency is bound by law 
to serve. 

It is not consistent in law to provide merely sustained yield. We are to make a lawful 
contribution to this plan which must meet the requirements of sustained yield at capacity. The 
collection and acceptance of contributions from the public for conservation purposes is irrelevant as a 
lawful contribution to a lawful management plan. 

Such comments regarding conservation or preservation are a waste of time and public funds, the 
continued allowance of which by the bureau (agency) does not give the public notice of actual valuable 



  
 
              

     
 

 
 
 

  
 

   

contribution required by law. 

For the reasons so stated above I, and we the Jefferson Mining District do hereby reject any and 
all of the actions taken by the BLM and the State of Oregon regarding this unlawful RMP process as it 
has been conducted as of this date! 

Submitted by 

Ron Gibson,  Chairman of the Jefferson Mining District 



Bureau of Land Management 

Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon 


March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 


Please note that the following comments will be recorded as officialpuhlic comment as part ofthe National 
})JVironmental PoliccvAct official public comment perzodji>r ELM's Resource Mana!!,ement Plan for Western 
Oregon Planning Criteria. General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental impact 
Statement Jhank you for your input/ 

Name: Patti Martin-Hice ___.3/25/l4._____ Email: audoc@q.com _____ 

Address: _953 Foots Creek Road._________City: _Gold Hill, Oregon __ 

Phone#: (541) 582-3880 Organizational Affiliation: _Resident of Foots Creek community_ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: *Yes o No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 
Alternatives, and/or today's Public Session. Before including address. phone number, email-address, or any other 
personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 
identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individnals may request that the BLM 
withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 
you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 
comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 
entirety. 

Additional comments on the dmft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 
(http://www. blm. govl or/plans/ rmpswes!ernoregon/) 

To the BLM Outdoor Recreation Planner: It is my opinion based on personal experience having lived on 
Foots Creek Road for years and having been born in this community that it would be a deleterious and 
heinous act of my government to impose upon me and my fellow citizens of our home community-
who, I feel, as one of the local majority who strongly oppose the John's Peak Timber Mountain being 
listed as an OHV recreational site-- to be the obligatory nexus of this so-called "recreational" area. Such 
action would increase the already threatening plausibility of catastrophic forest fire, compromise the 
wildlife especially the salmon that spawn in Foots Creek, challenge our peace of mind and cannot be 
secured by law enforcement-- just to satisfy the whims for recreational desires by others who don't 
even live in the community, regardless of the fact that there are other options available and many who 
oppose the BLM's efforts to force this to happen. This is outrageous in its scope of catering to special 
interest groups at the cost of common sense and safety of the people who have made our community a 
decent place to live. I strongly encourage that a public ballot include the option to reject the OHV 
consideration for Johns Peak Timber Mountain and an official vote of the impacted community be taken. 
To my knowledge we still live in America. What's been done in this whole affair so far sounds more like 
something the Russian government would do, given the chance. Please consider the Americans that call 
this area their home before you give it away to those without the interest to preserve and protect it. 
Sincerely, Patti Martin-Hice 

http://www
mailto:audoc@q.com


 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

   

   

  

          

  

   

  

  

  

    

 

 

     

  

 

   

  

  

    

     

 

    

   

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________MARTIN REECE-SULLIVAN_______ Email: _____mmreesul@jeffnet.org______________ 

Address: 1997 Tolman Cr. Rd_____________________City: ___Ashland____ ___________________ 

Phone #: _(541)621-3408__________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

I went to the March meeting with the four information stations.  Thank you for having it.  My comments are: 

1.	 Recreation-keep areas open to all lands.  Keep all gates open to vehicle access.  By spreading out the recreation 

impact over the greatest area damage is minimized.  Get rid of fees for parking, etc. 

2.	 Timber management-Spread logging over a much broader area. Do the logging in such a way that all species 

are maintained and that all areas are multi-age.  This will maintain bio-diversity logging will be more often in 

an area, but much lighter.  Stands would looks as they did in your thinning picture. 

3.	 Riparian Areas/endangered species- If logging is done as suggested in (2) riparian areas would be protected and 

there would not be endangered species because logging would not destroy habitat. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:mmreesul@jeffnet.org
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ASSOCIATION OF 0 & C COUNTIES 


ROCKY McVAY, EXEC. DIR 
DOUGLAS COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
COMM. DOUG ROBERTSON, PRES. 

16289 HWY. 101 SOUTH, SUITE A 
1036 S.E. DOUGLAS AVENUE BROOKINGS, OREGON 97415 
ROSEBURG , OREGON 97470 (541) 4 12-1624 

FAX (54 1) 412-8325 
Email: rocky@blupac.com 

COMM. TONY HYDE, VICE-PRES. 
COLUMBIA COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

(54 1) 440-4201 

KEVIN Q. DAVIS, LEGAL COUNSEL 
230 STRAND STREET ONE S.W COLUMBIA STREET, SUITE 1600 
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051 PORTLAND, OREGON 97258 
(503) 397-4322 (503) 517-2405 

COMM FAYE STEWART, SEC.-TREAS. DAVID S. BARROWS, LEGIS. COUNSEL 
LANE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 3439 N.E. SANDY BLVD., #265 
125 E. 8TH AVENUE PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 
EUGENE, OREGON 9740 1 (503) 227-5591 
(54 1) 682-4203 March 26, 20 14 

Mark Brown, Project Manager By Regular Mail and Email 
RMPs for Western Oregon BLM OR RMPs WesternOregon@blm.gov 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 2965 

Portland, Oregon 97208 


Re: Comments Regarding Plmming Criteria 

Dear Project Manager: 

The O&C Act requires that all lands biologically capable of producing timber 

"* * * shall be managed * * * for permanent forest production, and the 
timber thereon shall be sold, cut and removed in conformity with the 
principal [sic] of sustained yield for the purpose of providing a permanent 
source oftimber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating stream flow, 
and contributing to the economic stability of local communities and 
industries, and providing recreational facilities * * *." 4 3 USC § 1181 a. 

The BLM planning process is currently on a course 90 degrees off of this statutory direction. If 
the course is not changed very soon, the process has no chance of reaching a legally defensible 
conclusion. 

At a recent meeting to take comments on the Planning Criteria from elected officials, the 
BLM asked: "Do we have the range of alternatives right?" The answer is simply----no! By 
comparison with the range of alternatives that, after four intense years of study, produced the 
2008 RMP, the range of preliminary alternatives outlined with the Plarming Criteria is badly 
skewed and much too narrow. The EIS for the 2008 RMP looked at options in excess of700 
mmbf and eventually adopted an alternative that would have produced 502 mmbf of sustained 
yield harvest. The range of alternatives now under consideration does not appear to include any 
option that would sustainably produce much more than half of that amount. The 2008 RMP had 
a procedural defect, not a substantive flaw with regard to resource protection or timber 
production. There has been no change since 2008 that justifies the BLM making such drastic 
reductions in planned harvest levels. 
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The preliminary alternatives outlined with the Planning Criteria do not include any option 
that is consistent with the O&C Act, nor is the range of alternatives broad enough to test the 
extent to which potentially conflicting outcomes can be reconciled. This is a predictable 
consequence of the Purpose and Need statement, which has turned the O&C Act upside down, 
leaving economic considerations to the last, after every other consideration has been satisfied. 
Sustained yield of timber, under both the Purpose and Need and the Planning Criteria, is treated 
as a residual from lands that are left over after all other objectives are met. There appears to be 
no intent to try to optimize all values simultaneously. As a consequence, economic concerns will 
inevitably be given short shrift. 

With all action alternatives clustered around preservation-oriented outcomes, there will 
be no examination of a reasonable range of alternatives that would disclose how to efficiently 
produce acceptable levels of environmental protections, while simultaneously producing 
economic benefits required by the O&C Act. This skewed and limited range of alternatives 
deprives the agency and the public of both information and meaningful choices, in violation of 
the National Environmental Policy Act. The Association of O&C Counties asks the BLM to stop 
and reconsider, as the path chosen is one of inevitable conflict between the BLM and the 
Counties that are intended by law to benefit from management of the O&C lands. 

The Association of O&C Counties represents 1 7 counties in Western Oregon in 
connection with O&C lands management. These Counties contain 85 percent of the population 
of the State. Even if one excludes Multnomah County, which is a member of the Association, 
the remaining 16 member Counties have a combined population of 2,507 ,000. These citizens 
have elected Boards of Commissioners that choose for their Counties to be represented by the 
Association and speak for them in connection with their Federal statutory interest in the O&C 
Lands. The Association is not just one more voice among the public, it is an entity with 
substantial standing that is entitled to have its concerns given the greatest possible deference. 

A history lesson concerning the O&C lands seems a poor way to excite sympathetic 
attention, but a reminder of legislative history is essential: There is no other way to fully 
appreciate what it is the BLM is supposed to be doing with the O&C lands----which is, first and 
foremost, generating revenue for the 18 O&C Counties by growing and selling timber. 

A. History of the O&C Lands. 

Between 1866 and 1870, Congress granted nearly 4,000,000 acres of land to the Oregon 
and California Railroad Company in exchange for a commitment to build a railroad through 
Western Oregon from Washington to the California border. The lands were conveyed to the 
Railroad Company with the proviso that they be sold in 160-acre parcels to "actual settlers" in 
order to promote the settlement and development of Western Oregon. The railroad was built, but 
the Railroad Company failed to honor its obligations to sell O&C lands to settlers as required by 
the grant. 

Dissatisfaction festered and grew for 40 years until finally, under pressure from Oregon's 
citizens and local governments, Congress directed the Attorney General to enforce the terms of 
the grant against the Railroad Company. The litigation reached the U.S. Supreme Court, which 
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invited Congress to frame a remedy. Congress responded with the Chamberlain-Ferris Act of 
June 9, 1916, which declared that all grant lands still held by the Railroad Company were 
revested and provided for compensation to the Railroad for the O&C Lands thus returned to the 
United States. 

Had the lands not been taken back by the federal government, they would have remained 
in private ownership, providing an economic base for private industry and a tax base for local 
governments. Congress recognized that revestment deprived Western Oregon of part of its 
economic foundation. The Chamberlain-Ferris Act therefore established the "Oregon and 
California Land-Grant Fund" within the United States Treasury, and provided a method for 
distribution of income from the lands. Once certain debts were paid, funds were to be distributed 
25 percent to the O&C Counties, 25 percent to the State of Oregon and the remainder to the 
United States. The distribution method was designed to compensate the state and county 
governments for the fact that they derived no tax benefits from the revested lands. 

"* * * [T]he people in [the] State [of Oregon] were bitter in blaming the Federal 
Government for inaction in this situation for over fifty years. Moreover, the proposed 
revesting oftitle in the United States would remove from the tax rolls of the State these 
huge tracts of land, theretofore taxable, and in this transition, the schools and roads of the 
State would suffer. Congress recognized the justice of these claims, and it was for this 
purpose that it directed a division of the proceeds from the lands among the state, the 
counties, and the Federal Government." Clackamas County, Oregon v. McKay, 219 F.2d 
479, 483 (9th Cir. 1954), judgment vacated as moot 349 U.S. 909 (1955). 

Unfortunately, the Chamberlain-Ferris Act distribution method did not work. Between 1916 and 
1926, very little revenue was derived from the O&C Lands. As a result, payments to Counties 
never materialized. 

To assist the O&C Counties, Congress passed the Stanfield Act of July 13, 1926, which 
provided for payments from the general fund of the U.S. Treasury to the O&C Counties. The 
payments were in lieu of taxes which the O&C Counties could have collected had the O&C 
Lands been privately owned. The Stanfield Act provided that in lieu payments would be 
reimbursed from the O&C Counties' share of funds subsequently deposited in the O&C Land
Grant Fund from land and timber sales. To the extent that the Stanfield Act in-lieu payments 
exceeded the O&C Counties' share of the Fund, the excess became a reimbursable charge 
against the O&C Counties' share ofthe Fund. Between 1926 and 1936, the O&C Counties' 
share of revenues from the O&C Lands was insufficient to reimburse the United States for its 
Stanfield Act payments. There was therefore an ever-increasing reimbursable charge against the 
O&C Counties' share of the Fund. The system was not working to provide the Counties with 
revenues the way it was intended. Congress tried a third time. 

In 193 7 Congress passed the O&C Act. Prior inconsistent legislation was repealed and 
the system for distributing revenues from the O&C Lands was restructured. Once certain debts 
were satisfied, the O&C Counties were entitled to a total of 75 percent of all revenues from the 
O&C Lands. The remaining 25 percent was to be available for the costs of administering the 
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sustained-yield program under which the lands were to be managed by the Department of the 
Interior. 

In 1953, the O&C Counties began to receive their full 75 percent share. After 1953, 
varying amounts to which the O&C Counties were otherwise entitled were retained by the 
federal government with the cooperation of the O&C Counties under annual Department of the 
Interior appropriation acts. After 1960, the O&C Counties received 50 percent of the revenues. 
An additional 25 percent was used for the administration of the O&C Lands and spent, in large 
part, within the O&C Counties. The remainder was deposited in the U.S. Treasury. By 
"plowing back" a portion of the revenue to which they were otherwise entitled, the O&C 
Counties raised the productivity of the lands. 

It is evident from the history of the O&C Act that the O&C Lands are to be managed for 
the sustained yield production of timber, and therefore, revenue, to support the O&C Counties. 
Congress was critical of the policy under the Stanfield Act, which provided for liquidation of 
timber assets and sale of the land without regard to long-term benefits to local economies. 

"No provision was made for the administration of the land on a conservation basis 
looking toward the orderly use and preservation of its natural resources. The [Stanfield] 
act provided that the timber should be sold 'as rapidly as reasonable prices can be secured 
therefore on a normal market,' and the cut-over lands disposed of for agricultural 
purposes. Clean cutting was contemplated. Seed trees were not to be preserved, nor was 
an provision made for the protection of stream flow. The probable effect of such a 
cutting policy on community industries was not considered." Report to accompany H.R. 
7618, 75th Cong. 1st Sess., No. 1119 at 2. 

Congress looked to the O&C Act to provide authority to manage the lands on the basis of 
the then-emerging forestry science known as "sustained yield:" 

Only those lands classified as valuable for agricultural purposes will be open to 
homestead entry or purchase. Lands valuable for forage production will be devoted to 
grazing under adequate grazing regulations. All land classified as timber in character will 
continue in federal ownership and be managed for continued forest production on what is 
commonly known as sustained yield basis. Under such a plan the amount of timber 
which may be cut is limited to a volume not exceeding new growth thereby avoiding 
depletion of the forest capital. This type of management will make for a more permanent 
type of community, contribute to the economic stability of local dependent industries, 
protect watersheds, and aid in regulating stream flow." Report to accompany H.R. 7 618 
751hCong., 1st Sess. No. 1119 at 2. 

The above-quoted report concludes that the O&C Act "establishes a vast, self-sustaining 
timber reservoir for the future, an asset to the Nation and the State of Oregon alike. All of which 
is financed by the Lands themselves [sic]." Id. at 4. 
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B. The Purposes of the O&C Act. 

The O&C Act has been interpreted many times by the courts as making timber 
production the dominant use for the O&C Lands. The other uses for the lands identified in the 
O&C Act are secondary uses, to be achieved through sustained-yield management. The O&C 
Lands are unlike most other federal lands, which are managed under multiple-use mandates 
where all possible uses are to receive equal consideration in the planning process. The O&C Act 
provides for a dominant use, timber production, not unlike legislation setting aside other lands 
for particular purposes such as wilderness, parks, scenic areas or historic preservation. 

A 1990 Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals case states clearly and unambiguously that the 
overriding purpose of the O&C Act is to provide the O&C Counties with revenues through the 
sale of timber: 

" ***The purposes of the O&C Act were twofold. First, the O&C Act was intended 
to provide the counties in which the O&C land was located with the stream of 
revenue which had been promised but not delivered by the Chamberlain-Ferris 
Revestment Act * * *. * * * The counties had failed to derive appreciable revenue from the 
Chamberlain-Ferris Act primarily because the lands in question were not managed as so 
to provide a significant revenue stream; the O&C Act sought to change this. * * * Second, 
the O&C Act intended to halt previous practices of clear-cutting without reforestation, 
which was leading to a depletion of forest resources." Headwaters, Inc. v. BLM, Medford 
Dist., 914 F2d 117 4, 1183-84 (9th Cir. 1990) (citations omitted, emphasis added). 

In Headwaters, the Ninth Circuit made clear that timber production and harvest was the 
way Congress intended to achieve the goals of a sustained revenue stream to the counties and 
support oflocal economies and industries. Just as important, the court identified what the O&C 
Act did NOT intend: In responding to the plaintiffs' argument that the O&C lands should be 
managed for the discretionary protection of owl habitat, the court stated that: 

" ***Nowhere does the legislative history suggest that wildlife habitat conservation 
or conservation of old growth forest is a goal on a par with timber production, or 
indeed that it is a goal of the O&C Act at all." Headwaters, 914 F2d at 1184. 

The O&C Act does not give BLM authority to manage for discretionary protection of owl 
habitat or old growth if it is at the expense of timber production. If the BLM manages for owl 
habitat or old growth timber at the expense of timber and revenue production, it must 
demonstrate it is acting under compulsion of other statutory authority, and it must take all 
possible steps to reconcile the conflicting obligations. 

Nor does the O&C Act oblige the BLM to provide opportunities for recreation, even 
though the provision of recreation facilities is explicitly mentioned in the O&C Act. Recreation 
was one of the expected outcomes of sustained yield timber management. Recreation is not a 
goal independent of, or in competition with, timber production. Recreation cannot be achieved 
at the expense of timber production and "balancing" is neither required nor permitted. In O'Neal 
v. U.S., 814 F2d 1285, 1287 (9th Cir. 1987), the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held: 
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" ***The provisions of 43 U.S.C. §1181a make it clear that the primary use of the 
revested lands is for timber production to be managed in conformity with the provision of 
sustained yield, and the provision of recreational facilities as a secondary use. No 
duty is thereby established to provide for recreational use." (Emphasis added.) 

To summarize: The law requires the BLM to manage the O&C lands for sustained yield 
timber production for the purpose of generating revenue for the 18 O&C Counties. The BLM 
may NOT manage the lands for wildlife habitat, may NOT manage to produce stands of old 
growth timber, may NOT manage for wilderness characteristics and may NOT manage for 
recreational uses, if any such uses conflict with the production and sale of timber to produce 
revenue for the Counties. If the BLM chooses to manage any part of its lands for these non
timber purposes, it must be prepared to demonstrate that it is acting under compulsion of other 
legal requirements, and that it has no means of simultaneously satisfying the requirements of the 
O&C Act and the conflicting legal requirements. 

C. The Limits of BLM Discretion and Minimum Harvest Levels. 

The O&C Act requires that O&C Lands "which have heretofore or may hereafter been 
classified as timberlands, and power site lands valuable for timber, shall be managed ... for 
permanent forest production, and the timber thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in 
conformity with the principal of sustained yield ...." 43 USC §1181a. The Act makes clear: If 
it is timberland, it must be managed for sustained yield timber production. There remains, of 
course, at least some discretion in how the BLM implements this requirement - - - there are many 
ways to satisfy the requirement for sustained yield timber production. Such discretion in 
implementation does not, however, permit the BLM to withdraw lands from the land base 
dedicated to sustained yield timber production. 

The BLM's limited discretion under the O&C Act was maintained by Congress in 1976, 
when Congress passed the Federal Land Policy and Management Act ("FLPMA"), which 
redefined the management direction for nearly all lands in the United States under the 
jurisdiction of the BLM, with the telling exception of lands managed under the O&C Act. 
FLPMA is a multiple use statute under which all uses for the land are given equal consideration, 
and the BLM has broad discretion in choosing the mix of uses it will adopt for lands managed 
under FLPMA. But Congress specifically preserved the dominance of timber production on the 
O&C lands by adopting section 701 (b) of FLPMA, which says that "[ n ]otwithstanding any 
provision of this Act [FLPMA], in the event of conflict with or inconsistency between this Act 
and the ... [O&C Act and Coos Bay Wagon Road Acts], insofar as they relate to management of 
timber resources, and the disposition of revenues from lands and resources, the latter Acts shall 
prevail." 

1986 the Interior Solicitor was asked if the BLM had discretion to implement a plan for 
the protection of spotted owls. This was prior to the listing of the spotted owl, and therefore the 
Opinion does not address the tension between the ESA and the O&C Act. Rather, it addresses 
the limits of discretion under the O&C Act to manage for the benefit of unlisted species. The 
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legal opinion differentiated between lands managed by the BLM pursuant to FLPMA, and lands 
managed pursuant to the O&C Act. The Solicitor's opinion describes the difference as follows: 

"The freedom conferred on the Secretary under FLPMA is limited in one important way 
on certain federally-owned timberlands in western Oregon. There, any decision about 
managing northern spotted owls must be measured against the dominant use of timber 
production. * * * In deciding whether to establish a program for managing northern 
spotted owls on O&C timberlands, the Secretary, then, must decide if it is possible to do 
so without creating a conflict with the dominant use there-timber production. If the 
Secretary can manage northern spotted owls and still produce timber on a sustained yield 
basis in the O&C timberlands, the O&C Act in no way will preclude him from making 
that choice. * * * The converse, of course, also obtains. If a program for managing 
northern spotted owls conflicts with producing timber on a sustained yield basis in O&C 
timberlands, the O&C Act will preclude the program's application to that realty." Gale 
Norton and Constance Harriman, Associate Solicitors, Memorandum to James Cason, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Land and Minerals Management (October 28, 1986). 

This 1986 Opinion has continuing relevance for any species that is not formally listed under the 
ESA. In the current planning process, the BLM must be prepared to explain its authority for 
departing from sustained yield timber production for the benefit of unlisted species, since the 
O&C Act does not provide such authority. 

What about listed species, such as the spotted owl and marbled murrelet? Until 2007, the 
Counties assumed the ESA "trumped" the O&C Act in some respects. Specifically, it was 
assumed that the O&C Act mandate to manage all timberlands for sustained yield had to stand 
aside if such management was inconsistent with the ESA's section 7(a)(2) requirement that 
"each Federal Agency shall, in consultation with ... [the Secretary oflnterior or Commerce] 
insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency ... is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in 
the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined ... to be 
critical ...." 16 USC §1536(a)(2). The Counties assumed that the creation of reserves, 
otherwise impermissible under the O&C Act, were appropriate if necessary to avoid jeopardy to 
a listed species, and that O&C lands, if designated as critical habitat, could be withdrawn from 
timber production for the benefit of listed species. That assumption changed in 2007, when the 
United States Supreme Court reversed the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in a decision that 
limits the scope of the ESA. 

The Homebuilders v. Defenders of Wildlife case did not involve the O&C Act, but its 
holding directly affects the extent to which the BLM may respond to the "no jeopardy" and "no 
adverse modification" requirements ofthe ESA. The key holding in the case is as follows: 

"§7(a)(2)'s no-jeopardy duty covers only discretionary agency actions and does not 
attach to actions ... that an agency is required by statute to undertake once certain 
specific triggering events have occurred. This reading not only is reasonable, inasmuch 
as it gives effect to the ESA's provision, but also comports with the canon against 
implied repeals [of other, earlier, conflicting legislation] because it stays §7(a)(2)'s 
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mandate where it would override otherwise mandatory statutory duties." Natl. Ass. of 
Homebuilders v. Defenders of Wildlife, 551 U.S. 644, 669 (June 25, 2007). (Emphasis in 
original.) 

The Homebuilders decision is part of the legal framework for the development of 
alternatives in the BLM's planning process. Since the O&C Act says all timberlands must be 
managed for sustained yield timber production, the BLM may not create reserves to avoid 
jeopardizing a listed species or to avoid adversely modifying critical habitat, since section 7(a)(2) 
of the ESA does not impliedly repeal the O&C Act's nondiscretionary mandate to implement 
sustained yield forestry on all timberlands. What remains subject to §7(a)(2)'s "no jeopardy/no 
adverse modification" requirement is the BLM's exercise of discretion in choosing the 
particulars of the sustained yield timber management that it will employ. The BLM can and 
must seek to avoid jeopardy and adverse modification, short of withdrawing timberlands from 
sustained yield production. 

How far can the BLM go in its choice of management techniques selected for the benefit 
of listed species, or for other purposes that might diminish timber production and revenues for 
counties? In fact, the O&C Act has a floor below which the BLM may not go with its timber 
sale program. The O&C Act, 43 U.S.C. §1181a says the following: 

"The annual productive capacity for such lands shall be determined and declared as 
promptly as possible after August 28, 1937, but until such determination and declaration 
are made the average annual cut therefrom shall not exceed one-half billion feet board 
measure: Provided, That timber from said lands in an amount not less than one-half 
billion feet board measure, or not less than the annual sustained yield capacity when the 
same has been determined and declared, shall be sold annually, or so much thereof as can 
be sold at reasonable prices on a normal market." (Italics in original, underlining added.) 

This language clearly mandates a harvest range. The range has a rock-bottom minimum of one
half billion board feet per year, but may be up to the sustained yield capacity of the lands. The 
statute equates the "sustained yield capacity" with the "annual productive capacity"---the two 
terms refer to the same thing. "Sustained yield capacity" relates to tree growth and harvest 
rotation ages, it is not something that is administratively determined by application of discretion 
to withdraw lands or dedicate them to purposes other than timber production. It is a 
measurement, not a choice. 

This range, then, defines the BLM's decision space----the BLM has discretion to adopt 
management practices that result in harvest levels of between 500 mmbf and the maximum 
sustained yield capacity of the lands, but in no event can it plan for harvest of less than 500 
mmbf. This decision space defines the limits ofthe BLM's discretion to respond to the 
requirements of the ESA with respect to listed species. It also defines the limits of discretion 
under the O&C Act to manage the O&C (and Coos Bay Wagon Road) lands for unlisted species, 
provide for recreation and to produce other non timber benefits. The range of discretion is 
actually quite broad: The sustained yield capacity of the lands was previously determined by the 
BLM to be approximately 1.2 bbf per year, and a lower boundary of 500 mmbf means the BLM 
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is permitted to devote almost 60 percent of the productive capacity of the lands to purposes other 
than timber production that produces revenue for the counties. 

To summarize: The BLM has a mandatory, nondiscretionary obligation to manage all 
lands for sustained yield and to offer for sale minimum volumes of timber. The BLM may not 
create reserves to avoid jeopardizing a listed species or to avoid adversely modifying critical 
habitat, since, under the Homebuilders decision, section 7(a)(2) of the ESA does not impliedly 
repeal the O&C Act's nondiscretionary mandates. Furthermore, the O&C Act contains a 
mandatory minimum harvest level (500 mmbf) that may not be sacrificed in order to comply 
with ESA section 7(a)(2). However, to the extent the BLM has discretion in choosing the 
silvicultural practices or rotation ages it will employ in sustained yield timber production and to 
achieve the minimum harvest level, section 7(a)(2) does apply. 

If the BLM chooses to manage any part of its lands for non-timber purposes, and as a 
consequence the planned harvest level would fall below the mandatory minimum of 500 mmbf, 
the BLM must be prepared to demonstrate that it is acting under compulsion of legal 
requirements other than the ESA, and that it has no means of simultaneously satisfying the 
requirements of the O&C Act and the alleged conflicting legal requirements. When this 
planning process is done, the BLM will be held to account for any departures from the O&C Act. 
The agency would serve itself and the public best by confronting that reality now, and adjust the 
course of its planning process to align with requirements of the O&C Act. 

D. A Flawed Purpose and Need Statement Infects All that Comes After. 

The Counties identified the fundamental flaw in the process early, and County 
representatives met with State Director Perez and Mark Brown, the Planning Project Manager in 
July, 2013, to express grave reservations about the path the BLM had chosen. Following that 
meeting, the Counties reiterated their concerns in a letter sent to Mr. Perez in early August. We 
now restate the concerns previously made, by quoting from the letter to the BLM of August 7: 

"Thank you for meeting with the representatives of this Association on July 19,2013, to 
hear our concerns about the Purpose and Need Statement ("PNS") for the Western 
Oregon planning effort. The Association of O&C Counties continues to have serious 
reservations about how the PNS will be used to limit the scope of alternatives that will be 
analyzed in the planning process. If this process proceeds as indicated in the PNS, the 
result will be failure to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, a violation of one of 
the most fundamental planning obligations of the agency. 

"The PNS is a significant departure from the Notice of Intent (NO I) published in the 
Federal Register on March 9, 2012. The NOI acknowledges that the vast majority of the 
BLM administered lands in the planning area are O&C and CBWR lands, managed under 
the statutory authority of the O&C Act of 1937. The NOI further states that the RMPs 
and EIS will conform to this statutory requirement and will comply with the Endangered 
Species Act, Clean Water Act, NEPA and other Federal laws. The PNS, however, 
emphasizes meeting regulatory compliance objectives first, prior to meeting BLM'S 
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statutory obligations under the O&C Act. The PNS provided no discussion about how 
the statutory requirements and the regulatory requirements should be met simultaneously. 

* * * 
"The PNS guides the development of plans by establishing sideboards for the 
development of alternatives to be considered. It also has the potential for creating false 
expectations and outcomes. The PNS appears to limit the range of alternatives in a way 
that forecloses consideration of any alternative designed to simultaneously comply with 
the O&C Act and meet regulatory constraints imposed by the ESA, the Clean Water Act, 
and other legislation. Failure to include such an alternative means that the BLM will not 
even evaluate the possibility of accomplishing what we believe is required by the law. 
The BLM's 2008 RMPs proved that it is possible to achieve the required outcomes by 
seeking the most efficient means of achieving otherwise competing values 
simultaneously, rather than serially, as it appears is being required by the PNS. Limiting 
evaluation of alternatives in this manner is rigging the process in a way that assures an 
outcome completely unacceptable to the intended beneficiaries of the O&C Act, the O&C 
Counties. 

"At the meeting Mark Brown stated that many things are not expressed in the PNS that 
will further evolve in the Planning Criteria. We suggest that the changed economic 
circumstances of the counties and the implications of returning to timber sale receipts as 
the source of revenue be acknowledged. That would form the basis for adding the 
generation of revenue as an objective of the plan as intended under the O&C Act. The 
Planning Criteria could also establish clearer standards that reflect the NOI for 
compliance standards for ESA and CWA." 

The BLM did not respond to this letter and, based on what has been published in the Planning 
Criteria, the BLM has so far chosen to ignore the Counties' concerns. 

E. Specific Comments. 

1. The barred owl encounter rate for the northern spotted owl is a significant factor 
in determining the effectiveness of any management strategy, and that factor should be assessed 
using each alternative's modeled owl population response. A reference analysis should be 
performed to illustrate the extent to which the encounter rate affects the outcomes. Such a 
reference analysis would also inform the BLM how barred owl control measures might 
potentially be part of a management solution. 

2. The BLM's 2008 Resource Management Plan should be added as an alternative. 
That plan met most of the Counties concerns and could be incorporated as an alternative without 
burdening the planning process: 

o 	 It is an on the shelf Alternative with management direction that meets the 500 
mmbf minimum of the O&C Act. 

o 	 It reflects four years of study at the cost of $18 million of the taxpayers' dollars. 

10 




o 	 It was withdrawn based on a procedural defect, not because it was flawed in any 
way as a management strategy. 

o 	 It is a significant benchmark that should be tested with the spotted owl analytical 
procedures described in the Planning Criteria. 

3. Utilize criteria to limit retention of older more structurally complex forest that is 
tied to owl use, need for recovery, and effectiveness in the checkerboard context. If by definition 
designated critical habitat is "essential" for owl conservation then there should be no reason to 
retain older forest outside of what has been deemed essential. 

4. Analyze retention of older, more structurally complex forest as a sub alternative 
to each alternative. There is no legal basis for retaining older, more structurally complex forest 
under the O&C Act and any such action must be justified parcel by parcel with reference to other 
statutory requirements. The broadbrush approach now contemplated is based on the advisory 
"Recovery Action 32" and lacks a firm foundation of analysis of effectiveness and need on these 
specific lands for recovery of the spotted owl. Addressing the need and effectiveness question 
would best be served through comparative "with and without" analyses under each alternative. 

5. "Dry" forest and uneven aged management should be tied directly to actual forest 
conditions where there is need to improve fire resiliency. Accepting the lower sustained yield 
related to uneven aged management should be tied to actual, observed forest needs. 

6. Eliminate Alternative D. There is no legal basis to manage all of the O&C for 
NSO habitat. 

7. Alternative B is excessive in not applying scientifically-based size and spacing 
criteria to the large block design. Alternative C arbitrarily expands the size of the large blocks 
from their original managed owl conservation area design without a rationale that would support 
the resulting diminishment of timber available for harvest. Determining where large blocks are 
capable of forming should be a sensitivity analysis applied to the requested 2008 RMP 
alternative. 

8. O&C forest lands allocated for uses associated with regulatory compliance (ESA, 
Clean Water Act, etc.) that preclude sustained yield timber production can be held in such 
allocations only for so long as the statutory justification (ESA, Clean Water Act, etc) applies. 
For that reason, those lands should not also receive a land use allocation for management for 
wilderness characteristics or as special recreation management areas, as those designations do 
not have a statutory imperative. Any consideration of managing for wilderness characteristics or 
as special recreation areas as indicated on pages 9 and 1 0 of the Planning Criteria must be either 
deleted, or it must be specifically acknowledged that such a management overlay can exist only 
for so long as the underlying statutory support (based on the ESA, Clean Water Act, etc.) 
continues to be valid. 

11 




F. 	 Conclusion. 

The Association of O&C Counties is the representative of Counties that are the direct and 
intended beneficiaries of economic benefits produced from the O&C lands. The BLM has been 
in retreat from its obligations under the O&C Act for 20 years, and in this planning process is on 
the verge of complete abandonment, without even a pretense of compliance. The financial 
support from the separate Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act 
legislation that made it possible for the Counties to overlook violations of the O&C Act is now 
gone. Communities are crumbling under the combined destructive influences of severely 
diminished volume available to support jobs in the wood products sector of the economy, and 
drastically reduced revenues to support public services supplied by the Counties. The Counties 
request that the direction of the planning process be corrected before the BLM proceeds further 
on the collision course it is now following. 

Very truly yours, 

~1~ 

Doug Robertson, President 

Tony Hyde, Vice President 

Faye Stewart, Secretary-Treasurer 

cc: 	 Sally Jewell, Secretary, DOl 
Neil Kornze, Principal Deputy Director, BLM 
Steve Ellis, Deputy Director for Operations, BLM 
Jerry Perez, Oregon State Director, BLM 
Mike Haske, Oregon Deputy State Director 
BLM O&C Land District Managers 
Senator Ron Wyden 
Representative DeFazio 
Representative Schrader 
Representative Walden 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________MARILYN REECE-SULLIVAN_______ Email: _____mmreesul@jeffnet.org______________ 

Address: 1997 Tolman Cr. Rd_____________________City: ___Ashland____ ___________________ 

Phone #: _(541)482-8001__________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Public lands should be viewed as owned not by the government but by the general population, by “we the people”. 

To that end, the BLM lands should remain open and accessible by roads as well as trails.  Multi-use areas should be 

the general rule.  

If there are particular wildlife habitat areas which are particularly sensitive, those should be protected from 

damaging activities such as clear cut logging or excessive ATV/motorcycle use.  This would apply to riparian areas 

as well.  

Timber management should be conducted so as to leave and maintain multi-age stands and bio-diverse forests.  

Thinning should remove over-thick brush as well as young trees, medium trees, and rarely some old trees.  Bio-

diversity is paramount to maintain in conjunction with sustainable wood products harvest. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:mmreesul@jeffnet.org
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As much of the land as possible (not specifically protected as “sensitive” environmentally) should operate as multi-

use, harvestable and accessible to the public.  Camping, mountain-biking, walking, photographing, hunting or 

horseback riding—ETC—should all be allowed to the public. 



 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

     

     

   

           

   

   

  

  

  

   

 

 

    

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: Steve Chastain_________________________ Email: chastain1@charter.net______________ 

Address: 2394 Rt. Fork Foots Cr. Rd _________________________City: Gold Hill___________________ 

Phone #: 541-261-0684_________________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: □ Yes X No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

My comments refer to the area known as Johns Peak/Timber Mt. in Southern Oregon between 

Grants Pass and Medford area in relation to the proposed Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Emphasis 

Area. 

After looking at the four Preferred Alternatives, with regard to this area, I cannot support any of 

them. There is no alternative that removes the “OHV emphasis area” from my community.  That 

is the only alternative I could accept. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:chastain1@charter.net


 

  

 

 

 

 

   

  

  

   

    

 

 

   

 

 

   

    

  

 

 

  

     

   

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  
 

The additional traffic and use caused by advertising our area to a wider population (“emphasis 

area”) will cause damage to our ecosystem.  We have watersheds that contribute to salmon 

spawning.  Much of that water comes from the area in dispute.  The wildlife will be disrupted, 

which may lead to conflict with humans as the animals just try to find quiet and protection for their 

young.  Our lives will be disrupted, while we are just trying to stay at home and mind our own 

business. 

Our community sits in the middle of an extreme fire danger area.  While I understand that many 

OHV users are careful, it only takes one cigarette to take out our whole valley.  Of the many fires 

in Southern Oregon last year, at least one of them was started by an illegal campfire.  No one 

“thinks” they will start a forest fire, but they do.  No amount of enforcement after the fact (which 

really doesn’t exist, anyway) can stop it.  In years like this one, there really is no safe time. More 

exposure (more off road vehicles and more visitors) means more opportunities for something bad 

to happen. 

Noise and pollution will increase, obviously. Emphasizing OHV will automatically exclude our 

local horseback riders and hikers. 

Property rights are also at issue.  There is no way riders can cross from one BLM area to another 

without using private property. There have already been conflicts with property owners.  

Recreational areas are not supposed to override property rights. 

In addition, this process is fundamentally flawed from the beginning if our 10 years of previous 

comments, letters and petition are not considered in the decision making process.  The opinions of 

the residents of the area should certainly hold more sway than those of outsiders who won’t suffer 

any consequences if this project goes forward.  All of our previous comments, etc., along with the 

documentation and data that accompanied them, must be part of the record.  In fact, I believe the 

law requires it.  After all, these are our homes we are trying to defend, as opposed to the 

recreational desires of the OHV users—most of whom do not even live in the affected area. 

I have no objection to an OHV area, but it has to be in an area that is suitable.  It needs to be one 

large area, with controllable access and a convenient dedicated area for parking (with rest rooms) 

and trash disposal and that does not require driving through residential areas.  Johns Peak/Timber 

Mt. is not that kind of area. 

BLM Comments pg. 2 

Steve Chastain  03/26/14 



 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

      

          

  

           

  

   

  

  

  

    

 

 

     

  

 

 

    

  

 

   

   

 

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: Patricia Chastain__________________________________ Email: chastain1@charter.net___ 

Address: 2394 Rt Fork Foots Cr Rd ______________________City: Gold Hill__________________ 

Phone #: 541-941-8351_____________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: □ Yes X No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

My comments and recommendations are specifically focused on the area known as Johns Peak/Timber 

Mt. in Southern Oregon between Grants Pass and Medford area in relation to the proposed Off-Highway 

Vehicle (OHV) Emphasis Area. 

After looking at the four Preferred Alternatives, with regard to this area, I cannot support any of them.  

There is no alternative that removes the “OHV emphasis area” from my community.  That is the only 

alternative I could accept. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:chastain1@charter.net


 

 

    

 

    

      

  

 

  

  

   

     

 

    

  

   

 

 

   

 

   

   

  

 

  

    

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

In addition, this process is fundamentally flawed from the beginning if none of our 10 years of previous 

comments, letters and petition are considered in the decision making process. The opinions of the 

residents of the area should certainly hold more sway than those of outsiders who won’t suffer any 

consequences if this project goes forward. All of our comments, etc., along with the documentation and 

data that accompanied them, must be part of the record. In fact, I believe the law requires it. After all, 

these are our homes we are trying to defend, as opposed to the recreational desires of the OHV users. 

Our community sits in the middle of an extreme fire danger area.  While I understand that many OHV 

users are careful, it only takes one cigarette to take out our whole valley.  Of the many fires in Southern 

Oregon last year, at least one of them was started by an illegal campfire.  No one “thinks” they will start a 

forest fire, but they do.  No amount of enforcement after the fact (which really doesn’t exist, anyway) can 

stop it. In years like this one, there really is no safe time. 

The additional traffic and use caused by advertising our area to a wider population (“emphasis area”) will 

cause damage to our ecosystem.  We have watersheds that contribute to salmon spawning.  Much of that 

water comes from the area in dispute.  The wildlife will be disrupted, which may lead to conflict with 

humans as the animals just try to find quiet and protection for their young.  

Noise and pollution will increase. 

Property rights are also at issue.  There is no way riders can cross from one BLM area to another without 

using private property. There have already been conflicts with property owners.  Recreational areas are 

not supposed to override property rights. 

I have no objection to an OHV area, but it has to be in an area that is suitable.  It needs to be one large 

area, with controllable access and a convenient dedicated area for parking (with rest rooms) and trash 

disposal.  Johns Peak/Timber Mt. is NOT that kind of area. 

BLM Comment Pg. 2 

Patricia Chastain  03/25/14 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________LUKAIEL REECE-SULLIVAN_______ Email: ___________________________________
 

Address: 1997 Tolman Cr. Rd_____________________City: ___Ashland____ ___________________
 

Phone #: _(541)621-3408__________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________
 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No
 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

I am a 12 year old boy that likes the roads open to anyone, including vehicles.  I ride motorcycles, bicycles, and a 

4x4 ATV.  I would like to be able to explore down every road in the woods, and for the laws to stay that way.  I 

think clear cuts are one of the most severe actions that can be bestowed on nature.  Loggers are not as careful as 

they should be, they don’t realize that when logging they have destroyed the forest floor. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________L.A. LARSON________________ Email: ___larrylars@q.com____________________ 

Address: 5940 Basil St. NE_______________________City: ___Salem______ ___________________ 

Phone #: ________________________ Organizational Affiliation: ____OHA____________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: Yes    X No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Well done 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:larrylars@q.com
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________KEVIN GOODRICH________________ Email: ___doyathinkk@yahoo.com__________
 

Address: PO Box 111____________________________City: ___Medford OR ___________________
 

Phone #: ___(541)301-0483_________ Organizational Affiliation: ____We the American People_____
 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: x Yes □ No
	

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

The organic growth of O&C Counties is 1.2 Billion Board Feetl; so if 1.2 Billion board feet was harvested EACH 

YEAR, the O&C timber production would suffer no loss in supply!  Question for BLM: ”What part of ‘sustained 

yield’ that is very specific language in the congressionally approved House Resolution 7618 (75th Congress) a.k.a. 

the O&C Sustained Yield Act?” does BLM not understand? Wildfire mitigation, esp during this drought year is 

crucial for species conservation!  Subsequent mudslides are killing the fish, and the owls are being barbequed! Do 

Something PLEASE 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:doyathinkk@yahoo.com
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Bureau of Land Management 

Resource :Wanagement Plan for Western Oregon 

March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 


Public Comment Form 


Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part ofthe National 
Environmental Policy Act official public comment periodfor ELM's Resource Management Plan for Western 
Oregon Planning Criteria. General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. Thank you for your input! 

'I I ~ 
I , 1~ ·· ""' /1 ' ) Ema'•l: "· J! ""·· :. ·1infd:tcJ '/<.h<rc;to;MName: •1,!11' ·vlf:oj;'P-i? ,fuyv ; 

) 0 [?,;x )/J. /t·tl{;,-rd f)j f7t;{) I /(!e r/6:~/ [!/?Address: City: 
J ' !!!I, I J i ' J'\ 

Organizational Affiliation: I I i' · {fv• ?/1cvc u·;,,,.,., l'c 'J'Ie 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: o Yes oNo 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 
Alternatives, and/or today's Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 
personal identifYing information in your comments, he advised that your entire comment, including personal 
identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 
withhold personal identifYing inforn1ation from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 
you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 
comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 
entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 
(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregonD 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregonD


[Public---No. 405---75'h Congress] 

[Chapter 876---lst Session] 


lH. R. 76181 

AN ACT 

Relating to the revested Oregon and Califc>rnia Railroad and recnnvcyed Coos Flay Wagon Road 

grant lands situated in the State of Oregon. 


RP it pnnctPd hy thP Senate and House r~f ReprP.\'entofiVPS nf'the rJnitPS StnfPS nfAmerir.o in 
Congress assembled, That notwithstanding any provisions in the Acts of June 9, 1916 (39 Stat. 
218), and February 26, 1919 ( 40 Stat. I I 79), as amended, such portions of the revested Oregon 
and C<llii"Ornin I<ailro:1rl nnrl recnnveverl Cons Bnv Wt'Hrnn Rn:1rl OT:lnl- lnnds ~·lS :=m~ or mRv 

"' " v v ~ 

hereafter come under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, which have heretofore or 
may hereafter be classified as timberlands, and power-site lands valuable for timber, shall be /;ill • 
m::maged; except as provided in section 3 hereof: tOr permanent fOrest prod , · Qll._ 1d the tjm~....--pPYAtt--f tJ 

thereon shall be sold, cut, and removed in conformity with the principal ol. tained ield rthe BJ/'1 ~c/,A'Jt,'/t'o-, 
purpose of providing a permanent source of timber supply, protecting watersheds, regulating {)l".t,if:h-l;.VJ~Iy,'',k' 
stream How, and contributing to the economic stability of local communities and industries, and 1 7 ; 
providing recreational facilities: Provided, That nothing herein shall be construed to interfere ' · ' 
with the use and development ofpower sites as may be authorized hy law. 

The annual productive capacity tor such lands shall be determined and declared as promptly 
as possible after the passage of this Act, but until such determination and declaration are made 
the average annual cut therefi·om shall not exceed one-half billion feet board measure: Provided, 
That timber trom said lands in an amount not less than one-half billion feet board measure, or not 
less than the annual sustained yield capacity when the same has been determined and declared, 
shall be sold annually, or so much thereof as can be sold at reasonable prices on a normal market. 

If the Secretary of the Interior determines that such action witt facilitate sustained-yield 
management, he may subdivide such revested lands into sustained-yield forest units, the 
boundary lines of which shall be so established that a forest unit will provide, insofar as 
practicable, a permanent source of raw materials for the support of dependent communities and 
local industries of the region; but until such subdivision is made the land shall be treated as a 
single unit in applying the principle of sustained yield: Provided, That betore the boundary lines 
of such forest units are established, the Department, after published notice thereof, shall hold a 
hearing thereon in the vicinity of such lands open to the attendance of State and local officers, 
representatives of dependent industries, residents, and other persons interested in the use of such 
lands. Due consideration shaH be given to established !umbering operations in subdividing such 
lands when necessary to protect the economic stability of dependent communities. Timber sales 
trom a forest unit shall be limited to the productive capacity of such unit and the Secretary is 
authorized, in his discretion, to reject any bids which may interfere with the sustained-yield 
management plan of any unit. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discretion, to make cooperative 
agreements with other Federal or State forest administrative agencies or with private forest 
owners or operators for the coordinated administration, with respect to time, rate, method of 
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cutting, and sustained yield, or forest units comprising parts ofrcvcstcd or reconvcycd lands, 
together with lands in private ownership or under the administration of other public agencies, 
when by such agreements he may be aided in accomplishing the purposes hereinbefore 
mentioned, 

Sec, 3, The Seero!ar; ofth&-!~tteffi>Hs-authorized ~ssi-iy,e#ller- Ofl appJ.ieatieH-or 
~e,ooiHestore-t&-Aomes1£>atl-*lntry,-oF-pm'ehaS!Hl!tder--tlw--p~'Bv-i%iolts-Of.;;e--€tieH-+4--eHlte 

Aek>t:4trno~8, I93 4{48-&aH-2Bil),-Btty-Bfesti€1H~~'BBv-eyod-la!td--wlti<,4l,--i+l-hffi 

jB<lgi'Hefl-1;-+s--mere-frltitahlo--fur.-agfi.eB-Itlli-al-ase-thaB-fBf-iXfforestatie~"Stiltiefl;-stt'Sflflr--flBw 

~eatie'H,-Bf-ffiher publi&f*l~ 

Any of saie-.Ja!td;;~re-&lass-}fie<l-as-agFiet+ltafa!-my-bo+'e-slassffied-as--timbeHaoos,~f 
IBufld;-!fPOR-<O>Hl+nination;-to-lle-mBr""-stfit~~IBH!teo-predrHJ-tioo-o-f.tr'Besthil+Htg-Fieul-ttt!'aJ,~ 

s-t~eh--R'Bl-acSSH'iOO-t4Iflllef-kmEls-t&be-fl'Htnag~-pe~'~Rt-ffirest-j3l'Bfluotioo--as--llereffi-prov-iEloth 

(Repealed Public Law 94-579, Title Vll, Sec 702, Oct. 21, 1976, 90 Stat. 2787) 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discretion, to lease for grazing any 
of said revested or reconveyed lands which may be so used without interfering with the 
production of timber or other purposes of this Act as state in section 1: Provided, That all the 
moneys received on account of grazing leases shall be covered either into the "Oregon and 
California land-grant fund" or the "Coos Bay Wagon Road grant flmd" in the Treasury as the 
location of the leased land shall determine, and be subject to distribution as other moneys in such 
funds: Provided further, That the Secretary is also authorized to Jormulate rules and regulations 
tor the use, protection, improvement, and rehabilitation of such grazing lands. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to perform any and all acts and to 
make such rules and regulations as may be necessary and proper for the purpose of carrying the 
provisions ofthis Act into full force and effect. The Secretary ofthe Interior is further 
authorized, in formulating forest--practice rules and regulations, to consult with the Oregon State 
Board of Forestry, representatives of timber owners and operators on or contiguous to said 
revested and reconveyed lands, and other persons or agencies interested in the usc of such lands. 

In formulating regulations tor the protection of such timberlands against tire, the Secretary 
is authorized, in his discretion, to consult wand advise with Federal, State, and county agencies 
engaged in forest-Jlre-protection work, and to make agreements with such agencies for the 
cooperative administration of Jlre regulations therein: Provided, That rules and regulations for 
the protection of the revcstcd lands from Jlre shall conform with the requirements and practices 
of the State of Oregon insofar as the same are consistent with the interests of the United States. 

TITLE ll 

That on and after March I, 1938, all moneys deposited in the Treasury of the United States 
in the special fund designated the "Oregon and California land--grant fund" shall be distributed 
annually as follows: 
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(a) Fifty per centum to the counties in which the lands revcstcd under the Act of June 9, 
1916 (39 Stat 218), arc situated, to be payable on or after June 30, 1938, and each year thereafter 
to each of said counties in the proportion that the total assessed value of the Oregon and 
California grant lands in each of said counties for the year 1915 bears to the total assessed value 
of all of said lands in the State of Oregon for said year, such moneys to be used as other county 
funds. 

(b) Twc;nty-tlvc per centum to said counties as money in lieu oftaxes accrued or which 
shall accrue to them prior to march l 1938, under the provisions of the Act of July 13, J926 (44 
Stat. 915), and which taxes are unpaid on said date, such moneys to be paid to said counties 
severally by the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, upon certitlcation by the 
Secretary ofthe interior, until such tax indebtedness as shall have accrued prior to March I I 938, 
is extinguished. 

From and after payment of the above accrued taxes said 25 per centum shall be accredited 
annually to the general Ji.md in the T'rcasury of th~ United States until all reimbursable charges 
against the Oregon and California land··grant fund owing to the general fund in the Treasury have 
been paid: Provide</, That if for any year after the extinguishment oftbe tax indebtedness 
accruing to the counties prior to March 1, I 938, under the provisions of Forty-, fourth Statutes, 
page 915, the total amount payable under subsection (a) ofthis title is less than 78 per centum of 
the aggregate amount of tax c!.aims which ao~rucd to said counties under said Act f{.x the year 
J9J4, there shall be additionally payable ii:Jr such year such portion of said 25 per centum (bul 
not in excess ofthrce-·fif\hs ol' said 25 per centum), as may be necessary to make up the 
deficiency. VVhen t.he generaJ fund in the Treasury has been fully reimbursed for the 
expenditures \Vhich were rnadc charges against the Oregon and California land·, grand fund said 
25 per centum shall be paid annually, on or after June 30, to the several counties in the rnanner 
provided in subsection (a) hcreo( 

(e) "1\\uDniy,<f:irc per ccnturn to be available fbr the adininistration of this Ad1 in such annual 
amounts as the Congress shall from tirnc to time determine, Any part of such per centum not 
used f(.;r ttdministratlvc purposes shall he coverc.d into general hmd of the Treasury of the 
United States: Provided, That moneys covered into the 'T'rc.asury in such manner shaH be used to 
::;~rUs(y the rc1ntbur~;ablc the and C\difbrnia it.md rncntio11cd in 
~rubst:ct.ion (h) so long as any such charges sha!! cx.ist 

ldJ Acts or pans of /\cis in conOkt \Vith this Act are hereby repealed to the extent necessary 
to give fun force and effect to this Act. 

Approved, August 28, t937 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________KEN HOWELL________________ Email: ____________________________________ 

Address: PO Box 2892 ____________________________City: ___White City 97503_______________ 

Phone #: ________________________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: x Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

My vote is for Alternative D modified by using Alternative B for riparian reserves (60ft buffer) 

Also, if private property is impacted negatively in any way that the property owner is fairly compensated 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

  

    

 

          

  

   

  

  

  

    

 

 

     

  

 

 

  

  

    

  

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________KELTAIN REESE SULLIVAN________________ Email: _mmreesul@jeffnet.org________ 

Address: 1155 Tolman Creek Rd. ____________________________City: ___Ashland______________ 

Phone #: _(541)351-8406___________ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: x Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

 BLM land should stay open to the public 

 ATVs and RVs should be permitted and roads kept open 

 Logging should be dispersed throughout the forests to minimize clear cuts and keep woods natural 

 Mountain bike trails should be widely allowed 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:mmreesul@jeffnet.org


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 



 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

   

  

   

            

  

   

  

  

  

    

 

 

     

  

 

 

      

   

  

    

   

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: _____Kimber South_____________________ Email: ___________________________ 

Address: _____943 Foots Creek Rd____________________City: ___Gold Hill______________ 

Phone #: ___(541) 582-2642_______ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

My husband and I have been Foots Creek Rd. residents for many years.  We have a beautiful home that is quiet full 

of wildlife and trees.  Every summer we prepare and worry about fires be it man made or naturally occurring. We 

do not need the added stress, anxiety and increased odds of a devastating fire happening if our area were to become 

an OHV “emphasis area”. 

Please protect our quality of life.  Keep the noise, traffic, trespassers, fire starters and soil eroders away from us. 

Removing the OHV/Designation from Johns Peak/Timber Mts for an OHV emphasis area is the only solution! 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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Jerome E. Perez, BLM State Director, 
USDf Bure;w of Land Management 
Oregon St8te Office 
P.O. Box 2965 
Portland, 0 R 9720B 

Re: Medford District RMP Revision 

Dear Mr. Perez, 

Even-age timber management that uses regeneration harvest to produce young tree 
plantations significantly increases the risk and hazard of intense stand-replacing wildland 
fires that threaten public safety and firefighters' lives as well as habitat for threatened and 
endangered species. Countryman (1956} was among the first to observe that clearcutting 
structurally complex mature forests with large trees and closed canopies and converting 
them into young even-aged tree plantations alters stand scale microclimate and increases 
the likelihood of catastrophic fire effects. 

The ELM recognizes in many watershed analyses completed in western Oregon that 
regeneration harvest and conversion of mature forests into young tree plantations 
increases fire hazard. For example, its Middle Cow Creek Watershed Ana{vsis (USD!1999) 
states on page 63, "Recent clearcutting has resulted in young, even-aged stands, making the 
forest more vulnerable to stand replacement Hres." Similarly, its Wild Rogue North 
Watershed Ana{ysts (USDl 2004) notes on page 65, "Clearcutting creates young, even-aged 
Douglas-fir plantations which remain susceptible to catastrophic llre disturbance for 
several decades ... Clearcut acreage in the Mule Creek, East Fork Mule Creek, and North 
Fork Kelsey Creek compartments creates the potential for rapidly spreading, large scale 
fires." 

Structurally complex forests contain large volumes of coarse, woody debris including 
standing dead trees (snags) and downed logs. In western Oregon, coarse, woody debris may 
store huge quantities of water, especially when particles lay directly on the ground surface 
(Amaranthus et al. 1989}. The moisture content of downed logs diminishes fire intensity as 
more joules of heat energy per second are required to desiccate woody fuels and initiate 
combustion (Dellano et al. 1998). Coarse, woody debris particles also have low surface 
area-to-volume ratios, which limit the amount of oxygen feeding combustion (Rothermel 
1991}. Such "heavy fuels" thus provide n;:ttmil fire shelters on which many wildlife, fungi 
and flora species depend to survive wildland fires (Bullet al. 1997, .Maser et al. 1998). 

In contrast, young ev,en··af:e;1 forest stands created after 
susceptible to intense fire behavior and severe fire effects than "' ucJur ;mv complex mature 
forests with tal!, closed canopies and coarse, woody debris due to their: 

* Structural chaxacteristics such as ter·lnck:'ngtree crowns located low to the ground, 
which tend to ignite and elevate heat energy output of 
flaming combustion 

• Warmer, windier and drier microclimates due to reduced ground shading that 
promote ignition and erratic fire behavior (van Wagtendon!< 1996]; and 



• Accumulations of woody logging slash on the ground surface that lose moisture 
quickly, ignite easily, and pn;mote heat energy output and rapid rates of fire 
spread (Weatherspoon and Skinner 1995). 

Furthermore, plantations created alter logging generally occur near roads, which spread 
invasive and exotic plants with poor resistance to fire and elevate risk of human-caused 
ignitions (USDA 2000). Throughout the Pacific Northwest, the number and distribution of 
even-aged tree farms established after commercially motivated regeneration harvests 
altered wildland fire behavior and effects at both stand and landscape scales (Hann et al. 
1997, Huff eta!. 1995, Lindenmeyer and Franklin 2002). Perry (1995) hypothesizes that the 
existence of highly combustible tree plantations on a forest landscape supports "a self
reinforcing cycle of catastrophic fire." 

ln portions of southwest Oregon, logging and fire suppression have altered forests 
historically maintained by frequent fire. Thinning small trees and brush to reduce fuels and 
restore forests seems appropriate if environmental damage (such as road building] is 
avoided. 

Successful projects such as the Upper Applegate River Corridor Project and the Ashland 
Forest Resiliency Project have begun evolving into broad scale restoration projects focusing 
on the restoration of fire adapted systems, rather than commercial timber extraction. 

Reintroducing fire in fire-starved forests is less expensive and more ecologically 
appropriate and should be prioritized. This use of prescribed fire where possible is 
encouraged to reintroduce natural disturbance patterns. Fire Management Plans should be 
developed on a forest-wide basis, including in lands with wilderness characteristics. 

Finally, modify fire suppression practices to allow fires to burn [while, of course, there must 
be an exception to protect human life and structures, it must be noted that the most 
effective way to do that is to take steps before an inevitable fire to make structures resistant 
to wildfire and to not put people in harm's way of such fires). Relatively unaltered fire 
cycles and the presence of ample biological legacies should allow natural ignitions to 
moderate fire behavior and maintain the diversity of plant communities, in most cases. 

Thank you, 

Name: .),?;)[" Polth L:v, I 
Willlo,l"\) OR c/7544 

Phone: S4l- f3l/6-o736 
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: _____John Hunt________________________ Email: ___________________________ 

Address: _____PO Box 2071________________________City: ___White City______________ 

Phone #: ___(541) 941-5516_______ Organizational Affiliation: ______MRA____________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: Yes    No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Over 300 million bd ft of timber grows a yr. Log & support counties. We are suffering the ramifications of your 

failed timber policies.  Millions of acres destroyed, 500000 acres the size of Rhode Island burned in Biscuit Fire. 

No Salvage logging sterile soil from intense heat trees won’t grow in it.  Erosion, silt destroy spawning beds for 

salmon.  Spotted owl habitat wild animals & every living thing killed.  O&C Act required BLM to increase logging 

only 1 million board feet last yr.  23 million in yrs past.  22 million missing.  Counties special Services broke.  Your 

green agenda is a total failure. This is your timber management process You all should be fired. 

20 years of your policies offer Oregonians summers of smoke filled skies, sick and dying forests and destroyed 

watershed snag forests-brush-Eco systems that will never recover. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 

March 2014 Information and Input Sessions 

Participant Session Evaluation 

LOCATION: Medford_________________	 DATE: ____March 14__________ 

Your feedback is important to us – thank you in advance for sharing your thoughts!
 
Please use this form to provide feedback on your experience in the public listening session.
 

The purpose of today’s listening session was: 

1)	 To share with the public the overall Resource Management Plan process:  What are each of the planning 

documents and how are they used by BLM? What are the ‘alternatives’ and how are they used? How can 

the public engage? Who makes the final decision and how? 

2)	 To gather public input about whether the spectrum of Preliminary Alternatives is comprehensive or 

whether BLM should consider additional alternatives. 

This meeting had nothing to do with the problems faxing broke counties strapped for O&C money.  Nothing 

about logging putting people to work. 

How useful were the following? Not Somewhat       Extremely 

Useful Useful Useful 

BLM & Planning Process Overview from the District Manager 1…….…2………3………4…...…5 

Overview of Planning Criteria & Next Steps from Project Manager 1……….2……....3………4……...5 

Videos on Purpose and Need & Preliminary Alternatives	 1……….2……....3………4……...5 

Interactive Small Group Discussions	 1…….…2………3………4….…..5 

1.	 Overall, what do you feel was most valuable about this session and why? 

I came away seeing you wanting to endorse your failed timber policies and your green agenda. You don’t care 

about the trees, the land, or anything that lives on it. If you did you would allow logging money flowing in the 

counties suffering. 

2.	 What suggestions would you have for improving the next public outreach effort? 

Open forum I don’t like being treated like a kindergartener. Thi 

Meeting had nothing to do with anything but more control & more regulation & more of your failed policies. 

3.	 Was there enough opportunity for you to: Yes No 

Ask questions? _x_ ___ 

Express your views? ___ _x wouldn’t answer questions after asked twice 

Learn from others? _x ___ 

Engage in useful dialogue? ___ _x 

Have your input acknowledged? x_ ___ 



   

   

   

4. Is there anything else you would like us to know?
 
Land privately owned has been replanted.  BLM has done nothing to offer in the future but a snag forest & brush 

erosion silt in creeks streams and rivers and destroyed spawning beds for decades.  You all should be fired.
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: _____Jim Betschart________________________ Email: ___________________________ 

Address: _____216 Snowy Butte Road________________________City: ___Central Point OR 

Phone #: ___(541) 292-6551_______ Organizational Affiliation: ______MRA____________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: Yes    X No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

“corner 2” We need to get back to harvesting “Ripetimber” instead of twigs! 

All of western Oregon should be open to OHV recreation everywhere.  We need trail in all areas of Western 

Oregon.  This is Public land.  It is all ours, not just the BLM or the so called environmentalists. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: _____Jan Tetreault________________________ Email: treetoad@orconnects.com 

Address: _____13560 Loon Lake Rd________________________City: ___Reedsport, OR 97467 

Phone #: ___(541) 599-2268_______ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Referring to Patty Burke’s comments, sustainability of all six areas being examined depend upon predictability.  In 

order to introduce some hope of predictability there must be baseline undisturbed habitat with which to compare 

different management actions; for education, scientific examinations, and future predictability. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:treetoad@orconnects.com
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: _____James Anchors___________________________ Email: Jimmysmaile@hotmail.com 

Address: _____560 A NE F st 443________________________City: ___Grants Pass_________ 

Phone #: ___(541) 301-7017_______ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

It is a direct violation of the mining rights law to close the road into my mining claim. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:Jimmysmaile@hotmail.com
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Illinois Valley
P r o p o s e d  Salmon/Botanical  Specia l  Interest  Area 

As fr iends and residents of the I l l inois Val ley, we value the national ly outstanding 
BLM and National Forest lands in the val ley and support their conservation. 

Social Values: The federal public lands of the Illinois Valley are integral to the rural communities 
of the valley. They are the source of clean drinking water. They enhance the quality of life of 
residents, which in turn attracts new home owners and small businesses. They draw visitors to 
the area because of their nationally outstanding 
scientific, scenic and recreational values. The federal 
public lands within and adjacent to the Illinois Valley 
are important to local livelihoods and are natural 
assets to our nation and Oregon. 

Botanical, Fisheries and Scientific Values: These 
National Forest and BLM lands host one of the 
highest concentration of rare plants in North America 
and the highest concentration in Oregon. The Illinois 
River is one of two rivers in the state with strictly wild 
populations of salmon, steelhead and cutthroat trout. 
The Illinois Valley’s federal public lands provide critical 
spawning and rearing habitat for the river’s native 
naturally reproducing coho and chinook salmon. 

Scope: National Forest and BLM lands are one 
ecological system. Their future needs to be 
addressed together. However, for the purpose of this 
proposal we address only lands managed by the 
BLM. The Illinois Valley Botanical/Salmon Special 
Interest Area consists of all BLM lands in the Illinois 
River Basin. See attached map. 

Purpose: To preserve and enhance the Illinois 
Valley’s rich salmon habitat; world-renowned 
botanical values and biological diversity; clean 
drinking water sources; scenery; and opportunities 
for quiet recreation on federal public lands. 

The federal public lands of the Illinois River 
Valley support nationally important salmon and 
botanical values. The valley is the gateway to 
the National Wild and Scenic Illinois River and 
the Kalmiopsis Backcountry. 

Il l inois River Valley Salmon/Botanical Special Interest Area on BLM Lands—August 26, 2013—Page 1 of 2 



 

 

     

 

     

    

 

 

 

 

Recommendations for Illinois Valley Salmon/Botanical Special Interest Area 

1. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Research Natural Areas: Retain all existing and 
potential ACESs and RNAs listed in the 2008 Western Oregon Plan Revisions, Table N-1. Add 
additional ACECs and RNAs as new information becomes available. The following shall apply 
to all existing, potential and future ACECs and RNAs: 

o	 Off-highway vehicles: Close all areas to vehicle travel off BLM system roads, county 
roads or state and federal highways. 

o	 Locatable minerals: Withdraw all areas from location and entry under the mining laws of 
the United States. 

o	 Salable minerals: Close all areas to the sale and removal of non-locatable minerals. 

o	 Recreation: Provide opportunities for quiet recreation consistent with preserving the area’s 
high botanical and scientific values and rare plant communities. 

o	 Timber Harvest: Limit harvest to manual fuel treatments that benefit existing habitat for 
listed plants and to reduce fuel loads and remove trees encroaching on meadows. 

2. Riparian Habitat: Manage all riparian habitat under the applicable goals and objectives and 
standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan’s Aquatic Conservation Strategy. 

3. Logging: Will be allowed in stands of 80 years and younger, restricted to trees 80 years of age 
or younger on suitable soils. This applies to post-fire logging also. 

4. Off Road Vehicle use: All lands will be closed to OHV use unless posted open. 

5. Mining: Withdraw from location and entry under the mining laws of the United States all rivers 
and major streams (i.e. BLM sections that include the Illinois River mainstem and its west and 
east forks; Deer Creek, Sucker Creek, Althouse Creek, Rough and Ready Creek, Whiskey 
Creek, and North Fork Silver Creek. 

6. Wild and Scenic Rivers: Add Rough and Ready Creek on BLM land to the National Wild and 
Scenic River System with the highest potential classification of “Scenic,” and the following 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values: Botanical; Geological/Hydrological; Scenic; Water Quality.

The rare Pacific fisher is usually associated with 
deep forest with large trees, standing snags 
and downed logs. In the Illinois River Valley, the 
fisher can also be found in the area’s younger, 
diverse, uneven-aged forests. 

These mixed-age native forests, with younger 
trees, provide habitat for old-growth related 
species. 

Pictured - Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti pacifica) 
on BLM lands in the Illinois River Vallley 2011. 

 Ill inois River Valley Salmon/Botanical Special Interest Area on BLM Lands—August 26, 2013—Page 2 of 2 



Salmon & Botanical 
The Special Interest Area 

and Man ement Lands Onl 

... 


• 
/'1 Illinois Valley Salmon & Botanical Special Interest Area 

c::J BLM Designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern* 

BLM Public Domain Land National Forest Land 

BLM O&C Land 

- Oregon Caves National Monument 0 2 4 Miles 
September 8, 20 13 • Both 1995 and 2008 designations are shown here. 
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✓ The Illinois River Basin is the only wild salmon 
stronghold in the Rogue Basin & Southwest Oregon.1 

✓ The Illinois Basin is considered the anchor for wild fish 
repopulation in the greater Rogue Basin.2 

✓ There’s never been a major hatchery operation in the 
Illinois Basin, thus the salmonid populations native to 
the river may be among the most genetically intact of 
any major populations in the Pacific Northwest. The 
rugged nature of the Illinois River canyon and the two 
natural falls on the river are thought to prevent 
hatchery strays from making it up river to spawn.3 

✓ The Illinois Basin has a high percentage of federal 
public lands within its watershed (81%). A high 
percentage of these are in Inventoried Roadless Areas 
or Congressionally protected Wilderness Areas.4 

✓ The Illinois Valley provides important low gradient 
spawning and rearing habitat for the Illinois River’s wild 
salmon. This is especially true for Southern Oregon/ 
Northern California Coho Salmon (SONCC). Coho 
habitat on private land is degraded. The valley’s BLM 
lands provides important refugia for coho (See map p. 2).5 

✓ 

The IllinoisVall e y
Salmon/Botanical Special  Interest  Area 

I l l inois River Basin:  A Wild Salmon Stronghold 

I l l inois River Val ley: Crit ical  spawning and 
rearing habitat  for ESA l isted coho salmon Top - Map of Northwest Forest Plan Key Watersheds 

and salmon strongholds in Western Oregon. See page 
94 in O&C Lands Report: Prepared for Oregon 
Governor John Kitzhaber (2/6/2013). 

Middle - Wild chinook salmon jumping Little Falls on 
the Wild and Scenic Illinois River on their way to 
spawning grounds in the Illinois River Valley. The 
Illinois Valley is one of the few places in the 
contiguous U.S. where this age-old spectacle still 
happens and can be witness by the public. 

Recommended Illinois Valley Salmon and 
Botanical Special Interest Area on BLM lands 
The Illinois Valley provides important low gradient 
spawning and rearing habitat for the Illinois River’s 
native naturally reproducing chinook and coho salmon 

 Northwest Forest Plan Key Watersheds. 
 Strong Fish Populations on BLM lands. 
 Illinois Basin Wild Salmon Stronghold 

Click here to watch salmon jumping falls on Illinois River 

Importance of Illinois Valley BLM Salmon Habitat 

http://www.oregon.gov/gov/GNRO/docs/OCLandsReport.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/gov/GNRO/docs/OCLandsReport.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/gov/GNRO/docs/OCLandsReport.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/gov/GNRO/docs/OCLandsReport.pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BBDWmSjai38
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BBDWmSjai38


 

 

 

 

 

Map Source: Map below is excerpted from fig. 30-1, Volume II, 
Chapter 30 - Illinois River Population, Draft Southern Oregon 
Northern California Coho Recovery Plan, NOAA, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, January 2012 (recovery plan). 

Explanation: Map shows Illinois Valley’s concentration of “high 
intrinsic potential” spawning and rearing habitat for threatened 
coho salmon populations. The recovery plan discusses the 
degraded habitat conditions on private land and why federal 
public lands in the valley are important to coho recovery. 

End Notes 
1 O&C Lands Report: Prepared for Oregon Governor John Kitzhaber, 
February 6, 2013 by E. Thomas Tuchman, page 94. 

2 Siskiyou National Forest, West Fork Illinois Watershed Analysis, p. 14. 

3 Native Fish Society - http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/ 
conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/ 

4 http://kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/the-rivers/ 
illinois-river-basin/ 

5 NOAA, National Marine Fisheries Service, Endangered and Threatened 
Species; Draft Recovery Plan Southern Oregon Northern California 
Coast Coho Salmon ESU, Chapter 30, Illinois River Core Watershed. 

Illinois Valley BLM lands crucial 
for wild coho salmon recovery 
in Illinois & Rogue River Basins 

http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/
http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/
http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/
http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/
http://kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/the-rivers/illinois-river-basin/
http://kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/the-rivers/illinois-river-basin/
http://kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/the-rivers/illinois-river-basin/
http://kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/the-rivers/illinois-river-basin/


 

   
  

     
    

   
   

    
   

          
     

     
   

   

  

   
  

   
   

       
      

  
   

 
         

   
    

        
    

     
   

      
     

        
        

   
 

Hello All 

I have reviewed the June 6, 2013  Interagency Coordinating Subcommittee fish memo. The memo 
activates several important improvements from present: 

1.	 The agency heads have “concurred” with the Science Review Teams Reports  to guide 

management. Hopefully this means: science in, dogma out. This is hugely important for 

commenting, protesting, appealing, litigating.
 

2.	 Provided a step by step direction of how agencies are to coordinate in a timely manner to 
develop  accurate Biological Opinions for projects. All information has to be in BA at earliest 
possible time. No withholding or delaying information about impacts. 

3.	 NMFS/USFWS, the regulatory agencies, have the final call on impacts to ESA species but their 
opinion should not cause land managing agencies to delay or hide information that support 
submitting “likely to adversely affect” biological assessments.  NMFS can reverse BA 
determinations (this should be a rare occurrence) but will negotiate further with managers 
when they switch a NLAA to LAA. 

Nevertheless, I suggest: 

1.	 We directly quote passages from the analysis in the SRT reports for all projects that damage or 
remove trees in Riparian Reserves and dispute further agency iterations of misleading 
obfuscations: “thinning is good for Riparian Reserve forests because it makes the remaining 
trees grow faster”. We dispute all arbitrary buffer widths because they lack scientific basis from 
SRT reports or similar documents (i.e. burden of scientific proof is on them not us). I did a 
supplementary comment for Jumping Bean EA with SRT quotes (although I have yet to find a 
Riparian Reserve in Jumping Bean where blue marked tree removal would be damaging to 
mostly small intermittent streams.) Would be good to ferret out all key passages in SRT reports 
for ease in quoting to comments. 

2.	 We blind copy our comments to appropriate Level 1 NMFS bio, especially if our comments have 
site specific information that the land managing agency is likely to withhold, misrepresent, or 
not provide e.g., photos of flowing streams, coho observations, and adjacent forests. 

3.	 We FOIA Biological Assessments as soon as we think they exist and perhaps provide critiques to 
Land Managing Agency and blind copy to NMFS. 

Conclusion: The next generation of BA’s and LAA biological opinions may have some damaging site 
specific information that can be used to stop/modify the project. 

Strangely neither the Medford BLM District nor Roseburg BLM District were directly involved as it was 
the Level 2(management) team for Northwest Oregon that elevated the riparian logging issues, 
however, the email  states: “The SW Provincial Level 1 and 2 team members will be invited once a final 
date is selected. – I have cc’d you but don’t need you to submit your availability. The roll-out meeting 
will include an overview discussion of the riparian elevation process, the SRT documents, and the 
consultation process direction that is included in the attachment” 



 

 

  

Rich. 



  
  

 
 

 
 

  

    
   

3-4-14 

Mrs. E Hemberger
 
POB 724
 
Salem, OR 97308
 

BLM:
 
The economic survival of many rural and forested communities in Oregon depends upon the active 

management of BLM Lands.  I am very concerned that only 4 of the 34 issues in the Planning Criteria
 
address jobs and the real life needs in our rural communities. 




 

 

 

 
    

 

 

   
        

   
          

      
     
       

 
  

             
     

 
 
 

 
            

   
     

  
    

 
 
     

      
   

   

 
  

            
  

           
      

   
   

  
 

  
   

    
       

     
    

    
 
 

 

 

     

   

           
     

       
  

      

 
 

     

    
    

      
     

   
   

  
   

     
         

 
      

       
   
        

 
 
 
 

   
     

   
  

  
    

    
   

     
     

      
 

North American Journal of Fisheries Management 19:613-617, 1999 
American Fisheries Society 1999 

Scour of Chinook Salmon Redds on Suction Dredge Tailings 

BRET C. HARVEY* AND THOMAS E. LISLE 

Pacific Southwest Research Station, U.S. Forest Service, 
1700 Bayview Drive, Arcata, California 95521, USA 

Abstract.-We measured scour of the redds of chinook 
salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytscha on dredge tailings 
and natural substrates in three tributaries of the Klamath 
River, California. We measured maximum scour with 
scour chains and net scour by surveying before and after 
high winter flows. Scour of chinook salmon redds lo-
cated on dredge tailings exceeded scour of redds on 
natural substrates, although the difference varied among 
streams. Our results show that fisheries managers should 
consider the potential negative effects of dredge tailings 
on the spawning success of fall-spawning fishes such as 
chinook salmon and coho salmon O. kisutch. 

Suction dredging for gold is common in many 
streams and rivers in western North America and 
in gold-bearing lotic habitats worldwide (Hall      
1988). Studies of the effects of dredging on fishes 
have focused on survival following entrainment 
(Griffith and Andrews 1981) or the immediate re
sponses of fishes to changes in habitat caused by 
dredging (Harvey 1986). The effect of suction gold 
dredging on fish spawning has not been studied,        
in part because dredging rarely overlaps in time       
with spawning by species of special concern to 
fisheries managers. Also, in many unregulated 
streams, most fishes spawn in spring after dredge 
tailings from the previous summer and fall are re
distributed by high winter flows (Thomas 1985; 
Harvey 1986). 

However, dredging during summer may affect 
the reproductive success of fall-spawning fishes      
such as chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawyts-
cha. Because of low streamflow during late sum
mer and early fall, dredge tailings may retain their 
original form during the spawning period of these 
species. Tailings often contain substrate appropri-      
ate for redd construction and may be used by fall-
spawning salmonids. The significance of dredge 
tailings to fish populations depends in part on the 
extent dredge tailings are used for spawning,        
which is itself probably affected by the availability 
of suitable unaltered substrates and the relative 
quality of dredge tailings as spawning sites. Be- 
cause   dredge   tailings   may  be  more  unstable than 

* Corresponding author: bch3@axe.humboldt.edu 

Received June 24, 1998      Accepted   October  6, 1998 

natural substrates, redds on tailings may be subject 
to greater scour than those on unaltered substrates. 
Greater scour of tailings would significantly de- 
crease their quality as spawning sites because mor
tality of preemergent salmonids can be sensitive 
to small increases in scour depth (Holtby and Heal
ey 1986; Montgomery et al. 1996). Our objective 
in this study was to test the null hypothesis that 
chinook salmon redds on dredge tailings and those 
on natural substrates are scoured equally. 

Methods 
Study sites.-We made scour measurements in 

three tributaries of the Klamath River in Siskiyou 
County, northwestern California: Elk Creek, the 
South Fork Salmon River, and the Scott River (Ta
ble 1). Regional streamflow is highly seasonal; 
most peak flows result from rainfall or rain-on- 
snow events during wet winters. Suction dredging 
occurs from June to September. Spawning by chi
nook salmon occurs most often in October and 
November, and storm flows capable of mobilizing 
streambed material typically occur from December 
to March. All study reaches are single-thread, 
slightly sinuous alluvial channels with limited 
floodplains bounded by valley walls. Bed surfaces 
are predominated by cobbles and boulders. Scour 
and fill of the streambeds can be expected to vary 
annually because, although these channels have 
high sediment supplies typical of the Klamath 
Mountains, winter streamflow is highly variable. 
Scour and fill also can be expected to vary spatially 
because patches of gravel are transported annually 
whereas boulders move less frequently. 

Measurement of scour.-We measured maxi-      
mum and net scour of redds on dredge tailings and 
on natural substrate. We directly measured maxi
mum scour at each redd with two scour chains 
positioned on either side of the redd where bed 
elevation approximately equaled the surrounding 
substrate, about midway along the longitudinal      
axis of the tailspill. We chose these chain locations 
to avoid damaging embryos and to measure local 
scour depths presumably equal to those at the 
bracketed redds. We inserted scour chains in Oc-
tober and November, before large increases in 
stream   discharge   obscured  the   locations  of  redds 

613 
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614  HARVEY AND LISLE 

TABLE 1.-Characteristics of the three study sites, including estimated recurrence intervals for peak flows during the 
study based on nearby gauging stations at Scott River near Ft. Jones, South Fork Salmon River near Somes Bar, and 
Indian Creek near Happy Camp for Elk Creek (peak flows in Indian Creek from 1955 to 1964 predicted peak flows in 
Elk Creek with r2 = 0.81). 

Peak-flow 

Stream Years of study 
Drainage 

area (km2)
Width 

(m) 
Gradient 

(%) 

recurrence 
interval 
(years) 

Elk 

Scott 
South Fork Salmon 

1993-1994 
1994-1995 
1995-1996 
1995-1996 

234 

2,055 
712 

19 

29 
22 

1.4 

0.6 
1.0 

0.3 
2.0 
1.1 
1.1 

and returned to measure scour in June or July of 
the following year. Scour chains measure the max
imum scour depth that may be followed by some 
thickness of fill during the measurement period 
(Leopold et al. 1964; Nawa and Frissell 1993). Net 
scour is the difference in streambed elevation be
tween the start and end of the measurement period 
(assuming elevation decreases). We measured net 
scour by first surveying longitudinal profiles and 
monumented cross sections over the redds when 
scour chains were installed in the fall and then 
resurveying them the following summer when 
chains were recovered. 

Replication ranged from three to seven within 
a particular combination of stream, year, and sub
strate (tailings versus natural substrate). In gen-
eral, replication was limited by the number of 
redds on tailings. We readily detected redds on 
natural substrates because less periphyton covered 
redd materials compared with the surrounding sub
strate. This difference was less apparent for redds 
on recently created dredge tailings, and low sta-
bility of material in tailings often yielded redds 
with less strongly mounded tailspills compared 
with those on natural substrates. For these reasons, 
redds on tailings were often difficult to identify in 
the absence of direct observations of spawning 
fish. After locating as many redds on tailings as 
possible, we haphazardly selected an equal number 
of redds on natural substrates by making mea
surements at the first redds we encountered either 
upstream or downstream of the redds on dredge 
tailings. 

Analysis.-We analyzed net scour using a two 
way analysis  of  variance  (ANOVA)  with site  and 

substrate (tailings versus natural substrates) as 
main effects. Our four sets of observations for par
ticular streams in a specific year constituted the 
sites. Although the site factor contains indistin
guishable variation due to annual variation and 
geographic location, we think analysis of data from 
three streams collected over 3 years provides a 
reasonable first assessment of scour on dredge tail
ings versus natural substrates. 

We analyzed the scour-chain data using the same 
two-way ANOVA approach. However, the data set 
was reduced for this analysis because scour chains 
were not recovered at all the redds surveyed. Be-
cause we suspected that some unrecovered scour 
chains were removed by people rather than by 
scour in excess of the depth of the chains, only 
redds where at least one scour chain was recovered 
were included. For 3 of the 26 observations in
cluded in this analysis, only one scour chain was 
recovered. For these observations we averaged the 
depth of scour at the chain recovered with the buri
al depth of the lost chain to produce a conservative 
estimate of maximum scour. Overall, this analysis 
provides a conservative estimate of differences in 
scour on dredge tailings versus natural substrates 
because sites with extreme scour, where scour 
chains were lost because they were completely ex
humed, were excluded from the data set. 

Results 
Topographic changes at redds following high 

winter flows ranged from extensive scour and fill 
to nearly undetectable differences (Figure 1). Net 
and maximum scour of chinook salmon redds on 
dredge  tailings  were  significantly  greater  than 

→→→→ 

FIGURE 1.-Examples of changes in cross sections and longitudinal profiles at two redd sites. Scour and fill were 
deep at the Elk Creek site, and the two scour chains (not shown) were lost. Net scour was less at the Scott River 
site, and scour chains recorded a maximum scour approximately 10 cm below the final bed elevation. Elevations 
were surveyed relative to an arbitrary data point. 



 

 

Elk Creek Dredge Site #2 
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FIGURE 2.-Elevation change over winter at Chinook 
salmon redds located on dredge tailings and on natural 
substrates (control) in tributaries of the Klamath River, 
1993-1996. Net scour data reflect the elevation change 
at the middle of the tailspill, whereas maximum scour 
data indicate the average scour estimated at two scour 
chains positioned on either side of the longitudinal mid
point of the tailspill at about the elevation of the sur
rounding natural substrate. Estimates of net scour can 
exceed maximum scour because scour chains were not 
recovered at all redds. Error bars = ±SE; numbers below 
the bars indicate sample size. 

scour of redds on natural substrates (for survey 
data: F = 7.88, df = 1, 30, P < 0.01; for scour-
chain data: F = 8.85, df = 1, 17, P < 0.01), but 
differences varied among sites (substrate x site 
interaction for survey data: F = 2.60, df = 3, 30,      
P = 0.07; for scour-chain data: F = 3.27, df = 3, 
17, P < 0.05; Figure 2). Variation among our four 
sets of observations can be attributed, in part, to 
annual variation in discharge. For example, in Elk 
Creek, low winter streamflow in 1993-1994 (Table 
1) caused little scour compared with 1994-1995 
(Figure 2). 

Net and maximum scour were strongly corre
lated (r = 0.75, P < 0.01) for the 25 redds where 
we recovered one or more scour chains. Fill fol- 
lowing maximum scour will weaken the correla-      
tion between these two measurements; outliers in 
our data occurred where maximum scour greatly 
exceeded net scour. In most cases, net and maxi- 
mum scour were approximately equal, indicating 
that filling did not occur after scour. This suggests 
that meaningful measurements of scour of redds 
in mobile material  can  be   made  by  surveying   only. 

Discussion 

Previous observations suggest that the greater 
scour we observed at redds on dredge tailings than 
on natural substrates had significant consequences 
for the survival of chinook salmon eggs and em
bryos. For example, Holtby and Healey (1986) ob
served a strong correlation between mortality of 
young-of-the-year coho salmon O. kisutch and      
peak discharge during the incubation period. 
Montgomery et al. (1996) measured both scour and 
egg pocket burial depths of chum salmon O. keta      
in a Washington stream and determined that a 
small increase in scour would affect the integrity 
of a large proportion of redds. Based on previous 
studies, DeVries (1997) suggested that loss of eggs 
from chinook salmon redds will begin when scour 
reaches 15 cm below the original streambed ele- 
vation and scour of 50 cm will cause total loss of 
eggs. These estimates and the differences in scour 
we observed suggest that many more preemergent 
chinook salmon were lost from redds on dredge 
tailings compared with redds on natural substrates. 
However, our results also revealed that variability 
in scour between dredge tailings and natural sub- 
strates should be expected among streams and 
years. 

The significance of dredge tailings to salmon 
populations may vary even among streams with 
similar patterns of scour. The proportion of Chi
nook salmon that spawn on dredge tailings would 
influence the population level effect of tailings and 
depend, in part, on the availability of spawning 
sites on natural substrates. If natural spawning 
sites were relatively abundant and tailings were 
not strongly selected, a small fraction of redds 
would be located on tailings. For example, in the 
lower 11 km of the Scott River in 1995, only 12 
of 372 redds were located on tailings (J. Kilgore, 
U.S. Forest Service, unpublished data) because (1) 
much more natural substrate than dredge tailings 
provided spawning habitat (an estimated 3,890 m2 

versus 121 m2), and (2) the fish exhibited no strong 
preference for either substrate (0.09 redds/m2 for 
natural substrate versus 0.10 redds/m2 for dredge 
tailings). However, where natural spawning sub-
strate is in short supply, a large proportion of redds 
may be located on dredge tailings. 

Both the timing of spawning and the body size 
of spawners will also affect the significance of 
dredge tailings on spawning success. Because peak 
seasonal discharge in the streams we studied com
monly occurs in December and January, the period of 
maximum    scour  usually     overlaps   with  the  em- 
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bryo incubation period of chinook salmon and 
coho salmon. Steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss are 
probably less affected by scour because they 
spawn later, after tailings are likely to be redis- 
tributed by high flows and when high flows during 
incubation are less likely. Fish able to deeply bury 
eggs should be favored where scour is significant 
(Holtby and Healey 1986). Both within and among 
species, larger females usually bury eggs deeper 
(van den Berghe and Gross 1984; Crisp and Car-
ling 1989). 

Applying typical values for depth of scour and      
egg burial in undisturbed substrates to the dredging 
situation can be misleading. Miners commonly de
posit gravelly material over much coarser armor 
layers of cobbles and boulders; these areas are of
ten hydraulically suitable for spawning, but do not 
have appropriate substrate. Thus, unlike redds on 
undisturbed substrates, redds on dredge tailings 
are constructed on an anomalously fine bed sur
face, and fish may be impeded from digging and 
depositing eggs into the original armor layer be- 
cause of its coarseness. Therefore, fish may deposit 
their eggs in the overlying finer gravel that is vul
nerable to strong scouring forces. In such cases, 
scour during a common peak flow would often 
extend down to the depth of the original armor 
layer and would include the layer containing in
cubating embryos. 

Our results show that fisheries managers should 
consider the potential negative effects of dredge 
tailings on the spawning success of fall-spawning 
fish, such as chinook salmon and coho salmon. 
Streams with a shortage of natural substrate ap
propriate for spawning, a high potential for scour, 
and a low number of spawners deserve special 
attention. Where managers determine that unstable 
dredge tailings may lead to unacceptable effects 
on spawning success, these effects could be re-
duced or eliminated through regulations that re- 
quire that tailings piles be redistributed to restore 
the original bed topography and particle size dis
tribution. 
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Overestimation of Fire Risk in the Northern Spotted 
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Abstract: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s recent recovery plan for one of the most carefully watched 
threatened species worldwide, the Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), recommended a major 
departure in conservation strategies in the northwestern United States. Due to concern about fire, the plan 
would switch from a reserve to a no-reserve strategy in up to 52% of the owl’s range. Fuel treatments (e.g., 
thinning) at regular intervals also would occur on up to 65–70% of dry forests in this area. Estimations 
of fire risk, however, were based on less than a decade of data and an anecdotal assessment of a single, large 
fire. We found that decadal data are inherently too short, given infrequent large fires, to accurately predict 
fire risk and trends. Rates of high-severity fire, based on remote-sensing data, are far lower than reported in 
the plan and in comparison with the rate of old-forest recruitment. In addition, over a 22-year period, there 
has been no increase in the proportion of high-severity fire. Our findings refute the key conclusions of the 
plan that are the basis for major changes in conservation strategies for the Spotted Owl. The best available 
science is needed to address these strategies in an adaptive-management framework. From the standpoint of 
fire risk, there appears to be ample time for research on fire and proposed treatment effects on Spotted Owls 
before designing extensive management actions or eliminating reserves. 

Keywords: dry forests, fuel treatments, high-severity fire, Northern Spotted Owl, Strix occidentalis caurina, 
wildfire 

Sobreestimaci´ on de Strix occidentalis caurina on del Riesgo de Fuego en el Plan de Recuperaci´

Resumen: El reciente plan de recuperación del Servicio de Pesca y Vida Silvestre de E. U. A. para una de 
especies amenazadas m´ oas cuidadosamente observada en el mundo, Strix occidentalis caurina, recomend´

una desviaci´ on en el noroeste de Estados Unidos. Debido a la on importante en las estrategias de conservaci´

preocupaci´ ıa de una estrategia de reservas a una estrategia sin reservas hasta on por el fuego, el plan cambiaŕ

en 52% de la distribuci´ uho. Los tratamientos de combustible (e.g., aclareo) a intervalos regulares on del b´

tambi´ ıan hasta en 65–70% de los bosques secos de esta area. Sin embargo, las estimaciones del en ocurriŕ ´

riesgo de fuego se basaron en datos de menos de una d´ on anecd´ecada y una evaluaci´ otica de un incendio 
de gran extensión. Encontramos que los datos son inherentemente cortos, debido a pocos incendios extensos, 
para predecir los riesgos y tendencias del fuego con precisión. Las tasas de fuego de alta severidad, basadas 
en datos de percepci´ as bajas que lo reportado en el plan y en comparaci´on remota, son mucho m´ on con la 
tasa de reclutamiento de bosques maduros. Adicionalmente, a lo largo de 22 años, no ha habido incremento 
en la proporción de fuego de alta severidad. Nuestros resultados refutan las conclusiones principales del plan 
que son la base para los cambios mayores en las estrategias para S. o. caurina. Se requiere la mejor ciencia 
disponible para atender estas estrategias en un marco de manejo adaptativo. Desde el punto de vista del 
riesgo de fuego, parece hacer suficiente tiempo para investigar sobre los efectos del fuego y los tratamientos 
propuestos sobre S. o. caurina antes de diseñar acciones de manejo extensivas o eliminar reservas. 
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2 Fire Risk and Spotted Owl Recovery 

Palabras Clave: bosques secos, fuego de alta severidad, fuego no controlado, Strix occidentalis caurina, 
tratamientos de combustible 

Introduction 

The effects of wildfires have become a central concern for 
one of the world’s most watched threatened species, the 
Northern Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis caurina). Re
cent management of extensive federal lands in the north
western United States has focused on this owl’s viability. 
The 1994 Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) increased pro
tection for most remaining owl habitat from timber har
vest of old forests by placing ∼30% of 9.9 million ha of 
federal lands in reserves. The implications are far reach
ing and provide a global model for reserve-based species 
conservation (DellaSala & Williams 2006). Nevertheless, 
a new recovery plan for the owl (USDI 2008) could 
fundamentally alter this model. Although reserves were 
designed to accommodate natural disturbances, which 
were below expectations as of 2006 (Thomas et al. 2006), 
in 2008 the plan (p. 12) listed “ongoing loss of suitable 
habitat as a result of timber harvest and catastrophic fire” 
as one of three main threats to Spotted Owl viability. 

The new threat of fire was considered so high that 
the plan (p. 20) proposed sweeping changes, includ
ing a no-reserve strategy for three Cascade provinces 
(Washington Eastern Cascades [WEC], Oregon Eastern 
Cascades [OEC], and California Cascades [CAC]): “. . .the 
rate of loss of older forests to stand-replacement wild
fire has been relatively high. . .there is evidence that 
wildfire activity will continue or increase. . .thus, it is  
unlikely that designating Spotted Owl habitat reserves 
within fire-prone landscapes will be effective.” In addi
tion, the plan (pp. 22–23) called for fuel treatments at reg
ular intervals on up to 65–70% of the three provinces’ dry 
forests. A no-reserve strategy is also “expected” (p. 24) 
under the plan in the two Klamath Mountains provinces 
(Oregon Klamath [ORK] and California Klamath [CAK]). 
Collectively, the five provinces represent 52% of 
NWFP area, where the reserve-based strategy could be 
dropped. 

The plan called high fire risk a recent trend (p. 20) on 
the basis of data from several sources (p. 97). It estimated 
decadal high-severity fire rotation (expected time to burn 
across a particular area one time) of 69 years in OEC old 
forest based on less than a decade of fire data (Moeur 
et al. 2005) and estimated 10,000 ha of old forest was lost 
in the 2003 B & B fire based on anecdotal evidence (Spies 
et al. 2006). These estimates were then extrapolated to 
the other dry Cascades provinces. In the Klamath the 
plan used a 105-year high-severity rotation from ORK, 
also derived from less than a decade of data (Haynes et al. 
2006). 

The plan’s fire-risk estimates warrant scrutiny because 
presumed relationships between fire and owls may drive 
forest management over an extensive area and also have 
implications for Spotted Owls, as well as reserve-based 
conservation in general. The plan stated, “care should 
be taken when interpreting the losses of forests to high-
severity wildfire over only a decade but the trend is very 
troubling.” (p. 97). We used a data set over twice as long 
as that used for the plan and varied the length of the 
analysis period to examine whether decadal trends are 
reliable and to test the plan’s hypothesis that fires are 
becoming more severe. Then, using the same analysis 
procedure as in the plan, but more complete quantitative 
data, we analyzed and compared rates of high-severity fire 
in old forests with those in the plan and with old-forest 
recruitment rates to test the plan’s hypothesis that old-
forest loss to wildfire has occurred since the NWFP was 
put in place. We specifically evaluated the plan’s basis for 
recommending sweeping changes, but our analysis has 
broader implications for reserve management in dynamic 
landscapes. 

Methods 

A federal program provided remote-sensing fire-severity 
data for 1984–2005 fires of over 405 ha (www.mtbs.gov) 
based on the relative delta normalized burn ratio 
(RdNBR). We used these data to calculate high-severity 
fire rotations for all conifer forests in the dry NWFP 
provinces, test whether there has been an increase in 
fire severity over time, and estimate the occurrence of 
high-severity fire in old forests under the NWFP. Data 
from RdNBR were not available for fires <405 ha, but 
these cumulatively represent only 5.2% of the total area 
burned. Their inclusion, if it were possible, would only 
slightly shorten high-severity rotations. 

The RdNBR data adjust for differing preburn vegetation 
to identify high-severity fire (Miller et al. 2009), which we 
defined as RdNBR ≥ 800. For context, Miller et al. (2009) 
estimated that basal-area mortality of >75% corresponds 
to a mean RdNBR of 798. Nevertheless, this threshold 
may overestimate high severity because many field vali
dation plots had basal-area mortality from 0% to 50%, de
spite RdNBR values >800, particularly in Klamath forests, 
where large, old trees dominated forest stands. Forty-
two percent of plots RdNBR classified as high severity 
were actually low or moderate severity in field validation 
(Miller et al. 2009). Mortality also can be overestimated 
if field validation subjectively classifies live trees as dead 
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Table 1. High-severity fire rates (1996–2005) versus recruitment rates of old forest within dry-forest provinces of the Northwest Forest Plan. 

Decadal high-severity Decadal rate High-severity Ratio of old-forest 
Old fire area in old of high fire rotation recruitment area to 

Provincea forest (ha) forest (ha) severity (%)b (years)c high-severity burned aread 

WEC 66,619 1,790 2.69 372 7.06 (3.53) 
OEC 90,185 1,919 2.13 469 8.92 (4.46) 
CAC 144,444 316 0.22 4,545 86.36 (43.18) 
Cascades (all) 301,248 4,025 1.34 746 14.18 (7.09) 

ORK 291,332 12,518 4.30 233 4.42 (2.21) 
CAK 742,338 5,468 0.74 1,351 25.68 (12.84) 
Klamath (all) 1,033,670 17,986 1.74 575 10.92 (5.46) 

aAbbreviations: WEC, Washington Eastern Cascades; OEC, Oregon Eastern Cascades; CAC, California Cascades; ORK, Oregon Klamath; CAK, California
 
Klamath.
 
bCalculated as 100 times column 3 divided by column 2.
 
cCalculated as period divided by fraction burned, so 10 years/(column 4/100).
 
d High-severity area in old forest is from our data. Average and estimated low old-forest recruitment rate data are from Moeur et al. (2005). Ratios
 
based on the estimated low recruitment rate are in parentheses.
 

(Odion & Hanson 2008). Thus, RdNBR analysis remains 
inexact, but a threshold of 800 is congruent with cur
rent estimates of high-severity fire and is less subject to 
misclassification error than a lower threshold would be 
(Miller et al. 2009). High-severity percentages based on 
this threshold are similar to those used in a comprehen
sive analysis of western U.S. fires since 1984 conducted 
by the U.S. Geological Survey and U.S. Forest Service 
(Schwind 2008). 

We used all available RdNBR data (1984–2005) to an
alyze fire-severity trends and test the effect of length of 
analysis period on high-severity fire rotation. We included 
all conifer forest in the dry provinces in these analyses, 
rather than limiting them to old forest, because the old-
forest mapping (Moeur et al. 2005) did not predate 1996. 
We calculated and compared fire rotation during four 5
year periods, two 10-year periods, and the 20-year period 
1986–2005. We used the Mann–Kendall nonparametric 
statistic, commonly used with non-normal data (Yue et al. 
2002), to test the null hypotheses of no rank-order up
ward trend in annual area burned or percent area burned 
at high severity from 1984 to 2005. 

For the old-forest analysis, we used federal GIS maps 
of old forest, as of 1996 (see Moeur et al. 2005 for de
tailed methods and accuracy assessment); NWFP fed
eral lands; and dry-forest provinces (data available from 
www.reo.gov/gis/data/gisdata/index.htm). We used the 
Moeur et al. (2005) old-forest maps because they are the 
best data currently available and because we were repli
cating methods used in the calculation of fire rotations 
in the plan, which relied on old-forest mapping in Moeur 
et al. (2005). Accuracy of old-forest mapping was poor in 
many provinces, which could mean some additional old-
forest areas were affected by high-severity fire (Moeur 
et al. 2005). Inclusion of such areas, were it possible, 
would increase the total area of high-severity fire along 
with the area of old forest. 

Using GIS overlays we estimated the area of high-
severity fire in old forest on NWFP federal lands in dry-
forest provinces (Table 1). We used these data to calcu
late high-severity fire rotation (period divided by fraction 
burned) in old forest at the decade scale (1996–2005) 
to compare fire rotations derived from the best avail
able data with fire rotations used in the plan. We ana
lyzed only high-severity fire over a decade, which does 
not present a comprehensive picture of fire effects or 
include the other natural disturbances that affect forest 
structure, because we were replicating the analysis in 
the plan. We compared the rate of high-severity fire to 
the average estimated old-forest recruitment rates from 
Moeur et al. (2005) to test for old-forest loss. Moeur et al. 
(2005) derived the average rate (19% per decade) from 
remeasurement of inventory plots. No plots were located 
within designated wilderness or national parks, so Moeur 
et al. (2005) conservatively estimated that these generally 
high-elevation, unproductive forests would have a rate of 
one-half the average. We also included results with these 
low recruitment estimates from Moeur et al. (2005). 

Results 

Five wildfires accounted for 69.3% of 129,568 ha of high-
severity fire (1984–2005) in the dry NWFP provinces 
(Figs. 1a & 1b). It is not surprising that for 5-year esti
mates of fire rotation (Fig. 2) the shortest rotations (266– 
875 years) were in the four 5-year periods (of eight in 
the Cascades and Klamath) with major fires, whereas 
rotations in the other four 5-year periods were long 
(1433–4482 years). This pattern was repeated with 10
year periods, but rotations varied less (449–1460 years). 
Twenty-year estimates of high-severity fire rotation were 
599 years in the Klamath, 889 years in the Cascades, 
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Figure 1. Area burned annually 
at high severity and percentage 
of total area burned at high 
severity in dry forests of the (a) 
Cascades (Washington Eastern 
Cascades, Oregon Eastern 
Cascades, California Cascades) 
and (b) Klamath (Oregon 
Klamath, California Klamath) 
provinces over the 22-year period 
(1984–2005) for which 
fire-severity data were available. 
Shaded bars are area of major 
fires (1987 complex in the 
Klamath, 2002 Biscuit fire in the 
Klamath, 1994 Tyee Creek fire in 
the Cascades, 2001 Rex Creek 
complex in the Cascades, and 
2003 B&B fire in the Cascades). 

and 710 years when pooled (Fig. 2). Even in the shortest In areas classified as old forests in the NWFP dry 
period (5 years) centered on the largest fire (2002 Bis- provinces, decadal high-severity fire rotations were 
cuit), the high-severity rotation at the province scale was 746 years in the Cascades, 575 years in the Klamath, 
218 years. and 233–4545 years among provinces (Table 1). Rota-

Using data from 1984 to 2005, the null hypothesis of no tions were 469 and 233 years in OEC and ORK, re-
increase in annual area burned at high severity (Figs. 1a spectively, much longer than the 69 and 105 years 
& 1b) was rejected (α = 0.05) for the Klamath (z = 1.69, reported in the plan. In OEC we found less (838 ha) 
p = 0.045) but not the Cascades (z = 1.41, p = 0.080). old-forest high-severity fire in the B&B fire than the anec-
The null hypothesis of no trend in annual high-severity dotal 10,000 ha relied on in the plan. Using our data on 
proportion was not rejected for either region (both z = area of high-severity fire in old forest and average old
0.35, p = 0.360, Figs. 1a & 1b). forest recruitment rates from Moeur et al. (2005), we 

Figure 2. High-severity fire 
rotations estimated with 5-, 10-, 
and 20-year observation periods. 
These estimates are based on 
total area burned on federal 
lands, not area burned in old 
forest because there was no 
pre-1996 map of old forest. 
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found that old-forest recruitment was 14.2 (Cascades) 
and 10.9 (Klamath) times the rate of high-severity fire 
in old forest (Table 1). On the basis of the low recruit
ment rate estimated by Moeur et al. (2005), which is for 
the least-productive forests, old-forest recruitment was 
still 7.1 (Cascades) and 5.5 (Klamath) times the rate of 
high-severity fire in old forest (Table 1). 

Discussion 

Predictions of risk and trend in area burned are inher
ently imprecise with short-term data and infrequent, ma
jor wildfires,  but it is typical  for a high  percentage  of  
total burned area (i.e., > 90%) to accrue from the small 
percentage of wildfires (i.e., < 5%) that are large and 
infrequent (Moritz et al. 2005). In our results, area af
fected by high-severity fire exhibited great variation over 
22 years because of five major wildfires (Figs. 1a & 1b). 
Also, fire trends caused by multidecadal drivers, such as 
the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (McKenzie et al. 2004), 
and changes in wildfire management, ignitions, and land 
use are not captured by data at temporal scales of 5, 10, 
or even 20 years. 

A limited analysis area in relation to the largest fires 
also misrepresents the influence of large fires and pre
cludes statistical assessment of the defining events of fire 
regimes (Moritz 1997). For example, estimated decadal 
rates of high-severity fire in old forest were 21–40% (25
to 48-year rotation) in the main Klamath watersheds af
fected by the Biscuit fire (Healey et al. 2008). The decadal 
rate was 4.3% (233 year rotation) at the scale of the ORK 
province, and 1.74% (575 year rotation) at the scale of the 
Klamath region (Table 1). Thus, fire-regime analysis can 
be highly skewed when temporal or spatial extents are 
limited relative to analyses that are appropriately scaled 
(i.e., many times maximum fire size and nearly a fire ro
tation of data [Baker 1989]). 

Due to substantial temporal variation in area burned, 
decadal fire-rotation estimates are unreliable, but ours, 
although still subject to uncertainty, are likely improved 
over the 69- to 105-year estimates in the plan that were 
based on shorter-term, incomplete data. Our estimates 
of 372–4545 years for the Cascades provinces and 233– 
1351 years for the Klamath provinces (Table 1) show that 
if any conclusion is to be drawn from 10 years of data, fire 
risk appears low and fire rotations appear long enough 
for ample old-forest recruitment. Even though we found a 
trend of more area burned at high severity recently in the 
Klamath, old forest appears to be recruiting at ∼5.5 (low 
estimate) to 10.9 (average estimate) times the apparent 
rate of loss to high-severity fire (Table 1). We estimate that 
a dramatic increase in high-severity fire relative to current 
rates (e.g., 5–10 times as many huge fires per decade) 
would need to occur for old-forest declines to begin. 

This highlights the importance of considering both rates 
of old forest loss (e.g., Healey et al. 2008; USDI 2008) and 
recruitment (Moeur et al. 2005) in determining long-term 
viability of late-successional reserves. Overall, our results 
showed sufficient uncertainty in fire-rotation estimates 
and risk to old-growth reserves that a major shift in land 
management planning is not warranted. 

Moreover, patches of high-severity fire will not neces
sarily cause a decrease in Spotted Owls or their habitat. 
Although the plan claimed 23 pairs of Spotted Owls were 
reduced to six by the B&B fire as an example of fire ef
fects on owls, only one territory was actually occupied at 
the time of the fire. The plan is incorrect because the owl 
decline occurred before the fire. One year after fire there 
were two Spotted Owls (USDA 2005). Results of recent 
studies show that Spotted Owls use postfire forests and 
may benefit from successional diversity created by fire 
because of enhancement of habitat for the owl’s small 
mammal prey (Franklin et al. 2000; Clark 2007). More 
data are needed regarding owl response to varying spatial 
configurations of fire, including high-severity fire. This is 
a key area for future research. 

Importantly, the plan recommends abandonment of a 
reserve-based strategy in favor of broad-scale fuel treat
ments, even though empirical studies of the effects of 
fuel treatments (e.g., thinning) on Spotted Owls in dry 
forests are lacking. This recommendation also overlooks 
that reserves remain essential to protect Spotted Owl 
habitat from post disturbance salvage logging, which has 
accounted for the main increase in old-forest harvests on 
public lands under the NWFP (Healey et al. 2008). 

Difficulties arise in analyzing threats to species viabil
ity in dynamic landscapes. For a closely watched species 
and model of conservation policy like the Spotted Owl, 
it is especially important that these difficulties be ap
proached in a science-based manner to reduce inherent 
uncertainties. The new recovery plan for Spotted Owls 
is based on analyses that are highly uncertain and data 
that are too short term, incomplete, and spatially limited, 
yet it recommends sweeping actions with unknown con
sequences. Without data on the effects of proposed fuel 
treatments on Spotted Owls in dry forests to guide man
agement, the plan’s approach cannot demonstrate an ex
pected decrease in risk to owls from fire. Instead, a small-
scale, science-based, adaptive-management framework 
(Walters 1986; Nichols & Williams 2006), based on essen
tial research, is first needed to reduce uncertainties in fuel 
treatments. Notwithstanding limitations of existing data, 
high-severity fire risk appears to be low relative to recruit
ment of old forest, indicating there may be ample time for 
needed, focused research to understand owl response to 
fire and fuel treatments before abandoning reserves and 
undertaking extensive management action in dry-forest 
provinces. This essential research would facilitate sub
sequent scaling up to a larger adaptive-management de
sign that is well-grounded in maintaining and enhancing 

Conservation Biology 
Volume **, No. *, 2009 



6 Fire Risk and Spotted Owl Recovery 

habitat for Spotted Owls, the focus that made the NWFP 
a model for international conservation. 
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Climate Crisis Working Group 
966 Jackson St. 
Eugene OR 97402 

March 5, 2014 

Dear BLM, 

We are aware of new plans for our local forests.  It is highly important to preserve all older trees in the 
Pacific Northwest.  As science proves our old growth forests produce more carbon per acre than any 
other forests in the world. That makes these forests extremely important for moderating climate 
change. 

It is an important juncture for the globe. 

Thank you for your attention 

Joan Klebar 
Kate Gessert 
M. O’Byrne 
Silvia Pajares 
Rev. John Pitney 
And one unreadable signature 



 
 

   
   

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  
 

  
 

 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

Climate Change Working Group 

March 6, 2014 
80813 Central Rd 
Eugene, OR 97402 

BLM Planning Team, 

With Plans for BLM Forests being currently considered, we would like emphasize the importance of 
older forests in carbon sequestration.  A very recent article in Science News quotes a study that 
determined that forests and trees over a hundred years grow at a faster rate than younger forests and 
trees. 

The BLM should play its important role in preventing further climate change by preserving these older 
forests. 

Sincerely, 

Ernest O’Burne 
Cary D Thompson 
Silvia Pajares 
LC Hoddey 
Joan Klebar 
Kate Gessert 
M.O’Burne 
Rev. John Pitney 
And three others whose signature are unreadable. 
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Bureau of Land Management 

Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon 
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Public Comment Form 

Please note that thefol/owin)!: comments will be recorded as official public comment as part ofthe National 
Environmental Policy Act official public comment periodfor ELM's Resource Management Plan fi~r Western 
Oregon Planning Criteria. General response to comments will be provided in the Drafi Environmental Impact 
Statement. Thank you for your input! 

l would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: ~es uNo 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 
Alternatives, and/or today's Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 
personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 
identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 
withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 
you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 
comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 
entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 
(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregonD 
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Invasive Species An,ahtti<:al Methods and Techniques 


pp. 92-95 

;$ 2a- weights of 1 or 5 to the three timber harvest based on their 
respective light levels Assign a weight of 5 to harvests. Assign 
a weight of 1 to commercial thinning and uneven-aged management activities. 

• 	 Step 2h- Assign weights of 1, 3, and 5 to logging methods based on their respective 
levels of soil disturbance. Aerial harvests will he assigned a WE,Igllt of 1, yarding 
systems will be assigned a weight of 3, and ground-based methods a weight ot 5. 

• 	 Step 2c- Calculate a combined timber harvest activity weighted value by multiplying the 
weights from Steps 2a and 2b." 

• 	 "Step 4a- Assign ofl~highway vehicle weights, as identified below, to each 
part of the fifth-field watershed having a different off- highway vehicle designation. 

o 	 Off-highway vehicle designation susceptibility weights: 
m Open:::: 5 

• 	 Limited= 3 
• 	 Closed = 0" 

• 	 "Step Sa -Assign recreation management designation weights, as identified below, to 
each part of the fifth-field watershed. 

o Recreation management area designation susceptibility weights: 
• 	 Special recreation management area~ 5 
m: 	 Extensive recreation management area = 3 
• 	 No recreation management area= 1" 

/ 
How were these weighting factors determined? The fact that the weights are always either 1, 3, or 5 

indicates that these numbers simply represent Low, Medium, or High, rather than representing actual 

relative weights calculated for these specific purposes. The problem is that, when you multiplying these 

weights to come up with final rankings, any errors in actual relative significance are multiplied, causing 

the final results to be skewed. When you're multiplying weights to derive relative ran kings, the weights 

must be based on actual knowledge that condition Cis in fact 5 times more significant than condition A. 

Otherwise, a combination of factors that is really only twice as significant as another combination might 

end up being ranked as 25 times more significant. The results from this method of analysis are going to 

be so skewed as to be meaningless. 

Recreation, Visual Resource Management, and the National land Conservation System 

p.l10 

Prior to the new guidance provided in the Bli\11 Instruction Memorandum No. 2011-004 (USDI 2010) and 

BLI\II Manual 8320- Planning for Recreation and Visitor Services (USDI 2011), all lands not classified as 

Special Recreation Management areas were classified as "large, non-specific Extensive Recreation 

Management Areas." 

http:c_;,1z.AA
http:S')QV~.Y'VI.JV


p.172 

11 The 
Recreation M<JnagenH.mt Areas allo-cations for 

the cbssification of the rer11aining BLM-adrninistered lands as 

for recreation, Untier the nevv the BLM \AJill no J:nan;:-1:ge some- BLM

administered lands under a recreation allocation." 

-Will lands "not designated for recreation" eventually be closed off to the public? Under the current 

system, the public has access through logging and forest roads, which many people use for hunting, 

fishing, photography, or just driving out into the woods to get away from it all. The BLM has no way of 

knowing how many people use these lands this way because there's no permit required. People just go 

out in the woods and enjoy it. No special management is required for this and I believe that, when the 

O&C Lands Act was drafted, this is the sort of recreational use they had in mind, rather than Special 

Management Areas set aside specific recreational activities. In my opinion, to close these lands to the 

public would violate the intent of the O&C Lands Act. 

Socioeconomics 

p. 131 Table 33. SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL APPROACH FOR GOODS AND SERVICES INCLUDED IN THE 

SOCIOECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

-There's a fair amount of redundancy in this table. For example, Wildlife is listed both under Recreation 

and under Biodiversity. Visual resources are listed both under Recreation and under Scenic Amenities. In 

the final analysis, are these factors going to be given twice the weight of factors that are only considered 

under one category? 

-Also, with respect to redundancy, there seem to many factors that are considered both under 

Socioeconomics and under other chapters of the Planning Criteria. For the sake of efficiency, would it 

make sense to eliminate some of the redundancy in this document? 

Spo·tted Owl 

• 	 blocks of spotted owl nesting and roosting habitat that support clusters of 

ouuuJJt;O'vvls that arc across a variety of ecological conditions, and 
sp;1cc·u to facilitate owl movement between the blocks, will provide nesting 

babitat sufficient f(Jr spotted owl recovery." 

- In logic, A is a necessary condition for B means that B cannot occur without A. For A to be a sufficient 

condition forB, means that A guarentees B; that is, if A occurs then B must also occur. Blocks of nesting 

habitat may or may not be a necessary condition for owl recovery, but are certainly not sufficient. 

http:M<JnagenH.mt


p.172·173 

• 	 "Tlwrefnn• to rneet Conservation Need t the BLM alternative '\_li/Otlld contribute to a 


western ln•<•nn lan•ds.car>e that: 

habitat block each decada1 

increment 10. 20, 30, 40 and SO), in each of the 
Oregon E<tstern Oregon Coast Range, and Klamath provinces. 

o 	 is 

o 	 Within c)O years, supports a networl< oflarge and small blocks that are properly 

spaced within and between the Oregon Western Cascades, Oregon Eastern Cascades, 
Oregon Coast Range, and Oregon Klamath provinces." 

• 	 "A potential nest territory is a SOD··acre circle with;:, SO percent nesting and roosting 
habitat, ceotered within a provincial home range circle with;:, SO percent nesting and 
roosting habitat." 

• 	 "To facilitate owl movement between blocks, large habitat blocks are to be spaced s 
12 miles from other large habitat blocks; small habitat blocks are to be $ 7 miles 
from other and small habitat blocks" 

p. 175 

• 	 "With respect to the quantity of dispersal habitat necessary to support spotted owl 
movement between and through habitat blocks, Davis eta!. (201 J, p. 40). based on research 
findings, determined that;:, 40 percent dispersal habitat within a 15.5-mile radius circle 
[moving window analysis) would accommodate 90 percent of known owl movements. 
Therefore, this quantity of dispersal habitat is sufficient to meet Conservation Need 2." 

-In each subsequent decade, more and more 500-acre blocks of land are to be set aside for additional 

nesting and roosting habitat. The nesting and roosting habitat blocks need to be s 12 miles apart, and 

the dispersal habitat needs to encompass 15.5 mile radius around each block. This pretty much makes 

all the habitat blocks contiguous, just with different types of habitat. How much land will ultimately be 

left for sustained yield timber management, when the nesting, roosting, and dispersal habitats for the 

spotted owl keep expanding? 

p.173 

• 	 "Conclusions are based on block development, regardless of their occupancy by nesting 
spotted owls." 

-This seems too theoretical. Why not determine suitable habitat based on where actual owls actually 

nest and roost? Suppose there are other factors, of which we're unaware, which cause the spotted owls 

to prefer nesting somewhere other than the habitat we've set aside for them? Will we still maintain it 

even though the owls have different ideas? And what if the barred owls eat the spotted owls' lunch, and 



p.176 

( the spotted owl population continues to decline; we wiii still maintain spotted owl nesting and roosting 

Lhabitat for owls that don't even exist? 

e 	 "Barred o\vls occupy the entire range of the spotted o1.v1 and all O\lV! habitats, 
compete with spotted owls for all spotted owl prey species, displace spotted owls from nest 
territories, inhibit spotted owl establishment of new territories, and are contributing to 
observed, range-wide spotted owl population declines." 

-You can't fight natural selection. Human intervention cannot overrule a natural law. Barred owls are 

L better adapted to their environment Survival of the fittest will determine the outcome, not human 

intervention, 

General comments 

-All of these criteria are based on computer modeling sn'narios. The accuracy of computer modeling 

requires perfect knowledge of all input factors. Computer modeling is useful for estimating probabilities 

in limited scenarios where all significant factors are well understood and tightly controlled, The more 

complex the system being analyzed, the less accurate computer modeling can be. Computer modeling 

has been notoriously incapable of predicting stock market fluctuations and even weather forecasts. In a 

system as complex as the systems being analyzed here, the outcomes of computer models will 

necessarily have very low the confidence levels. 

-The planning criteria in this document are presented with a naive confidence that the outcomes of 

these models will reflect reality. The scientific method requires a hypothesis, a test, and verification that 

the hypothesis accurately predicts the outcomes. When dealing with such complex systems, computer 

modeling is no substitute boots on the ground observation. 



 

  

  

 

  

     

  

  

 

       

  

   

         

  

   

  

  

  

    

 

 

     

  

 

     

    

  

    

       

      

      

   

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________Margaret Goodwin__ Email: pgood@live.com______________________ 

Address: _1403 Soldier Creek Rd__________________City: __Grants Pass________ 

Phone #: ______(541) 478-3580___ Organizational Affiliation: _______MRA___________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: X Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Under the NWFP, old growth was defined as trees 200 years and older.  The alternatives refer to trees 120,140, or 

160 years.  We should not keep making the age younger.  120 years (depending on the species) is simply a mature 

tree.  Even in dry forests, there are “moist forest” areas particularly on north slopes.  These designations need to be 

made on a more granular scale, allowing regeneration harvests on north slopes in the “dry forest” areas.  

The BLM needs to comply with the O&C Act and Judge Leons recent ruling and cut the sustainable quantity of 1.3 

billion Board feet per year.  The O&C lands represent only 10% of the Federal forest lands in Oregon.  The rest of 

the Federal foreat lands can be managed for old growth, endangered species, etc. The O&C lands must be used for 

timber as the PRIMARY MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:pgood@live.com
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To: BLM Oregon 3/26/14 


Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 


1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 


Portland, OR 97204 .Qim or rmps westernoregon@blm.gov 


Attn: BLM Outdoor Recreation Planner-- RMP Western Oregon Planning Team 


From: Dr. Gilbert Hice 

953 Foots Creek, 

Gold Hill, OR 97525 audoc@q.com (please use email to update) 


Subject: Request removal of Johns Peak Timber Mountain in Western Oregon from an OHV Emphasis 

Area listing or to include it on a list of alternatives so that it may be voted on with the option to "reject" 

its OHV conversion by citizens directly impacted by such a designation. 


To whom this may concern: 

My wife and I have an adjoining property (own 80 acres) to the proposed Johns Peak Timber 

Mountain OHV. For years this proposed designation has been an on-going concern. I have attended 
BLM meetings, where it was obvious that community members were only invited to listen to what "was 
going to be done by BLM" regardless of our concerns for safety from increased fire danger, trespassers 
and increased traffic through the area as a result of the officially designated recreation status of the 
area. I was once told point blank by BLM staff that "the decision has already been made". 

Now at 61 years of age I can still remember the beauty of the area when I was a boy. Dwindling, 
natural treasures still exist here -- biofluourescent larvae found In autumn leaves after sunset (which no 
one has identified though a specimen was given to the entomology department at SOU, which they lost) 
and the Franklin bumble bee (who some think extinct but I believe still exists in this area and believe I 
saw at least one last year) are just two examples of natural possible victims for which this area is a 
sanctuary. As a boy I fought lightning fires in the proposed area; because of the area's ruggedness they 
were difficult to contain; the ODF has listed this rightfully as being an extreme fire danger area. 
Conditions seem to be worsening each year, especially with more people and homes in the surrounding 
area. We've heard proponents assure us that our safety should not be further compromised by the OHV 
designation- it will be significantly! Also, to my understanding, additional extended water right 
allowances for private properties in this watershed have not been granted for years (since about 2003) 
by the Oregon Water Resources Department, Salem, OR because of the locally stressed hydraulics that 
directly impact Foots Creek and the Rogue River and the associated salmon and aquatic populations. 
Increased soil erosion and foliage stress from increased activity will certainly add to a "water" negative 
status for the salmon and wildlife. My concern for this area's quick natural demise if not protected is 
very real and disconcerting. If designated as anything, this area should be a preserve. There are islands 
of Oak Savannah Biome that are rare and natural in the area, where native Americans hunted acorns 
and game. There is a lot more to lose here for local citizens and our country's heritage than would be 
gained by the destructive recreational use of special-interest groups. 

This is a sensitive ecosystem that, in my opinion, is hanging by a thread which the OHV designation 
seems ready to cut. The plans for this area are misconceived for recreation and have been obviously 
supported by BLM in spite of real concerns about sanctioned atv and motor-cycle access. Please allow 
the residents who are impacted here to have a voice, for the record. At the very least, allow us to vote 
on this area with the independent option fit not being considered for RMP OHV designated area. 

Respectfully, Dr. Gilbert Hice 

mailto:audoc@q.com
mailto:westernoregon@blm.gov
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Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________George Flanagan   Email: Flan-a-gan@hotmail.com______________________ 

Address: _925 Janes Rd_____________________________City: __Medford________ 

Phone #: ______(541) 770-6296___ Organizational Affiliation: _______MRA___________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

1. You need to provide more OHV experiences.  They need to be managed 

2. We don’t need any more road closures.  Some of us can’t walk very far 

3. We have too many monuments already.  Please no more. 

4. Salvage burned off areas, even in a wilderness 

5. Log any old growth that may be drying or providing a hazard 

I’ll say one thing for you, you are allowing larger sticks to come out of the woods 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
mailto:Flan-a-gan@hotmail.com
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Bureau of Land Management
 
Resource Management Plan for Western Oregon
 
March 2014 Public Information and Input Sessions 

Public Comment Form 

Please note that the following comments will be recorded as official public comment as part of the National 

Environmental Policy Act official public comment period for BLM’s Resource Management Plan for Western 

Oregon Planning Criteria.  General response to comments will be provided in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement.  Thank you for your input! 

Name: ________Gary O’Neal______________ Email: onealnew1@_charter.net______________________ 

Address: _2092 Foots Creek Rd_____________________________City: __Gold Hill__________ 

Phone #: ______(541) 582-0595___ Organizational Affiliation: _____________________________ 

I would like to be added to the RMP for Western Oregon mailing list: Yes □ No 

Please use the space below to provide your comments on aspects of the Planning Criteria, draft Preliminary 

Alternatives, and/or today’s Public Session. Before including address, phone number, email-address, or any other 

personal identifying information in your comments, be advised that your entire comment, including personal 

identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time. While individuals may request that the BLM 

withhold personal identifying information from public view, the BLM cannot guarantee it will be able to do so. If 

you wish us to withhold your personal information you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 

comment. We will make all submissions from organizations or businesses available for public disclosure in their 

entirety. 

Additional comments on the draft Planning Criteria can be submitted until March 31, 2014. 

Visit the BLM RMP for Western Oregon website to submit comments 

(http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/) 

Please do not choose prelimimnary alternatives without assurance that you will have budget dollars to implement 

them. Why pick something that you wont be able to carry out because of a lack of funding.  For example: do not 

consider any clear cut options if you are not assured beforehand that you will have adequate funds to replant.  

Similarly, do not consider any OHV expansion without funding for supervision and policing.  Any OHV park 

expansion without funding for administration and policing is an open invitation to more fires, the construction of 

illegal trails, degradation of streams and fish habitat (especially steelhead and cutthroat trout in the Foots Creek 

drainage.  I am particularly concerned about this since for the past 15 years I have worked with ODFW in fish 

salvage/rescue netting in the Foots Creek Drainage. 

http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/rmpswesternoregon/
http:onealnew1@_charter.net
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March 31, 2014 
Jerome Perez, State Director 
BLM Oregon 
Attn: RMPs for Western Oregon Planning Team 
1220 S.W. 3rd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
blm_or_rmps_westernoregon@blm.gov 

Re: 	 Western Oregon BLM Planning Criteria and Illinois Valley Salmon and 
Botanical Area and Salmon and Botanical Special Interest Area 

Dear State BLM Director: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Bureau of Land Management’s 
Western Oregon Plan Revisions. These comments are specific to the Illinois River Valley in 
the Grants Pass Resource Area of the Medford District BLM. 

Illinois River Valley Federal Public Lands: A High Priority for Conservation 
The Illinois River Basin and its federal public lands are nationally important. They’re host to 
one of the highest concentrations of rare plants in North America and the highest in 
Oregon.1 The Illinois River Basin serves as the principle stronghold for the Rogue Basin’s 
wild salmon and steelhead populations. The Basin hosts significant runs of winter 
steelhead, coho salmon, Chinook salmon, sea-run cutthroat, resident cutthroat and Pacific 
lamprey.2 There has never been a hatchery operation in the Illinois Basin, therefore the 
salmonid populations native to this area may be among the most genetically intact of any 
major populations in the Pacific Northwest.3 

Approximately 81% of the Illinois Basin is federal public land. Of this about 10% is 
managed by the Medford District BLM with the balance managed by the Rogue River-
Siskiyou National Forest. There are no dams in the Illinois Basin that block fish passage. 
NOAA Fisheries’ population and intrinsic potential map specific to the Illinois Basin—in it’s 
Draft Recovery Plan for Southern Oregon Northern California Coastal Coho Salmon 
(SONCC Coho Salmon)—demonstrates the importance of the Illinois Valley and it’s BLM 
lands to SONCC Coho Salmon recovery.4 

1 See for example heritage element concentration map for Siskiyou National Forest and and Medford
District BLM lands - http://kalmiopsiswild.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/Special-status-plants-animals-
map3W.jpg and the heritage element map for the Klamath-Siskiyou Region - http://kalmiopsiswild.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/03/KS-Heritage-concentrations-aW.jpg. 

2 http://nativefishsociety.org/index.php/conservation/river-steward-progra/illinois-river/ 

3 Id. 

4 http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/recovery_planning/salmon_steelhead/domains/
southern_oregon_northern_california/soncc_plan_draft_2012_entire.pdf - See map (Figure 30-1) in 
Volume II, p. 30-2. 
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For these and other reasons, the Illinois River Basin has been identified as unique refuge 
for native naturally reproducing populations, including in earlier BLM planning documents 
and in the Governor’s Report on O&C Lands.5 BLM lands in the Illinois Valley are important 
and unique within the Illinois River Basin. 

BLM Lands and Drinking Water in the Illinois Valley 
The population of the Illinois River Valley is approximately 10,000. The Valley is surrounded 
on three sides by BLM and National Forest lands. These federal public lands are the 
source of drinking water for the area’s human population—either through ground or 
surface water— and are the source for agricultural water as well. 

The BLM lands of the Illinois Valley area play an important role in providing clean high 
quality domestic water for its residents. They are often adjacent to or serve as watershed 
to private land where there are homes and farms. The primary domestic source for these 
residences and farms are wells and/or springs and other surface water sources. These 
drinking water source watersheds must be identified and protected in BLM’s planing 
process. 

The State of Oregon has identified the East Fork Illinois River watershed as the Drinking 
Water Source for the City of Cave Junction.6 The City also provides the domestic water the 
community of Kerby, Oregon. BLM lands in the East Fork Illinois River Watershed must be 
managed to protect the drinking water of the Cities of Cave Junction and Kerby. 

Senator Wyden’s Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Area 
In recognition of the outstanding botanical values of BLM lands in the Illinois Valley, the 
1994 Medford District RMP allocated 10,613 acres of BLM lands on the west side of the 
Valley to the Illinois Valley Botanical Emphasis Area (IVBEA). The RMP’s management 
direction and guidelines for the IVBEA are weak. 

Senator Ron Wyden’s O&C Land Grant Act of 2013 (S. 1784) also seeks to protect the 
nationally important botanical values of the area by establishing the Illinois Valley Salmon 
and Botanical Area (Sec. 113 or IVSBA). The boundaries of the IVSBA are similar to the 
BLM’s Illinois Valley Botanical Emphasis Area. See map of IVSBA on Senator Wyden’s 
website.7 However, the management direction in S. 1784 is much stronger and protective 
of the area’s botanical, recreation and scientific values. 

This from Section 113 (a) describes the establishment of the IVSBA: 

5 http://www.oregon.gov/gov/GNRO/docs/OCLandsReport.pdf - see map on p. 94. 

6 City of Cave Junction PWS #4100971 - http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/dwp/docs/swasummary/ 
pws00971.pdf. 

7 Download Senator Wyden’s map (prepared by BLM at the Senator’s request) for the Illinois Valley 
Salmon and Botanical Area at http://www.wyden.senate.gov/download/?id=E65EAAB6-B956-4B79-
A573-8044E8A916D3&download=1 
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  ‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a special resources management unit in 
the State consisting of certain Federal land managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management, as generally depicted on the map entitled ‘O&C Land Grant Act of 2013: 
Illinois Valley Salmon and  Botanical Area’ and dated November 18, 2013, to be known 
as the ‘Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Area’ (referred to in this section as the 
‘Botanical Area’). 

S. 1784 provides a purpose statement and management direction for the IVSBA 
commensurate with the nationally outstanding conservation values of the federal public 
lands (National Forest and BLM) on the west side of the Illinois Valley.  The purpose 
statement of Section 113 reads:

   “(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Botanical Area are to provide for the 
protection, preservation, and enhancement of botanical, nonmotorized recreational, 
ecological, scenic, cultural, watershed, and fish and wildlife values. 

The IVSBA is to be managed under the Conservation Emphasis Area provisions of Section 
105 of S. 1784 specific to the above purposes of the IVSBA. Section (b)(3) of 105 would 
withdraw all lands in the IVSBA from operation of the 1872 Mining Law, subject to valid 
existing rights. 

Under Administration for the IVSBA, Section 113 (c) of S. 1784 states: 

“(1) administer the Botanical Area— 

‘‘(A) in accordance with the laws (including regulations) and rules applicable to the 
Bureau of Land management; and 

‘‘(B) consistent with section 105; and ‘‘(2) only allow uses of the Botanical Area that 
are consistent with the purposes described in subsection (b). 

Under Off-Road Vehicles (Section 113 (d), S. 1784 states:

    ‘‘(d) OFF-ROAD VEHICLES.—The use of motorized vehicles on Bureau of Land 
Management holdings in the Botanical Area shall be limited to roads designated by the 
Secretary. 

Senator Wyden’s Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Area with its purpose. conservation 
emphasis and administration is a viable alternative for the management of the area. It 
should be developed and analyzed in its entirety in one or more alternatives during the 
BLM plan revisions specific to  the management for the botanically rich BLM lands and 
important salmon habitat on the west side of the Illinois Valley. 

The Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (both designated and potential) of the Illinois 
Valley enhance the quality of life in the Valley by providing irreplaceable open space and 

Friends of the Kalmiopsis Comments BLM Plan Revision/Alternatives 3/31/2014 Page 3 of 7 



              

 

 
 

 

  

  

  

  

     

outdoor classrooms. For this small rural community working to diversify its economy and 
move away resource extraction, the establishment of a National Illinois Valley Salmon and 
Botanical Area on BLM (and National Forest) Lands would also enhance tourism. 
Examples are the unique Rough and Ready Creek floodplain encompassed by the Rough 
and Ready Creek ACEC8 and the Eight Dollar Mountain Fen Boardwalk in the Eight Dollar 
Mountain ACEC.9 

The revised BLM LRMP should include one or more alternatives that would administratively 
establish the Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Area as per Section 113 of Senator 
Wyden’s S.1784. 

The Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Special Interest Area 
In the fall of 2013, citizens proposed that Senator Wyden establish the Illinois Valley 
Salmon and Botanical Special Interest Area (IV SBSIA).10 The IV SBSIA includes all BLM 
lands in the Illinois River Basin—in other words the Illinois Valley and surrounding lands and 
the headwaters of Silver Creek. It’s a commonsense recommendation for the management 
of BLM lands in this priceless wild salmon and steelhead refuge. It will help preserve the 
nationally outstanding botanical and fisheries values while allowing the removal of some 
forest products from certain lands. 

One hundred fifty-six citizens signed a petition asking Senator Wyden to establish the IV 
SBSIA.11 In addition, 22 local businesses stated their support for the establishment of the 
IV SBSIA.12 

It’s stated purpose is: 

To preserve and enhance the Illinois Valley’s rich salmon habitat; world-renowned 
botanical values and biological diversity; clean drinking water sources; scenery; and 
opportunities for quiet recreation on federal public lands. 

The social values of the federal public lands of the Illinois Valley are integral to the rural 
communities of the valley. These lands are the source of clean drinking water. They 
enhance the quality of life of residents, which in turn attracts new home owners and 
small businesses. They draw visitors to the area because of their nationally 

8 See - http://www.fs.fed.us/wildflowers/regions/Pacific_Northwest/RoughReady/index.shtml, http://
www.npsoregon.org/kalmiopsis/kalmiopsis04/borgias_ullian.pdf\ and http://www.highway199.org/unique-
places/rough-ready-forest-state-park/ 

9 See - http://www.fs.fed.us/wildflowers/regions/Pacific_Northwest/EightDollar/index.shtml and http://
kalmiopsiswild.org/explore-kalmiopsis-wildlands/illinois-river-valley/eight-dollar-mountain/ 

10 See - http://kalmiopsiswild.org/illinois-valley-salmonbotanical-special-interest-area/ 

11 See - http://org2.salsalabs.com/o/5632/p/dia/action3/common/public/index?
action_KEY=15227&start=100 

12 IV SBSA business supporter list is available on request. 
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outstanding scientific, scenic and recreational values. The federal public lands within 
and adjacent to the Illinois Valley are important to local livelihoods and are natural 
assets to our nation and Oregon. 

The botanical, fisheries and scientific values of the National Forest and BLM are 
described above under - Illinois River Valley Federal Public Lands: A High Priority for 
Conservation. 

Management recommendations for Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Special Interest 
Area are as follows: 

1. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Research Natural Areas: Retain all 
existing and potential ACESs and RNAs listed in the 2008 Western Oregon Plan 
Revisions, Table N-1. Add additional ACECs and RNAs as new information 
becomes available. The following shall apply to all existing, potential and future 
ACECs and RNAs: 

o	 Off-highway vehicles: Close all areas to vehicle travel off BLM system roads, 
county roads or state and federal highways. 

o	 Locatable minerals: Withdraw all areas from location and entry under the 
mining laws of the United States. 

o	 Salable minerals: Close all areas to the sale and removal of non-locatable 
minerals. 

o	 Recreation: Provide opportunities for quiet recreation consistent with preserving 
the area’s high botanical and scientific values and rare plant communities. 

o	 Timber Harvest: Limit harvest to manual fuel treatments that benefit existing 
habitat for listed plants and to reduce fuel loads and remove trees 
encroaching on meadows. 

The following apply to all other lands BLM lands in the IV SBSIA: 

1. Riparian Habitat: Manage all riparian habitat under the applicable goals and 
objectives and standards and guidelines of the Northwest Forest Plan’s Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy. 

2. Logging: Will be allowed in stands of 80 years and younger, restricted to trees 80 
years of age or younger on suitable soils. This applies to post-fire logging also. 

3. Off Road Vehicle use: All lands will be closed to OHV use unless posted open. 

4. Mining: Withdraw from location and entry under the mining laws of the United States 
all rivers and major streams (i.e. BLM sections that include the Illinois River 
mainstem and its west and east forks; Deer Creek, Sucker Creek, Althouse Creek, 
Rough and Ready Creek, Whiskey Creek, and North Fork Silver Creek. 
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5. Wild and Scenic Rivers: Add Rough and Ready Creek on BLM land to the National 
Wild and Scenic River System with the highest potential classification of “Scenic,” 
and the following Outstandingly Remarkable Values: Botanical; Geological/ 
Hydrological; Scenic; Water Quality. 

The IV SBSIA is a viable alternative for the management of BLM lands in the Illinois River 
Basin. We ask that It be included in one or more alternatives in the BLM’s Western Oregon 
Plan Revision. A map of the IV SBSA can downloaded by clicking here. A larger high 
resolution file is available on request. 

Highest level of protect warranted 
The Illinois River Valley (IV) has an incredibly diverse and interesting botanical resource.  
Ultramafic communities, oak woodland communities and closed canopy mixed evergreen 
forests (both xeric and mesic) are co-mingled in small patches to create a nationally 
outstanding botanical botanically rich landscape. The Illinois Valley has high plant species 
diversity and a concentration of endemic and "listed" species. 

Much of the Illinois River’s "interior valley" (and adjacent near-valley slopes) is in private 
ownership. However, BLM ownership (both O&C and Public Domain) is co-mingled with 
the private ownership. The BLM lands provide important east/west and north/south 
connectivity for surrounding National Forest lands. These diverse interior valley BLM lands 
also provide habitat for species usually associated with old-growth forests such as the 
Pacific fisher and the red tree vole. NOAA Fisheries’, Draft SONCC Coho Recovery Plan 
demonstrates the importance of BLM lands for coho recovery. 

Senator Wyden’s O&C Land Grant Act of 2013 takes a little different approach to the 
citizen’s Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Special Interest Area. Analysis may show it 
provides greater protection for those BLM lands within the Illinois Valley Salmon and 
Botanical Area (Sec. 113). It also establishes the Mungers Butte Backcountry Area and 
provides protection to legacy old-growth. However, important BLM lands in the Deer Creek 
Sub-basin and other areas allocated as Forestry Emphasis Areas by S.1784 would benefit 
from the protection included in the citizen’s IV SBSIA. We believe Illinois River Basin BLM 
lands deserve the highest level of protection possible. This could be achieved by a 
combination of approaches. 

Direction of Secretary of Interior Sally Jewell to identify key conservation priorities 
using a landscape-scale approach 

On October 31, 2013, Secretary of the Interior, Sally Jewell, issued Order 3330. The order 
directs the Department of Interior to not only advance safe and responsible development 
of our energy resources but to also “promote the conservation of our Federal lands and 
natural resources for generations to come.”13 The order states that “[c]entral to this 

13 http://www.doi.gov/news/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&pageid=380602 
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strategy will be (1) the use of a landscape-scale approach to identify and facilitate 
investment in key conservation priorities in a region ...”14 

In remarks to the National Press Club that same day, Secretary Jewell noted that we’re 
approaching the 100th Anniversary of the National Park Service (2016) and the 50th 
Anniversary of the Wilderness Act (2014).  In prepared remarks Secretary states that “as 
we stand at this juncture, it’s important to think about what conservation legacy we will 
leave for the next 50 years, for the next 100 years.”15 Secretary Jewell then criticized 
Congress for its inaction in protecting federal public lands and said: “As he has already 
demonstrated, President Obama is ready and willing to step up where Congress falls 
short.” She noted that there are more special places in need of protection and that there 
are “some places to special to develop.” 

Senator Ron Wyden has identified BLM lands within the Illinois River Basin as one of those 
special places (the Illinois Valley Salmon and Botanical Area, Mungers Butte Backcountry 
Area and others) and as a conservation priority. Local citizens and businesses have also 
developed a proposal for the conservation of Illinois Valley BLM lands. The State of Oregon 
has designated the East Fork Illinois River Watershed, which includes BLM lands, as the 
Drinking Water Source for the City of Cave Junction. NOAA Fisheries notes the importance 
of the Illinois Valley for recovering SONCC Coho Salmon and the Governor of Oregon’s 
Report on O&C Lands identifies the Illinois Basin as a salmon refuge. 

The Illinois River Basin’s BLM lands that are subject to the Western Oregon Plan Revisions 
(a landscape level planning approach) are clearly a “key conservation priority.” It’s now up 
to BLM to also recognize these values and to protect and preserve them as Secretary 
Jewell said “for generations to come.” Alternatives developed for the Western Oregon BLM 
Plan Revision must reflect the high conservation values of these public lands as identified 
by Senator Wyden, federal and state agencies and citizens and to provide management 
direction that will preserve them for generations to come 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Ullian, Coordinator 
Friends of the Kalmiopsis 
1134 S. E. Allenwood 
Grants Pass, Oregon 97527 

CC: Senator Ron Wyden 
Senator Jeff Merkley 
Secretary of the Interior, Sally Jewell 
Governor John Kitzhaber 

14 Id. 

15 http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/secretary-jewell-offers-vision-for-conservation-balanced-
development-youth-engagement-in-national-press-club-speech.cfm 
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March 26, 2014 

Emailed to: blm_or_rmps_westernoregon@blm.gov 

Bureau of Land Management 

Resource Management Plan Western Oregon 

Subject: Public Comment on Western Oregon Resource Mgmt. PLlan (RMP)_Recreation Planning 

Criteria 

I have been made aware of the possibility of designating an Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) Emphasis area 

for the Johns Peak/Timber Mountain Area. I wanted to let you know that I grew up in the area and still 

have family living there. The area that you are talking about is absolutely not suited for the purposes you 

are proposing to make it an OHV area. 

You could be miles away and hear someone talking like they are around the corner. When you put the 

possibility of the OHV’s on the mountain it would be devastating for the people that live there and for the 

wildlife; not to mention the potential for accidental fire. One spark could devastate residents, homes and 

wildlife in the area. The remote location would make it difficult for firefighters or rescue personnel to get 

into the area quickly enough to stop property damage and possibly the loss of life. The incentive for many 

residents to live in the area is to get way from traffic and noise. 

I do not live in the area anymore, but I do love to visit family and friends in the area because it is beautiful 

and quiet. To lose the peace and natural tranquility would be devastating to everyone. The proposal 

would have a negative impact on property values as well in my view. The roads in the area are not well 

maintained year around creating at times dangerous driving conditions. To add kids and others riding off-

road vehicles to the mix would be a prescription for disaster. The residents in the area know the roads 

and respect their neighbors and the environment. This proposal would create a liability for residents and 

BLM. 

This proposition is unfair to the residents and wildlife in the area. 

Respectfully, 

Shannon Childers shanchi@charter.net 

1174 White Chapel Drive 

Central Point, OR 97504 

541-778-3029 

mailto:blm_or_rmps_westernoregon@blm.gov
mailto:shanchi@charter.net
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

50 CFR Part 17 

[Docket No. FWS–R9–ES–2012–0050; MO– 
4500030113] 

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants; Review of Native Species 
That Are Candidates for Listing as 
Endangered or Threatened; Annual 
Notice of Findings on Resubmitted 
Petitions; Annual Description of 
Progress on Listing Actions 

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of review. 


SUMMARY: In this Candidate Notice of 
Review (CNOR), we, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service), present an 
updated list of plant and animal species 
native to the United States that we 
regard as candidates for or have 
proposed for addition to the Lists of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended. 
Identification of candidate species can 
assist environmental planning efforts by 
providing advance notice of potential 
listings, allowing landowners and 
resource managers to alleviate threats 
and thereby possibly remove the need to 
list species as endangered or threatened. 
Even if we subsequently list a candidate 
species, the early notice provided here 
could result in more options for species 
management and recovery by prompting 
candidate conservation measures to 
alleviate threats to the species. 

The CNOR summarizes the status and 
threats that we evaluated in order to 
determine that species qualify as 
candidates and to assign a listing 
priority number (LPN) to each species or 
to determine that species should be 
removed from candidate status. 
Additional material that we relied on is 
available in the Species Assessment and 
Listing Priority Assignment Forms 
(species assessment forms) for each 
candidate species. 

Overall, this CNOR recognizes two 
new candidates, changes the LPN for 
nine candidates, and removes three 
species from candidate status. 
Combined with other decisions for 
individual species that were published 
separately from this CNOR in the past 
year, the current number of species that 
are candidates for listing is 192. 

This document also includes our 
findings on resubmitted petitions and 
describes our progress in revising the 
Lists of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants (Lists) during the 

period October 1, 2011, through 
September 30, 2012. 

We request additional status 
information that may be available for 
the 192 candidate species identified in 
this CNOR. 
DATES: We will accept information on 
any of the species in this Candidate 
Notice of Review at any time. 
ADDRESSES: This notice is available on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov and http:// 
www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/ 
cnor.html. Species assessment forms 
with information and references on a 
particular candidate species’ range, 
status, habitat needs, and listing priority 
assignment are available for review at 
the appropriate Regional Office listed 
below in SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION or 
at the Office of Communications and 
Candidate Conservation, Arlington, VA 
(see address under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT), or on our Web 
site (http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/ 
pub/candidateSpecies.jsp). Please 
submit any new information, materials, 
comments, or questions of a general 
nature on this notice to the Arlington, 
VA, address listed under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT. Please submit any 
new information, materials, comments, 
or questions pertaining to a particular 
species to the address of the Endangered 
Species Coordinator in the appropriate 
Regional Office listed in SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The 
Endangered Species Coordinator(s) in 
the appropriate Regional Office(s), or 
Chief, Office of Communications and 
Candidate Conservation, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 4401 N. Fairfax Drive, 
Room 420, Arlington, VA 22203 
(telephone 703–358–2171). Persons who 
use a telecommunications device for the 
deaf (TDD) may call the Federal 
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 
800–877–8339. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: We 
request additional status information 
that may be available for any of the 
candidate species identified in this 
CNOR. We will consider this 
information to monitor changes in the 
status or LPN of candidate species and 
to manage candidates as we prepare 
listing documents and future revisions 
to the notice of review. We also request 
information on additional species to 
consider including as candidates as we 
prepare future updates of this notice. 

You may submit your information 
concerning this notice in general or for 
any of the species included in this 
notice by one of the methods listed in 
the ADDRESSES section. 

Species-specific information and 
materials we receive will be available 
for public inspection by appointment, 
during normal business hours, at the 
appropriate Regional Office listed below 
under Request for Information in 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION. General 
information we receive will be available 
at the Office of Communications and 
Candidate Conservation, Arlington, VA 
(see address under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Candidate Notice of Review 

Background 
The Endangered Species Act of 1973, 

as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) 
(ESA), requires that we identify species 
of wildlife and plants that are 
endangered or threatened, based on the 
best available scientific and commercial 
information. As defined in section 3 of 
the ESA, an endangered species is any 
species which is in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range, and a threatened species is 
any species which is likely to become 
an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. Through 
the Federal rulemaking process, we add 
species that meet these definitions to 
the List of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife at 50 CFR 17.11 or the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Plants at 50 
CFR 17.12. As part of this program, we 
maintain a list of species that we regard 
as candidates for listing. A candidate 
species is one for which we have on file 
sufficient information on biological 
vulnerability and threats to support a 
proposal to list as endangered or 
threatened, but for which preparation 
and publication of a proposal is 
precluded by higher-priority listing 
actions. We may identify a species as a 
candidate for listing after we have 
conducted an evaluation of its status on 
our own initiative, or after we have 
made a positive finding on a petition to 
list a species, in particular we have 
found that listing is warranted but 
precluded by other higher priority 
listing actions (see the Petition Findings 
section, below). 

We maintain this list of candidates for 
a variety of reasons: To notify the public 
that these species are facing threats to 
their survival; to provide advance 
knowledge of potential listings that 
could affect decisions of environmental 
planners and developers; to provide 
information that may stimulate and 
guide conservation efforts that will 
remove or reduce threats to these 
species and possibly make listing 
unnecessary; to request input from 
interested parties to help us identify 

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cnor.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cnor.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cnor.html
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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those candidate species that may not 
require protection under the ESA or 
additional species that may require the 
ESA’s protections; and to request 
necessary information for setting 
priorities for preparing listing proposals. 
We strongly encourage collaborative 
conservation efforts for candidate 
species, and offer technical and 
financial assistance to facilitate such 
efforts. For additional information 
regarding such assistance, please 
contact the appropriate Regional Office 
listed under Request for Information or 
visit our Web site, http://www.fws.gov/ 
endangered/what-we-do/cca.html. 

Previous Notices of Review 
We have been publishing candidate 

notices of review (CNOR) since 1975. 
The most recent CNOR (prior to this 
CNOR) was published on October 26, 
2011 (76 FR 66370). CNORs published 
since 1994 are available on our Web 
site, http://www.fws.gov/endangered/ 
what-we-do/cnor.html. For copies of 
CNORs published prior to 1994, please 
contact the Office of Communications 
and Candidate Conservation (see FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section 
above). 

On September 21, 1983, we published 
guidance for assigning an LPN for each 
candidate species (48 FR 43098). Using 
this guidance, we assign each candidate 
an LPN of 1 to 12, depending on the 
magnitude of threats, immediacy of 
threats, and taxonomic status; the lower 
the LPN, the higher the listing priority 
(that is, a species with an LPN of 1 
would have the highest listing priority). 
Section 4(h)(3) of the ESA (16 U.S.C. 
1533(h)(3)) requires the Secretary to 
establish guidelines for such a priority-
ranking guidance system. As explained 
below, in using this system we first 
categorize based on the magnitude of 
the threat(s), then by the immediacy of 
the threat(s), and finally by taxonomic 
status. 

Under this priority-ranking system, 
magnitude of threat can be either ‘‘high’’ 
or ‘‘moderate to low.’’ This criterion 
helps ensure that the species facing the 
greatest threats to their continued 
existence receive the highest listing 
priority. It is important to recognize that 
all candidate species face threats to their 
continued existence, so the magnitude 
of threats is in relative terms. For all 
candidate species, the threats are of 
sufficiently high magnitude to put them 
in danger of extinction, or make them 
likely to become in danger of extinction 
in the foreseeable future. But for species 
with higher magnitude threats, the 
threats have a greater likelihood of 
bringing about extinction or are 
expected to bring about extinction on a 

shorter timescale (once the threats are 
imminent) than for species with lower 
magnitude threats. Because we do not 
routinely quantify how likely or how 
soon extinction would be expected to 
occur absent listing, we must evaluate 
factors that contribute to the likelihood 
and time scale for extinction. We 
therefore consider information such as: 
The number of populations or extent of 
range of the species affected by the 
threat(s) or both; the biological 
significance of the affected 
population(s), taking into consideration 
the life-history characteristics of the 
species and its current abundance and 
distribution; whether the threats affect 
the species in only a portion of its range, 
and if so, the likelihood of persistence 
of the species in the unaffected portions; 
the severity of the effects and the 
rapidity with which they have caused or 
are likely to cause mortality to 
individuals and accompanying declines 
in population levels; whether the effects 
are likely to be permanent; and the 
extent to which any ongoing 
conservation efforts reduce the severity 
of the threat. 

As used in our priority-ranking 
system, immediacy of threat is 
categorized as either ‘‘imminent’’ or 
‘‘nonimminent’’ and is based on when 
the threats will begin. If a threat is 
currently occurring or likely to occur in 
the very near future, we classify the 
threat as imminent. Determining the 
immediacy of threats helps ensure that 
species facing actual, identifiable threats 
are given priority for listing proposals 
over those for which threats are only 
potential or species that are intrinsically 
vulnerable to certain types of threats but 
are not known to be presently facing 
such threats. 

Our priority ranking system has three 
categories for taxonomic status: Species 
that are the sole members of a genus; 
full species (in genera that have more 
than one species); and subspecies and 
distinct population segments of 
vertebrate species (DPS). 

The result of the ranking system is 
that we assign each candidate a listing 
priority number of 1 to 12. For example, 
if the threats are of high magnitude, 
with immediacy classified as imminent, 
the listable entity is assigned an LPN of 
1, 2, or 3 based on its taxonomic status 
(i.e., a species that is the only member 
of its genus would be assigned to the 
LPN 1 category, a full species to LPN 2, 
and a subspecies or DPS would be 
assigned to LPN 3). In summary, the 
LPN ranking system provides a basis for 
making decisions about the relative 
priority for preparing a proposed rule to 
list a given species. No matter which 
LPN we assign to a species, each species 

included in this notice as a candidate is 
one for which we have sufficient 
information to prepare a proposed rule 
to list because it is in danger of 
extinction or likely to become 
endangered within the foreseeable 
future throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. 

For more information on the process 
and standards used in assigning LPNs, 
a copy of the 1983 guidance is available 
on our Web site at: http://www.fws.gov/ 
endangered/esa-library/pdf/48fr43098-
43105.pdf. For more information on the 
LPN assigned to a particular species, the 
species assessment for each candidate 
contains the LPN chart and a rationale 
for the determination of the magnitude 
and immediacy of threat(s) and 
assignment of the LPN; that information 
is summarized in this CNOR. 

This revised notice supersedes all 
previous animal, plant, and combined 
candidate notices of review. 

Summary of This CNOR 
Since publication of the previous 

CNOR on October 26, 2011 (76 FR 
66370), we reviewed the available 
information on candidate species to 
ensure that a proposed listing is 
justified for each species, and 
reevaluated the relative LPN assigned to 
each species. We also evaluated the 
need to emergency-list any of these 
species, particularly species with high 
priorities (i.e., species with LPNs of 1, 
2, or 3). This review and reevaluation 
ensures that we focus conservation 
efforts on those species at greatest risk 
first. 

In addition to reviewing candidate 
species since publication of the last 
CNOR, we have worked on numerous 
findings in response to petitions to list 
species, and on proposed and final 
determinations for rules to list species 
under the ESA. Some of these findings 
and determinations have been 
completed and published in the Federal 
Register, while work on others is still 
under way (see Preclusion and 
Expeditious Progress, below, for details). 

Based on our review of the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information, with this CNOR we 
identify 2 new candidate species (see 
New Candidates, below), change the 
LPN for 9 candidates (see Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates, below) 
and determine that a listing proposal is 
not warranted for 3 species and thus 
remove them from candidate status (see 
Candidate Removals, below). Combined 
with the other decisions published 
separately from this CNOR, a total of 
192 species (including 69 plant and 123 
animal species) are now candidates 
awaiting preparation of rules proposing 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/48fr43098-43105.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/48fr43098-43105.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/48fr43098-43105.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cnor.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cnor.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cca.html
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/cca.html
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their listing. These 192 species, along 
with the 94 species currently proposed 
for listing (including 6 species proposed 
for listing due to similarity in 
appearance), are included in Table 1. 

Table 2 lists the changes from the 
previous CNOR, and includes 47 species 
identified in the previous CNOR as 
either proposed for listing or classified 
as candidates that are no longer in those 
categories. This includes 41 species for 
which we published a final listing rule, 
1 species for which we published a 
withdrawal of a proposed rule, 2 
candidate species for which we 
published separate not-warranted 
findings and removed from candidate 
status, plus the 3 species in this notice 
that we have determined do not meet 
the definition of an endangered or 
threatened species and therefore do not 
warrant listing. We have removed these 
species from candidate status in this 
CNOR. 

New Candidates 
Below we present a brief summary of 

one new mammal (Peñ asco least 
chipmunk), and one new fish 
(Cumberland arrow darter), that are 
additions to this year’s CNOR. Complete 
information, including references, can 
be found in the species assessment 
forms. You may obtain a copy of these 
forms from the Regional Office having 
the lead for the species, or from our Web 
site http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/ 
candidateSpecies.jsp. For these species, 
we find that we have on file sufficient 
information on biological vulnerability 
and threats to support a proposal to list 
as endangered or threatened, but that 
preparation and publication of a 
proposal is precluded by higher-priority 
listing actions (i.e., it met our definition 
of a candidate species). We also note 
below that two other species—San 
Francisco Bay-Delta longfin smelt DPS 
and Arapahoe snowfly—were identified 
as candidates earlier this year as a result 
of separate petition findings published 
in the Federal Register. 

Mammals 
Peñasco least chipmunk (Tamias 

minimus atristriatus)—The Peñasco 
least chipmunk is endemic to the White 
Mountains, Otero and Lincoln Counties, 
and the Sacramento Mountains, Otero 
County, New Mexico. The Peñ asco least 
chipmunk historically had a broad 
distribution throughout the Sacramento 
Mountains within ponderosa pine 
forests. The last verification of 
persistence of the Sacramento 
Mountains population of Peñasco least 
chipmunk was in 1966, and the 
subspecies appears to be extirpated from 
the Sacramento Mountains. The only 

remaining known distribution of the 
least chipmunk is restricted to open, 
high elevation, talus slopes within a 
subalpine grassland, located in the 
Sierra Blanca area, White Mountains, 
Lincoln and Otero Counties, New 
Mexico. 

The Peñasco least chipmunk faces 
threats from present or threatened 
destruction, modification, and 
curtailment of its habitat from the 
alteration or loss of mature ponderosa 
pine forests in one of the two 
historically-occupied areas. The 
documented decline in occupied 
localities, in conjunction with the small 
numbers of individuals captured, are 
linked to widespread habitat alteration. 
Moreover, the highly-fragmented nature 
of its current distribution is a significant 
contributor to the vulnerability of this 
subspecies and increases the likelihood 
of very small, isolated populations being 
extirpated. As a result of this 
fragmentation, even if suitable habitat 
exists (or is restored) in the Sacramento 
Mountains, the likelihood of 
recolonization of historical habitat or 
population expansion from the White 
Mountains is extremely remote. 
Considering the magnitude and 
imminence of these threats to the 
subspecies and its habitat, and the 
vulnerability of the White Mountains 
population, we conclude that the least 
chipmunk is in danger of extinction 
throughout all of its known range now 
or in the foreseeable future. 

The remaining population of Peñasco 
least chipmunk in the White Mountains 
is particularly susceptible to extinction 
as a result of small, reduced population 
sizes and its isolation. Because of the 
reduced population size and lack of 
contiguous habitat adjacent to the extant 
White Mountains population, even a 
small impact on the White Mountains 
could have a very large impact on the 
status of the species as a whole. As a 
result of its restricted range, apparent 
small population size, and fragmented 
historical habitat, the one known 
remaining extant population in the 
White Mountains is inherently 
vulnerable to extinction due to effects of 
small, population sizes. These impacts 
are likely to be seen in the population 
at some point in the foreseeable future, 
but do not appear to be affecting this 
population currently. Therefore, we 
conclude the threats to this population 
are of high magnitude, but not 
imminent. Therefore, we assign an LPN 
of 6 to the subspecies. 

Fish 
Cumberland arrow darter (Etheostoma 

sagitta sagitta)—The following summary 
is based on information in our files. The 

Cumberland arrow darter is a brightly 
colored darter with a total length of 116 
millimeters (4.6 inches). It is restricted 
to the upper Cumberland River basin in 
southeastern Kentucky and northeastern 
Tennessee. The Cumberland arrow 
darter typically inhabits small, 
headwater streams (first to third order) 
but is sometimes observed in larger 
streams or small rivers. Its preferred 
habitat consists of pools or transitional 
areas between riffles and pools (runs 
and glides) in moderate to high gradient 
streams with bedrock, boulder, and 
cobble substrates. Cumberland arrow 
darters feed on a variety of aquatic 
invertebrates, but adults feed 
predominantly on larval mayflies (order 
Ephemeroptera), specifically the 
families Heptageniidae and Baetidae. 
Rangewide surveys from 2010 to 2012 
revealed that the Cumberland arrow 
darter has been extirpated from portions 
of its range. During these efforts, the 
subspecies was observed at 60 of 101 
historical streams and 72 of 123 
historical sites. 

The subspecies’ habitat and range 
have been degraded and limited by 
water pollution from surface coal 
mining and gas exploration activities; 
removal of riparian vegetation; stream 
channelization; increased siltation 
associated with poor mining, logging, 
and agricultural practices; and 
deforestation of watersheds. The 
magnitude of these threats is most 
severe in the eastern half of the range, 
where resource extraction activities are 
more common and public ownership is 
sparse. The threat magnitude is lower in 
the western half of the range where 
resource extraction activities are less 
severe and a larger proportion of the 
range is in public ownership. Since the 
species and its life cycle and habitat 
requirements are fairly evenly 
distributed across its range, overall, the 
magnitude of the threats is moderate. 
We also consider these threats to be 
imminent because the threats are 
ongoing and will continue for the 
foreseeable future. Consequently, we 
assigned an LPN of 9 to the Cumberland 
arrow darter. 

Longfin smelt, San Francisco Bay-
Delta DPS (Spirinchus thaleichthys)— 
We previously announced candidate 
status for this DPS, and described the 
reasons and data on which the finding 
was based, in a separate warranted-but-
precluded 12-month petition finding 
published on April 2, 2012 (77 FR 
19756). 

Insects 
Arapahoe snowfly (Capnia 

arapahoe)—We previously announced 
candidate status for this species, and 

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
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described the reasons and data on 
which the finding was based, in a 
separate warranted-but-precluded 12-
month petition finding published on 
May 10, 2012 (77 FR 27386). 

Listing Priority Changes in Candidates 
We reviewed the LPN for all 

candidate species and are changing the 
numbers for the following species 
discussed below. Some of the changes 
reflect actual changes in either the 
magnitude or immediacy of the threats. 
For some species, the LPN change 
reflects efforts to ensure national 
consistency as well as closer adherence 
to the 1983 guidelines in assigning these 
numbers, rather than an actual change 
in the nature of the threats. 

Reptiles 
Sonoran desert tortoise (Gopherus 

morafkai)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. Sonoran desert tortoises are most 
closely associated with Sonoran and 
Mojave Desert scrub vegetation types, 
but may also be found in other habitat 
types within their distribution and 
elevation range. They occur most 
commonly on rocky, steep slopes and 
bajadas in paloverde-mixed cacti 
associations. Washes and valley bottoms 
may be used in dispersal and, in some 
areas, as all or part of home ranges. Most 
Sonoran desert tortoises in Arizona 
occur between 904 to 4,198 feet (275 to 
1280 meters) in elevation. The Sonoran 
desert tortoise is distributed south and 
east of the Colorado River in Arizona in 
all counties except for Navajo, Apache, 
Coconino, and Greenlee Counties, south 
to the Rio Yaqui in southern Sonora, 
Mexico. 

Threats known to affect Sonoran 
desert tortoises include nonnative plant 
species invasions and altered fire 
regimes; urban and agricultural 
development, and human population 
growth; barriers to dispersal and genetic 
exchange; off-highway vehicles; roads 
and highways; historical ironwood and 
mesquite tree harvest in Mexico; 
improper livestock grazing 
(predominantly in Mexico); 
undocumented human immigration and 
interdiction activities; illegal collection; 
predation from feral dogs; human 
depredation and vandalism; drought; 
and climate change. Threats to the 
Sonoran desert tortoise differ 
geographically in type and scope, and 
are highly synergistic in their effects. 
However, in their totality, these threats 
are high in magnitude because of the 
large amount of habitat that is likely to 
be affected and the irreversible nature of 
the effect of these threats in sensitive 
habitats that are slow to rebound. While 

some threats are ongoing, the more 
significant ones are not. Thus, overall, 
the threats are nonimminent. Recent 
phylogenetic research confirmed what 
has been suspected for decades within 
the scientific community that the 
Sonoran desert tortoise is a distinct 
species. Therefore, we changed the LPN 
from a 6 to a 5, reflecting that this entity 
is now a full species and no longer a 
DPS. 

Sonoyta mud turtle (Kinosternon 
sonoriense longifemorale)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Sonoyta mud turtle occurs in a 
spring and pond at Quitobaquito 
Springs on Organ Pipe Cactus National 
Monument in Arizona, and in the Rio 
Sonoyta and Quitovac Spring of Sonora, 
Mexico. Loss and degradation of stream 
habitat from water diversion and 
groundwater pumping, along with its 
very limited distribution, are the 
primary threats to the Sonoyta mud 
turtle. The Sonoyta mud turtle may also 
be vulnerable to aerial spraying of 
pesticides on nearby agricultural fields. 
Sonoyta mud turtles are highly aquatic 
and depend on permanent water for 
survival. The area of southwest Arizona 
and northern Sonora where the Sonoyta 
mud turtle occurs is one of the driest 
regions in the Southwest. Due to 
continued drought and irrigated 
agriculture in the region, we expect 
surface water in the Rio Sonoyta to 
further dwindle in the foreseeable future 
but not as imminently as previously 
believed since National Park Service 
staff have implemented several actions 
to stabilize the water levels at 
Quitobaquito Springs. However, surface 
water use will have a significant impact 
on the survival of this subspecies. Based 
on a change in the timing of the threat 
from the reduction of surface water to 
nonimminent (i.e., expected to occur in 
foreseeable future), we are changing the 
LPN for Sonoyta mud turtle from a 3 to 
a 6. 

Amphibians 
Black Warrior waterdog (Necturus 

alabamensis)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files. No new information was 
provided in the petition we received on 
May 11, 2004. The Black Warrior 
waterdog is a salamander that inhabits 
streams above the Fall Line within the 
Black Warrior River Basin in Alabama. 
There is very little specific locality 
information available on the historical 
distribution of the Black Warrior 
waterdog because little attention was 
given to this species between its 

description in 1937 and the 1980s. 
During this time, there were a total of 
only 11 known historical records from 
4 Alabama counties. Two of these sites 
have now been inundated by 
impoundments. Extensive survey work 
was conducted in the 1990s to look for 
additional populations. As a result of 
that work, the species was documented 
at 14 sites in 5 counties. 

Water-quality degradation is the 
biggest threat to the continued existence 
of the Black Warrior waterdog. Most 
streams that have been surveyed for the 
waterdog showed evidence of pollution 
and many appeared biologically 
depauperate. Sources of point and 
nonpoint pollution in the Black Warrior 
River Basin have been numerous and 
widespread. Pollution is generated from 
inadequately treated effluent from 
industrial plants, sanitary landfills, 
sewage treatment plants, poultry 
operations, and cattle feedlots. Surface 
mining represents another threat to the 
biological integrity of waterdog habitat. 
Runoff from old, abandoned coal mines 
generates pollution through 
acidification, increased mineralization, 
and sediment loading. The North River, 
Locust Fork, and Mulberry Fork, all 
streams that this species inhabits, are on 
the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
list of impaired waters. An additional 
threat to the Black Warrior waterdog is 
the creation of large impoundments that 
have flooded thousands of square 
hectares of its habitat. These 
impoundments are likely marginal or 
unsuitable habitat for the salamander. 
Suitable habitat for the Black Warrior 
waterdog is limited, and available data 
indicate extant populations are small 
and their viability is questionable. This 
situation is pervasive and problematic; 
water quality issues are persistent and 
regulatory mechanisms are not 
ameliorating these ongoing threats. The 
most current survey information 
indicates all populations except one 
may have decreased below detectable 
limits indicating the threats have 
increased in their severity and effects on 
the species. Based on this updated 
information, the threats are now of high 
magnitude overall. Water quality 
degradation in the Black Warrior Basin 
is ongoing, therefore, the threats are 
imminent. We have changed the LPN 
from an 8 to a 2 for this species. 

Snails 
Page springsnail (Pyrgulopsis 

morrisoni)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. The Page springsnail is known 
from a complex of springs located 
within an approximately 0.93-mi (1.5-
km) stretch along the west side of Oak 
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Creek around the community of Page 
Springs, and within springs located 
along Spring Creek, tributary to Oak 
Creek, Yavapai County, Arizona. 

The primary threat to the Page 
springsnail has been modification of 
habitat by domestic use, agriculture, 
ranching, fish hatchery operations, 
recreation, and groundwater 
withdrawal. Many of the springs where 
the species occurs have been subjected 
to some level of modification. However, 
the immediacy of the threat of 
groundwater withdrawal is uncertain, 
due to conflicting information regarding 
immediacy. Based on recent survey 
data, it appears that the Page springsnail 
is abundant within natural habitats and 
persists in modified habitats, albeit at 
reduced densities. Arizona Game and 
Fish Department (AGFD) management 
plans for the Bubbling Ponds and Page 
Springs fish hatcheries include 
commitments to replace lost habitat and 
to monitor remaining populations of 
invertebrates such as the Page 
springsnail. The candidate conservation 
agreement with assurances (CCAA) for 
the Page springsnail has resulted in the 
implementation of conservation 
measures such as restoration and 
creation of spring ecosystems, including 
springs on AGFD properties. The 
implementation of the CCAA has 
resulted in measurable benefits to the 
species and its habitats. Additionally, 
the National Park Service has expressed 
an interest in restoring natural 
springhead integrity to Shea Springs, a 
site historically occupied by Page 
springsnail. 

Accordingly, we find that ongoing 
implementation of the CCAA continues 
to substantially reduce the magnitude 
and immediacy of threats to, and to 
appreciably improve the conservation 
status of, the species. Therefore, we are 
changing the LPN for the Page 
springsnail from an 8 to an 11. 

Insects 
Nevares Spring naucorid bug 

(Ambrysus funebris)—The Nevares 
Spring naucorid bug is an aquatic insect 
that has a distribution that is limited to 
the Travertine-Nevares Springs Complex 
within Death Valley National Park, Inyo 
County, California. Surveys indicate 
that it is a rare species within the 
aquatic invertebrate community. The 
Travertine and Nevares Springs areas 
have eight water collection facilities that 
provide water for commercial and 
domestic uses. Information pertaining to 
the historical distribution of the Nevares 
Spring naucorid bug prior to the 
development of the local water 
collection systems is not available. 
However, several of the aquatic habitats 

where the insect occurred have been 
eliminated or substantially reduced in 
size. It is likely that the species 
occupied a large area of habitat where 
suitable micro-habitat features were 
present. The widespread loss of aquatic 
habitat within the Travertine-Nevares 
Springs Complex since the water 
collection systems were installed 
suggests the species has experienced 
major reductions in abundance and 
distribution as springbrook 
environments were eliminated or 
reduced in extent. The adverse effects of 
water diversion activities are most 
pronounced during the summer months, 
when aquatic habitats and the species 
that occupy those habitats are most 
restricted, and therefore vulnerable to 
perturbation. In addition, as the human 
population in southwestern Nevada 
grows, the demand for ground water and 
the application for permits to pump 
more ground water from the 
underground aquifer that supplies water 
to desert springs, seeps, and streams in 
Death Valley National Park will grow. 
This would likely reduce the quantity of 
water supplies to desert seeps, springs, 
and streams and reduce the habitat 
available to the Nevares Spring naucorid 
bug. 

Nonnative mosquitofish (Gambusia 
affinis) may prey on and compete with 
Nevares Spring naucorid bugs for food 
resources. Crayfish (Procambarus sp.) 
are in close proximity to the naucorid 
bug’s range, and if ever introduced into 
the same habitat, could pose an 
immediate threat to the species. The 
presence of nonnative plants may also 
reduce water availability or alter 
microhabitat features. Climate change 
will likely affect the species because 
increasing temperatures will likely 
result in greater evaporation rates and 
increasingly arid conditions, which may 
result in decreased recharge rates into 
the groundwater system. In previous 
years, magnitude of threats was 
classified as high and immediacy of 
threats was classified as nonimminent 
for this species, resulting in an LPN of 
5. However, the primary threats to this 
species are ongoing, and, thus, to ensure 
consistency in the application of our 
listing priority process, we have 
changed the immediacy of threats from 
nonimminent to imminent, resulting in 
an LPN of 2 (high magnitude and 
imminent threats) for the Nevares 
Spring naucorid bug. 

Stephan’s riffle beetle (Heterelmis 
stephani)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition received on May 11, 
2004. The Stephan’s riffle beetle is an 
endemic riffle beetle historically found 

in limited spring environments within 
the Santa Rita Mountains, Pima County, 
Arizona. In the most recent surveys 
conducted in 1993, the beetle was only 
documented in Sylvester Spring in 
Madera Canyon, within the Coronado 
National Forest. Suspected potential 
threats to that spring are largely from 
habitat modification, and potential 
changes in water quality and quantity 
due to catastrophic natural events and 
climate change. The threats are of low 
to moderate magnitude based on our 
current knowledge that the effects of 
these threats are unlikely to be 
permanent as they stem from occasional 
natural events that do not result in 
permanent water quality degradation. 
Additionally, there is a higher 
likelihood that the species will persist 
in areas that are unaffected by the 
threats; it is unlikely that all areas of the 
spring would be simultaneously be 
affected. Threats from habitat 
modification have already occurred and 
are no longer ongoing, and the threats 
from climate change are expected to 
occur over many years. Therefore, the 
threats are nonimminent. Thus, we are 
changing the LPN for the Stephan’s 
riffle beetle from an 8 to an 11. 

Flowering Plants 
Astragalus anserinus (Goose Creek 

milkvetch)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files and in 
the petition received on February 3, 
2004. The majority (over 80 percent) of 
Goose Creek milkvetch sites in Idaho, 
Utah, and Nevada occur on Federal 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management. The rest of the sites occur 
as small populations on private and 
State lands in Utah and on private land 
in Idaho and Nevada. Goose Creek 
milkvetch occurs in a variety of habitats, 
but is typically associated with dry, 
tuffaceous soils (made up of rock 
consisting of smaller kinds of volcanic 
detritus) from the Salt Lake Formation. 
The species grows on steep or flat sites, 
with soil textures ranging from silty to 
sandy to somewhat gravelly. The 
species tolerates some level of 
disturbance, based on its occurrence on 
steep slopes where downhill movement 
of soil is common. 

The primary threat to Goose Creek 
milkvetch is habitat degradation and 
modification resulting from an altered 
wildfire regime, fire suppression 
activities, and rehabilitation efforts to 
recover lands that have burned. Other 
factors that also appear to threaten 
Goose Creek milkvetch include 
livestock use; invasive, nonnative 
species; and the inadequacy of 
regulatory mechanisms to address these 
threats. Climate change effects to Goose 
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Creek drainage habitats are possible, but 
we are unable to predict the specific 
impacts of this change to Goose Creek 
milkvetch at this time. 

We originally assigned the species an 
LPN of 5 based on high magnitude 
threats that were capable of destroying 
entire populations, but that were 
nonimminent, or not currently ongoing. 
However, our recent review reveals that 
the threats have increased and are now 
imminent, or currently occurring, 
largely a result of land management 
actions taken since fires initially altered 
the habitat. We now consider the threats 
associated with livestock grazing and 
invasive species to be imminent 
throughout a large portion of the 
species’ range. The increased magnitude 
and immediacy of threats leaves the 
species and its small populations more 
vulnerable to stochastic events. 
Additionally, surveys have not 
identified new populations that would 
significantly increase the range or extent 
of the species. Therefore, we are 
changing the LPN for Goose Creek 
milkvetch from a 5 to a 2. 

Calochortus persistens (Siskiyou 
mariposa lily)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files and the petition we received on 
September 10, 2001. The Siskiyou 
mariposa lily is a narrow endemic that 
is restricted to three disjunct ridge tops 
in the Klamath-Siskiyou Range near the 
California-Oregon border. The 
southernmost occurrence of this species 
is composed of nine separate sites on 
approximately 17.6 hectares (ha) (43.4 
acres (ac)) of Klamath National Forest 
and privately owned lands that stretch 
for 10 kilometers (km) (6 miles (mi)) 
along the Gunsight-Humbug Ridge, 
Siskiyou County, California. In 2007, a 
new occurrence was confirmed in the 
locality of Cottonwood Peak and Little 
Cottonwood Peak, Siskiyou County, 
where several populations are 
distributed over 164 ha (405 ac) on three 
individual mountain peaks in the 
Klamath National Forest and on private 
lands. The northernmost occurrence 
consists of not more than five Siskiyou 
mariposa lily plants that were 
discovered in 1998, on Bald Mountain, 
west of Ashland, Jackson County, 
Oregon. 

Major threats include competition and 
shading by native and nonnative species 
fostered by suppression of wildfire; 
increased fuel loading and subsequent 
risk of wildfire; fragmentation by roads, 
fire breaks, tree plantations, and radio-
tower facilities; maintenance and 
construction around radio towers and 
telephone relay stations located on 
Gunsight Peak and Mahogany Point; and 
soil disturbance, direct damage, and 

exotic weed and grass species 
introduction as a result of heavy 
recreational use and construction of fire 
breaks. Dyer’s woad (Isatis tinctoria), an 
invasive, nonnative plant that may 
prevent germination of Siskiyou 
mariposa lily seedlings, affects 75 
percent of the known lily habitat on 
Gunsight-Humbug Ridge, the 
southernmost California occurrence. 
U.S. Forest Service staff and the 
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center cite 
competition with dyer’s woad as a 
significant and chronic threat to the 
survival of Siskiyou mariposa lily. 

The combination of restricted range, 
extremely low numbers (five plants) in 
one of three disjunct populations, poor 
competitive ability, short seed dispersal 
distance, slow growth rates, low seed 
production, apparently poor survival 
rates in some years, herbivory, habitat 
disturbance, and competition from 
exotic plants threaten the continued 
existence of this species. However, 
because efforts are underway to reduce 
the threat of dyer’s woad where it is 
found and because there is no evidence 
of a decline in the populations of any 
of the three C. persistens occurrences 
since the time this species was added to 
the list of candidate species, we now 
classify the magnitude of existing 
threats as moderate rather than high. As 
the threats of competition from exotic 
plants are not anticipated to overwhelm 
a large portion of the species’ range in 
the immediate future, the threats are 
nonimminent. Therefore, we have 
changed the LPN from a 5 to an 11 to 
this species. 

Helianthus verticillatus (whorled 
sunflower)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. The whorled sunflower is found 
in moist, prairie-like openings in 
woodlands and along adjacent creeks. 
Despite extensive surveys throughout its 
range, only four populations are known 
for this species. There is one population 
(consisting of two subpopulations) 
documented in Cherokee County, 
Alabama; one population in Floyd 
County, Georgia; and one population 
each in Madison and McNairy Counties, 
Tennessee. 

This species appears to have 
restricted ecological requirements and is 
dependent upon the maintenance of 
prairie-like openings for its survival. 
Active management of habitat is needed 
to keep competition and shading under 
control. Much of its habitat has been 
degraded or destroyed for agricultural, 
silvicultural, and residential purposes. 
Populations near roadsides or 
powerlines are threatened by herbicide 

usage in association with right-of-way 
maintenance. The majority of the 
Georgia population is protected due to 
its location within a conservation 
easement; however, only 15 to 20 plants 
are estimated to occur at this site. The 
remaining three populations are not 
formally protected, but efforts have been 
taken to abate threats associated with 
highway right-of-way maintenance at 
one Alabama subpopulation. However, 
timber growth, following a 2001 timber 
harvest that benefitted the plants, now 
threatens the other Alabama 
subpopulation. Last year, this species 
was assigned an LPN of 8 based on 
imminent threats of moderate 
magnitude. However this year, we have 
evidence that one Alabama 
subpopulation is facing new threats 
from shading by trees, and additional 
information on the variable 
reproductive fitness of the species. 
Because small population size poses a 
threat to all known populations of H. 
verticillatus, threats associated with 
land uses affect all populations except 
for the one in Georgia, and the 
reproductive fitness of the Georgia 
population is apparently diminished, 
we currently consider threats to be of 
high magnitude, and have changed the 
LPN to 2 for this species. 

Candidate Removals 
As summarized below, we have 

evaluated the threats to the following 
species and considered factors that, 
individually and in combination, 
currently or potentially could pose a 
risk to these species and their habitats. 
After a review of the best available 
scientific and commercial data, we 
conclude that listing these species 
under the Endangered Species Act is not 
warranted because these species are not 
likely to become endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout 
all or a significant portion of their 
ranges. Therefore, we find that 
proposing a rule to list them is not 
warranted, and we no longer consider 
them to be candidate species for listing. 
We will continue to monitor the status 
of these species and to accept additional 
information and comments concerning 
this finding. We will reconsider our 
determination in the event that new 
information indicates that the threats to 
the species are of a considerably greater 
magnitude or imminence than identified 
through assessments of information 
contained in our files, as summarized 
here. 

Snails 
Elongate mud meadows springsnail 

(Pyrgulopsis notidicola)—The following 
summary is based on information 
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contained in our files. Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola, a freshwater snail, is 
endemic to Soldier Meadow, which is 
located at the northern extreme of the 
western arm of the Black Rock Desert in 
the transition zone between the Basin 
and Range Physiographic Province and 
the Columbia Plateau Province, 
Humboldt County, Nevada. The species 
is currently known to occupy four 
separate stretches of thermal (between 
45 and 32 ° Celsius, 113 and 90 ° 
Fahrenheit) aquatic habitat. The first 
stretch is the largest at approximately 
600 m (1,968 ft) long and 2 m (6.7 ft) 
wide. The other stretches where 
Pyrgulopsis notidicola occurs are less 
than 6 m (19.7 ft) long and 0.5 m (1.6 
ft) wide. Pyrgulopsis notidicola occurs 
only in shallow, flowing water on gravel 
substrate. The species does not occur in 
deep water (i.e., impoundments) where 
water velocity is low, gravel substrate is 
absent, and sediment levels are high. 

The primary threat to Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola identified when the species 
was elevated to candidate status was 
associated with the pattern and amount 
of recreational use in Soldier Meadow, 
particularly bathing and camping in the 
immediate vicinity of the only spring 
known to contain the species at that 
time. However, management actions 
implemented by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) have greatly 
reduced recreation impacts in Soldier 
Meadow and thus have appreciably 
reduced the threat of habitat destruction 
or modification for Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola. BLM constructed a 
designated central campground to 
preclude dispersed camping in sensitive 
habitats. Established walkways were 
also constructed to direct foot traffic 
away from sensitive habitats, including 
springs occupied by Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola. BLM implemented a 
campground host system during periods 
of peak recreation use, and the site 
steward interacts with recreationists, 
directing them to designated camping 
and bathing areas. Educational signs 
that provide information on the need to 
protect sensitive species like 
Pyrgulopsis notidicola and their habitats 
were also installed. In addition, BLM 
has increased on-site presence of staff, 
including law enforcement staff, within 
the area. Another conservation action 
implemented was construction of a 
1,215-ha (3,000-ac) exclosure fence to 
exclude livestock, wild horses, and 
burros from the majority of the hot 
springs, including Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola habitat. Some of these 
conservation actions began before 
Pyrgulopsis notidicola became a 

candidate, but most have been 
implemented since that time. 

Only one population was known at 
the time Pyrgulopsis notidicola was 
designated as a candidate in 2002. Since 
then, three additional populations have 
been discovered, indicating the species 
is more widely distributed and 
abundant than previously thought. As a 
result, the species is less vulnerable to 
stochastic events than previously 
thought. 

Because conservation actions 
implemented in Soldier Meadow have 
greatly reduced threats to Pyrgulopsis 
notidicola and are likely to stay in place 
for the foreseeable future, and because 
the population status of the species is 
more secure than originally thought as 
a result of the discovery of three 
additional populations, we conclude 
that Pyrgulopsis notidicola no longer 
meets the definition of an endangered or 
threatened species under section 3 of 
the ESA. There are no portions of its 
range where threats remain, therefore, it 
is not threatened or endangered in a 
significant portion of its range. 
Therefore, we find that listing of 
Pyrgulopsis notidicola throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range is no 
longer warranted, and we have removed 
it from candidate status. 

Flowering Plants 
Castilleja christii (Christ’s 

paintbrush)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and the petition we received on 
January 2, 2001. Castilleja christii 
occurs as a single population within an 
approximately 85-ha (220-ac) area of 
subalpine meadow and sagebrush 
habitats found near the summit of 
Mount Harrison, Cassia County, Idaho, 
between 2,621 and 2,804 meters (8,600 
to 9,200 feet (ft)). This endemic species 
is considered a hemiparasite that grows 
in association with native host plants 
found in its subalpine-meadow and 
sagebrush habitats. The species is 
subject to annual population 
fluctuations likely resulting from a 
variety of factors, such as biological 
interactions, anthropogenic 
disturbances, and environmental effects. 
The most recent population estimate, 
conducted in 2005, used distance 
sampling to estimate the overall 
population size for C. christii of 
1,267,580 plants, with lower and upper 
confidence limits of 819,126 and 
1,716,033 plants, respectively. The 
overall C. christii population is 
currently stable throughout a large 
portion of its range. 

Castilleja christii was previously 
threatened by destruction, modification, 
and curtailment of its habitat by the 

effects from the nonnative smooth 
brome (Bromus inermis), recreation-
based impacts, and inadequate 
regulatory mechanisms. It was also 
thought that hybridization with nearby 
Castilleja spp. may be affecting C. 
christii. The U.S. Forest Service has 
successfully implemented numerous 
conservation actions that have 
ameliorated most of the previously 
known threats and established long-
term monitoring programs to document 
their effectiveness on conservation 
actions. There is a long-term 
commitment by the Forest Service, 
through a 2005 Candidate Conservation 
Agreement and 2012 Memorandum of 
Agreement with the Service, to continue 
to implement conservation actions for C. 
christii. Furthermore, recent research by 
Boise State University has demonstrated 
that hybridization is not a factor 
affecting C. christii. Finally, the species’ 
estimated population is much larger— 
by as much as two orders of magnitude 
—than earlier estimates had indicated. 
Therefore, we find that this species is no 
longer warranted for listing throughout 
all or a portion of its range. The species 
no longer meets our definition of a 
threatened or endangered species, and 
we have removed it from candidate 
status. 

Narthecium americanum (bog 
asphodel)—Over the last 20 years 
frequent monitoring activities, studies, 
and increases in regulatory protections 
have improved our understanding and 
outlook for the status of Narthecium 
americanum. Based on our current 
review of the best available information, 
we have determined that the species is 
less imperiled than previously believed 
and therefore does not warrant listing as 
threatened or endangered. 

The historical range of Narthecium 
americanum included three counties in 
the Pinelands Area of New Jersey and 
one county each in Delaware and South 
Carolina. The Delaware and South 
Carolina occurrences are documented 
by a single sample in each state 
collected in 1895 and 1922, 
respectively. The species’ current range 
includes the same three New Jersey 
counties. The species’ distribution 
consists of 18 occurrences covering 
approximately 80 ac. The relatively 
broad distribution of the species reduces 
the risk or loss of the species from 
stochastic, habitat-modifying events. 
While some historical locations have 
been lost on the periphery of the 
species’ range due to habitat loss, other 
new locations have been found. 

There are no manmade or natural 
threats affecting Narthecium 
americanum to the level that the species 
meets the definition of threatened or 
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endangered. Approximately 97 percent 
of N. americanum occurs on public land 
or on private conservation land. 
Therefore, the historical threats of 
wetland filling, draining, flooding, and 
conversion to commercial cranberry 
bogs that resulted in the decline of the 
species are no longer occurring. Other 
manmade threats that we once thought 
were severely affecting the species such 
as upland development, water 
withdrawal, disturbance from 
recreational activities such as off-road 
vehicles (ORV), and collection are either 
adequately regulated (development and 
water withdrawal) or at most having a 
de minimus impact (ORV and 
collection) on a small number of 
populations. The regulations controlling 
the manmade threats are expected to 
stay in place, and the de minimus level 
of impacts are expected to remain stable 
or further decrease. The natural threats 
of habitat succession, deer and 
waterfowl browsing, and beaver 
flooding are also not affecting N. 
americanum as we once believed. For 
example, new information suggests that 
the species is able to persist in closed 
canopy conditions and that greater than 
20 percent of the distribution of N. 
americanum is found in cedar forest 
cover that has remained relatively stable 
for the past 61 years. In addition, wetter 
microhabitat conditions created by deer 
trails may allow N. americanum to 
expand and colonize into forested areas. 
Beaver flooding of the species’ habitat 
does occur, but only five percent of all 
N. americanum occurrences are 
negatively influenced by beaver 
activities. These natural threats are not 
anticipated to increase. And lastly, 
climate change is not now impacting the 
species, and we are unable to accurately 
predict if or how N. americanum may 
be impacted by climate change in the 
future. It is possible that future climate 
conditions in the New Jersey Pinelands 
may cause changes in water table, 
precipitation, or evapotranspiration 
levels. However, these climate processes 
may increase or decrease or the 
potential effects may be off-setting. 
Therefore, based on the best available 
information, we cannot conclude that 
climate change is a threat to N. 
americanum. 

In summary, Narthecium americanum 
is secure within its current range. There 
are no manmade or natural threats 
affecting the species to such a degree 
that N. americanum warrants listing in 
all or a significant portion of its range. 
The species no longer meets our 
definition of a threatened or endangered 
species, and we have removed it from 
candidate status. 

Petition Findings 

The ESA provides two mechanisms 
for considering species for listing. One 
method allows the Secretary, on his 
own initiative, to identify species for 
listing under the standards of section 
4(a)(1). We implement this through the 
candidate program, discussed above. 
The second method for listing a species 
provides a mechanism for the public to 
petition us to add a species to the Lists. 
The CNOR serves several purposes as 
part of the petition process: (1) In some 
instances (in particular, for petitions to 
list species that the Service has already 
identified as candidates on its own 
initiative), it serves as the petition 
finding; (2) for candidate species for 
which the Service has made a 
warranted-but-precluded petition 
finding, it serves as a ‘‘resubmitted’’ 
petition finding that the ESA requires 
the Service to make each year; and (3) 
it documents the Service’s compliance 
with the statutory requirement to 
monitor the status of species for which 
listing is warranted-but-precluded to 
ascertain if they need emergency listing. 

First, the CNOR serves as a petition 
finding in some instances. Under 
section 4(b)(3)(A), when we receive a 
listing petition, we must determine 
within 90 days, to the maximum extent 
practicable, whether the petition 
presents substantial information 
indicating that listing may be warranted 
(a ‘‘90-day finding’’). If we make a 
positive 90-day finding, we must 
promptly commence a status review of 
the species under section 4(b)(3)(A); we 
must then make and publish one of 
three possible findings within 12 
months of the receipt of the petition (a 
‘‘12-month finding’’): 

(1) The petitioned action is not 
warranted; 

(2) The petitioned action is warranted 
(in which case we are required to 
promptly publish a proposed regulation 
to implement the petitioned action; 
once we publish a proposed rule for a 
species, sections 4(b)(5) and 4(b)(6) of 
the ESA govern further procedures 
regardless of whether we issued the 
proposal in response to a petition); or 

(3) The petitioned action is warranted 
but (a) the immediate proposal of a 
regulation and final promulgation of a 
regulation implementing the petitioned 
action is precluded by pending 
proposals to determine whether any 
species is endangered or threatened, and 
(b) expeditious progress is being made 
to add qualified species to the Lists. We 
refer to this third option as a 
‘‘warranted-but-precluded finding.’’ 

We define ‘‘candidate species’’ to 
mean those species for which the 

Service has on file sufficient 
information on biological vulnerability 
and threat(s) to support issuance of a 
proposed rule to list, but for which 
issuance of the proposed rule is 
precluded (61 FR 64481; December 5, 
1996). The standard for making a 
species a candidate through our own 
initiative is identical to the standard for 
making a warranted-but-precluded 12-
month petition finding on a petition to 
list, and we add all petitioned species 
for which we have made a warranted-
but-precluded 12-month finding to the 
candidate list. 

Therefore, all candidate species 
identified through our own initiative 
already have received the equivalent of 
substantial 90-day and warranted-but-
precluded 12-month findings. 
Nevertheless, we review the status of 
the newly petitioned candidate species 
and through this CNOR publish specific 
section 4(b)(3) findings (i.e., substantial 
90-day and warranted-but-precluded 12-
month findings) in response to the 
petitions to list these candidate species. 
We publish these findings as part of the 
first CNOR following receipt of the 
petition. On October 5, 2011, we 
received a petition to list the Peñasco 
least chipmunk (see summary above 
under New Candidates) after we had 
initiated our assessment of this species 
for candidate status. As part of this 
notice, we are making the substantial 
90-day and warranted-but-precluded 12-
month findings for this species. We 
have identified the candidate species for 
which we received petitions by the code 
‘‘C*’’ in the category column on the left 
side of Table 1 below. 

Second, the CNOR serves as a 
‘‘resubmitted’’ petition finding. Section 
4(b)(3)(C)(i) of the ESA requires that 
when we make a warranted-but-
precluded finding on a petition, we are 
to treat such a petition as one that is 
resubmitted on the date of such a 
finding. Thus, we must make a 12-
month petition finding in compliance 
with section 4(b)(3)(B) of the ESA at 
least once a year, until we publish a 
proposal to list the species or make a 
final not-warranted finding. We make 
these annual findings for petitioned 
candidate species through the CNOR. 

Third, through undertaking the 
analysis required to complete the 
CNOR, the Service determines if any 
candidate species needs emergency 
listing. Section 4(b)(3)(C)(iii) of the ESA 
requires us to ‘‘implement a system to 
monitor effectively the status of all 
species’’ for which we have made a 
warranted-but-precluded 12-month 
finding, and to ‘‘make prompt use of the 
[emergency listing] authority [under 
section 4(b)(7)] to prevent a significant 
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risk to the well being of any such 
species.’’ The CNOR plays a crucial role 
in the monitoring system that we have 
implemented for all candidate species 
by providing notice that we are actively 
seeking information regarding the status 
of those species. We review all new 
information on candidate species as it 
becomes available, prepare an annual 
species assessment form that reflects 
monitoring results and other new 
information, and identify any species 
for which emergency listing may be 
appropriate. If we determine that 
emergency listing is appropriate for any 
candidate we will make prompt use of 
the emergency listing authority under 
section 4(b)(7). For example, on August 
10, 2011, we emergency listed the 
Miami blue butterfly (76 FR 49542). We 
have been reviewing and will continue 
to review, at least annually, the status of 
every candidate, whether or not we have 
received a petition to list it. Thus, the 
CNOR and accompanying species 
assessment forms constitute the 
Service’s system for monitoring and 
making annual findings on the status of 
petitioned species under sections 
4(b)(3)(C)(i) and 4(b)(3)(C)(iii) of the 
ESA. 

A number of court decisions have 
elaborated on the nature and specificity 
of information that must be considered 
in making and describing the petition 
findings in the CNOR. The CNOR 
published on November 9, 2009 (74 FR 
57804), describes these court decisions 
in further detail. As with previous 
CNORs, we continue to incorporate 
information of the nature and specificity 
required by the courts. For example, we 
include a description of the reasons why 
the listing of every petitioned candidate 
species is both warranted and precluded 
at this time. We make our 
determinations of preclusion on a 
nationwide basis to ensure that the 
species most in need of listing will be 
addressed first and also because we 
allocate our listing budget on a 
nationwide basis (see below). Regional 
priorities can also be discerned from 
Table 1, below, which includes the lead 
region and the LPN for each species. 
Our preclusion determinations are 
further based upon our budget for listing 
activities for unlisted species only, and 
we explain the priority system and why 
the work we have accomplished does 
preclude action on listing candidate 
species. 

In preparing this CNOR, we reviewed 
the current status of, and threats to, the 
172 candidates for which we have 
received a petition to list and the 5 
listed species and for which we have 
received a petition to reclassify from 
threatened to endangered, where we 

found the petitioned action to be 
warranted but precluded. Included in 
this work is our review of the current 
status of, and threats to, the Canada lynx 
in New Mexico for which we received 
a petition to add that State to the listed 
range. We find that the immediate 
issuance of a proposed rule and timely 
promulgation of a final rule for each of 
these species has been, for the preceding 
months, and continues to be, precluded 
by higher priority listing actions. 
Additional information that is the basis 
for this finding is found in the species 
assessments and our administrative 
record for each species. 

Our review included updating the 
status of, and threats to, petitioned 
candidate or listed species for which we 
published findings, under section 
4(b)(3)(B) of the ESA, in the previous 
CNOR. We have incorporated new 
information we gathered since the prior 
finding and, as a result of this review, 
we are making continued warranted-
but-precluded 12-month findings on the 
petitions for these species. 

The immediate publication of 
proposed rules to list these species was 
precluded by our work on higher 
priority listing actions, listed below, 
during the period from October 1, 2011, 
through September 30, 2012. Below we 
describe the actions that continue to 
preclude the immediate proposal and 
final promulgation of a regulation 
implementing each of the petitioned 
actions for which we have made a 
warranted-but-precluded finding, and 
we describe the expeditious progress we 
are making to add qualified species to, 
and remove species from, the Lists. We 
will continue to monitor the status of all 
candidate species, including petitioned 
species, as new information becomes 
available to determine if a change in 
status is warranted, including the need 
to emergency-list a species under 
section 4(b)(7) of the ESA. 

In addition to identifying petitioned 
candidate species in Table 1 below, we 
also present brief summaries of why 
each of these candidates warrants 
listing. More complete information, 
including references, is found in the 
species assessment forms. You may 
obtain a copy of these forms from the 
Regional Office having the lead for the 
species, or from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s Internet Web site: http:// 
ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/ 
candidateSpecies.jsp. As described 
above, under section 4 of the ESA, we 
identify and propose species for listing 
based on the factors identified in section 
4(a)(1), and section 4 also provides a 
mechanism for the public to petition us 
to add species to the Lists of 

Endangered or Threatened Wildlife and 
Plants under the ESA. 

Preclusion and Expeditious Progress 
To make a finding that a particular 

action is warranted-but-precluded, the 
Service must make two findings: (1) 
That the immediate proposal and timely 
promulgation of a final regulation is 
precluded by pending listing proposals, 
and (2) that expeditious progress is 
being made to add qualified species to 
either of the lists and to remove species 
from the lists. 16 U.S.C. 
1533(b)(3)(B)(iii). 

Preclusion 
A listing proposal is precluded if the 

Service does not have sufficient 
resources available to complete the 
proposal, because there are competing 
demands for those resources, and the 
relative priority of those competing 
demands is higher. Thus, in any given 
fiscal year (FY), multiple factors dictate 
whether it will be possible to undertake 
work on a listing proposal regulation or 
whether promulgation of such a 
proposal is precluded by higher priority 
listing actions—(1) the amount of 
resources available for completing the 
listing function, (2) the estimated cost of 
completing the proposed listing, and (3) 
the Service’s workload and 
prioritization of the proposed listing in 
relation to other actions. 

Available Resources 
The resources available for listing 

actions are determined through the 
annual Congressional appropriations 
process. In FY 1998 and for each fiscal 
year since then, Congress has placed a 
statutory cap on funds that may be 
expended for the Listing Program. This 
spending cap was designed to prevent 
the listing function from depleting 
funds needed for other functions under 
the ESA (for example, recovery 
functions, such as removing species 
from the Lists), or for other Service 
programs (see House Report 105–163, 
105th Congress, 1st Session, July 1, 
1997). The funds within the spending 
cap are available to support work 
involving the following listing actions: 
Proposed and final listing rules; 90-day 
and 12-month findings on petitions to 
add species to the Lists or to change the 
status of a species from threatened to 
endangered; annual ‘‘resubmitted’’ 
petition findings on prior warranted-
but-precluded petition findings as 
required under section 4(b)(3)(C)(i) of 
the ESA; critical habitat petition 
findings; proposed and final rules 
designating critical habitat; and 
litigation-related, administrative, and 
program-management functions 

http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/pub/candidateSpecies.jsp
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(including preparing and allocating 
budgets, responding to Congressional 
and public inquiries, and conducting 
public outreach regarding listing and 
critical habitat). 

We cannot spend more for the Listing 
Program than the amount of funds 
within the spending cap without 
violating the Anti-Deficiency Act (see 31 
U.S.C. 1341(a)(1)(A)). In addition, since 
FY 2002, the Service’s budget has 
included a critical habitat subcap to 
ensure that some funds are available for 
completing Listing Program actions 
other than critical habitat designations 
(‘‘The critical habitat designation 
subcap will ensure that some funding is 
available to address other listing 
activities’’ (House Report No. 107–103, 
107th Congress, 1st Session. June 19, 
2001)). In FY 2002 and each year until 
FY 2006, the Service had to use 
virtually the entire critical habitat 
subcap to address court-mandated 
designations of critical habitat, and 
consequently none of the critical habitat 
subcap funds were available for other 
listing activities. In some FYs since 
2006, we have been able to use some of 
the critical habitat subcap funds to fund 
proposed listing determinations for 
high-priority candidate species. In other 
FYs, while we were unable to use any 
of the critical habitat subcap funds to 
fund proposed listing determinations, 
we did use some of this money to fund 
the critical habitat portion of some 
proposed listing determinations so that 
the proposed listing determination and 
proposed critical habitat designation 
could be combined into one rule, 
thereby being more efficient in our 
work. In FY 2012, based on the Service’s 
workload, we were able to use some of 
the critical habitat subcap funds to fund 
proposed listing determinations. 

For FY 2012 Congress also put in 
place two additional subcaps within the 
listing cap: One for listing actions for 
foreign species and one for petition 
findings. As with the critical habitat 
subcap, if the Service does not need to 
use all of the funds within the subcap, 
we are able to use the remaining funds 
for completing proposed or final listing 
determinations. In FY 2012, based on 
the Service’s workload, we were able to 
use some of the funds within the foreign 
species subcap and the petitions subcap 
to fund proposed listing determinations. 

We make our determinations of 
preclusion on a nationwide basis to 
ensure that the species most in need of 
listing will be addressed first and also 
because we allocate our listing budget 
on a nationwide basis. Through the 
listing cap, the three subcaps, and the 
amount of funds needed to complete 
court-mandated actions within those 

subcaps, Congress and the courts have 
in effect determined the amount of 
money available for other listing 
activities nationwide. Therefore, the 
funds in the listing cap—other than 
those within the subcaps needed to 
comply with court orders or court-
approved settlement agreements 
requiring critical habitat actions for 
already-listed species, listing actions for 
foreign species, and petition findings— 
set the framework within which we 
make our determinations of preclusion 
and expeditious progress. 

For FY 2012, on December 23, 2011, 
Congress passed a Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (Pub. L. 112–74) 
which provided funding through the 
end of the fiscal year. In particular, it 
included a spending cap of $20,902,000 
for the Listing Program. Of that, no more 
than $7,472,000 was available for 
determinations of critical habitat for 
already listed species. In addition, no 
more than $1,500,000 could be used for 
listing actions for foreign species and no 
more than $1,500,000 could be used to 
make 90-day or 12-month findings on 
petitions. The Service thus had 
$10,430,000 available to work on 
proposed and final listing 
determinations for domestic species. In 
addition, if the Service had funding 
available within the critical habitat, 
foreign species, or petition subcaps after 
those workloads had been completed, it 
could use those funds to work on listing 
actions other than critical habitat 
designations or foreign species. 

Costs of Listing Actions. The work 
involved in preparing various listing 
documents can be extensive, and may 
include, but is not limited to: Gathering 
and assessing the best scientific and 
commercial data available and 
conducting analyses used as the basis 
for our decisions; writing and 
publishing documents; and obtaining, 
reviewing, and evaluating public 
comments and peer review comments 
on proposed rules and incorporating 
relevant information into final rules. 
The number of listing actions that we 
can undertake in a given year also is 
influenced by the complexity of those 
listing actions; that is, more complex 
actions generally are more costly. The 
median cost for preparing and 
publishing a 90-day finding is $39,276; 
for a 12-month finding, $100,690; for a 
proposed rule with critical habitat, 
$345,000; and for a final listing rule 
with critical habitat, $305,000. 

Prioritizing Listing Actions. The 
Service’s Listing Program workload is 
broadly composed of four types of 
actions, which the Service prioritizes as 
follows: (1) Compliance with court 
orders and court-approved settlement 

agreements requiring that petition 
findings or listing or critical habitat 
determinations be completed by a 
specific date; (2) section 4 (of the Act) 
listing and critical habitat actions with 
absolute statutory deadlines; (3) 
essential litigation-related, 
administrative, and listing program-
management functions; and (4) section 4 
listing actions that do not have absolute 
statutory deadlines. In FY 2010, the 
Service received many new petitions 
and a single petition to list 404 species, 
significantly increasing the number of 
actions within the second category of 
our workload—actions that have 
absolute statutory deadlines. As a result 
of the petitions to list hundreds of 
species, we currently have over 460 12-
month petition findings yet to be 
initiated and completed. 

To prioritize within each of the four 
types of actions, we developed 
guidelines for assigning a listing priority 
number (LPN) for each candidate 
species (48 FR 43098; September 21, 
1983). As discussed above, under these 
guidelines, we assign each candidate an 
LPN of 1 to 12, depending on the 
magnitude of threats (high or moderate 
to low), immediacy of threats (imminent 
or nonimminent), and taxonomic status 
of the species (in order of priority: 
monotypic genus (a species that is the 
sole member of a genus), species, or part 
of a species (subspecies or distinct 
population segment)). The lower the 
listing priority number, the higher the 
listing priority (that is, a species with an 
LPN of 1 would have the highest listing 
priority). A species with a higher LPN 
would generally be precluded from 
listing by species with lower LPNs, 
unless work on a proposed rule for the 
species with the higher LPN can be 
combined with work on a proposed rule 
for other high-priority species. 

Finally, proposed rules for 
reclassification of threatened species to 
endangered species are lower priority, 
because as listed species, they are 
already afforded the protections of the 
Act and implementing regulations. 
However, for efficiency reasons, we may 
choose to work on a proposed rule to 
reclassify a species to endangered if we 
can combine this with work that is 
subject to a court ordered or court-
approved deadline. 

Since before Congress first established 
the spending cap for the Listing Program 
in 1998, the Listing Program workload 
has required considerably more 
resources than the amount of funds 
Congress has allowed for the Listing 
Program. It is therefore important that 
we be as efficient as possible in our 
listing process. Therefore, as we 
implement our listing work plan and 
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work on proposed rules for the highest 
priority species in the next several 
years, we are preparing multi-species 
proposals when appropriate, and these 
may include species with lower priority 
if they overlap geographically or have 
the same threats as one of the highest-
priority species. In addition, we take 
into consideration the availability of 
staff resources when we determine 
which high-priority species will receive 
funding to minimize the amount of time 
and resources required to complete each 
listing action. 

Listing Program Workload. Each FY 
we determine, based on the amount of 
funding Congress has made available 
within the Listing Program spending 
cap, specifically which actions we will 
have the resources to work on in that 
FY. We then prepare Allocation Tables 
that identify the actions that we are 
funding for that FY, and how much we 
estimate it will cost to complete each 
action; these Allocation Tables are part 
of our record for this notice and the 
listing program. Our Allocation Table 
for FY 2012, which incorporated the 
Service’s approach to prioritizing its 
workload, was adopted as part of a 
settlement agreement in a case before 
the U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia (Endangered Species Act 
Section 4 Deadline Litigation, No.10– 
377 (EGS), MDL Docket No. 2165 (‘‘MDL 
Litigation’’), Document 31–1 (D. D.C. 
May 10, 2011) (‘‘MDL Settlement 
Agreement’’)). The requirements of 
paragraphs 1 through 7 of that 
settlement agreement, combined with 
the work plan attached to the agreement 
as Exhibit B, reflected the Service’s 
Allocation Tables for FY 2011 and FY 
2012. In addition, paragraphs 2 through 
7 of the agreement require the Service 
to take numerous other actions through 
FY 2017—in particular, complete either 
a proposed listing rule or a not-
warranted finding for all 251 species 
designated as ‘‘candidates’’ in the 2010 
candidate notice of review (‘‘CNOR’’) 
before the end of FY 2016, and complete 
final listing determinations within one 
year of proposing to list any of those 
species. Paragraph 10 of that settlement 
agreement sets forth the Service’s 
conclusion that ‘‘fulfilling the 
commitments set forth in this 
Agreement, along with other 
commitments required by court orders 
or court-approved settlement 
agreements already in existence at the 
signing of this Settlement Agreement 
(listed in Exhibit A), will require 
substantially all of the resources in the 
Listing Program.’’ As part of the same 
lawsuit, the court also approved a 
separate settlement agreement with the 

other plaintiff in the case; that 
settlement agreement requires the 
Service to complete additional actions 
in specific fiscal years — including 12-
month petition findings for 11 species, 
90-day petition findings for 477 species, 
and proposed listing determinations or 
not-warranted findings for 39 species. 

These settlement agreements have led 
to a number of results that affect our 
preclusion analysis. First, the Service 
has been, and will continue to be, 
limited in the extent to which it can 
undertake additional actions within the 
Listing Program through FY 2017 
beyond what is required by the MDL 
Settlement Agreements. Second, 
because the settlement is court-
approved, two broad categories of 
actions now fall within the Service’s 
highest priority (compliance with a 
court order): (1) the Service’s entire 
prioritized workload for FY 2012, as 
reflected in its Allocation Table, and (2) 
completion, before the end of FY 2016, 
of proposed listings or not-warranted 
findings for most of the candidate 
species identified in this CNOR (in 
particular, for those candidate species 
that were included in the 2010 CNOR). 
Therefore, each year, one of the 
Service’s highest priorities is to make 
steady progress towards completing by 
the end of 2017 proposed and final 
lisiting determinations for the 2010 
candidate species—based on its LPN 
prioritization system, preparing multi-
species actions when appropriate, and 
taking into consideration the availability 
of staff resources. 

Based on these prioritization factors, 
we continue to find that proposals to list 
the petitioned candidate species 
included in Table 1 are all precluded by 
higher-priority listing actions including 
those with court-ordered and court-
approved settlement agreements and 
listing actions with absolute statutory 
deadlines. 

Expeditious Progress 
As explained above, a determination 

that listing is warranted but precluded 
must also demonstrate that expeditious 
progress is being made to add and 
remove qualified species to and from 
the Lists. As with our ‘‘precluded’’ 
finding, the evaluation of whether 
progress in adding qualified species to 
the Lists has been expeditious is a 
function of the resources available for 
listing and the competing demands for 
those funds. (Although we do not 
discuss it in detail here, we are also 
making expeditious progress in 
removing species from the list under the 
Recovery program in light of the 
resource available for delisting, which is 
funded by a separate line item in the 

budget of the Endangered Species 
Program. During FY 2012, we completed 
delisting rules for two species.) As 
discussed below, given the limited 
resources available for listing, we find 
that we are making expeditious progress 
in FY 2012 in the Listing Program. 

We provide below tables cataloguing 
the work of the Service’s Listing 
Program in FY 2012. This work includes 
all three of the steps necessary for 
adding species to the Lists: (1) 
Identifying species that warrant listing, 
(2) undertaking the evaluation of the 
best available scientific information 
about those species and the threats they 
face, and preparing proposed and final 
listing rules, and (3) adding species to 
the Lists by publishing proposed and 
final listing rules that include a 
summary of the data on which the rule 
is based and show the relationship of 
that data to the rule. After taking into 
consideration the limited resources 
available for listing, the competing 
demands for those funds, and the 
completed work catalogued in the tables 
below, we find that we are making 
expeditious progress to add qualified 
species to the Lists in FY 2012. 

First, we are making expeditious 
progress in the third and final step: 
listing qualified species. In FY 2012, we 
resolved the status of 44 species that we 
determined, or had previously 
determined, qualified for listing. 
Moreover, for 43 of those 44 species, the 
resolution was to add them to the Lists, 
most with concurrent designations of 
critical habitat. We also proposed to list 
an additional 85 qualified species, most 
with concurrent critical habitat 
proposals. 

Second, we are making expeditious 
progress in the second step: working 
towards adding qualified species to the 
Lists. In FY 2012, we worked on 
developing proposed listing rules for 39 
species (most of them with concurrent 
critical habitat proposals). Although we 
have not yet completed those actions, 
we are making expeditious progress 
towards doing so. 

Third, we are making expeditious 
progress in the first step towards adding 
qualified species to the Lists: identifying 
additional species that qualify for 
listing. In FY 2012, we completed 90-
day petition findings for 76 species and 
12-month petition findings for 53 
species. Of those 51 species, we 
determined that listing 9 of the species 
was warranted but precluded. In FY 
2012, we also worked on evaluating the 
best available scientific information 
towards preparing 90-day findings for 
an additional 3 species and 12-month 
findings for 1 additional species. 
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In addition to the work the Service 
has completed towards adding qualified 
species to the Lists, as we described 
above, on May 10, 2011, the Service 
filed in the MDL Litigation a settlement 
agreement that incorporated the 
Service’s work plan for FY 2012; the 
court approved that settlement 
agreement on September 9, 2011. 
Paragraph 10 of that settlement 
agreement provides, ‘‘The Parties agree 
that the timetables for resolving the 

status of candidate species outlined in 
this Agreement constitute expeditious 
progress in adding qualified species to 
the lists of threatened and endangered 
species.’’ The Service also filed a second 
settlement agreement that required even 
more work in FY 2012. The Service had 
already begun in FY 2011 to implement 
that work required by the work plan, 
and many of these initial actions in our 
work plan include work on proposed 
rules for candidate species with an LPN 

FY 2012 COMPLETED LISTING ACTIONS 1 

of 2 or 3. Therefore, both by entering 
into the first settlement agreement and 
by completing the listing actions 
required by both settlement agreements, 
the Service is making expeditious 
progress to add qualified species to the 
lists. As provided for in the settlement 
agreements and the work plan 
incorporated into the first agreement, 
the Service’s progress in FY 2012 
included completing and publishing the 
following determinations: 

Publication 
date Title Actions FR Pages 

10/4/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Lake Sammamish 
Kokanee Population of Oncorhynchus nerka as an Endangered 
or Threatened Distinct Population Segment. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 61298–61307 

10/4/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Calopogon oklahomensis as 
Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 61307–61321 

10/4/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition To List the Amargosa River Popu
lation of the Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard as an Endangered or 
Threatened Distinct Population Segment. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 61321–61330 

10/4/2011 ..... Endangered Status for the Alabama Pearlshell, Round Ebonyshell, 
Southern Sandshell, Southern Kidneyshell, and Choctaw Bean, 
and Threatened Status for the Tapered Pigtoe, Narrow Pigtoe, 
and Fuzzy Pigtoe; with Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 76 FR 61482–61529 

10/4/2011 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition To List 10 Subspecies of Great Basin 
Butterflies as Threatened or Endangered with Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial and Not substantial. 

76 FR 61532–61554 

10/5/2011 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List 29 Mollusk Species as Threat
ened or Endangered With Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial and Not substantial. 

76 FR 61826–61853 

10/5/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Cactus Ferruginous 
Pygmy-Owl as Threatened or Endangered with Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 61856–61894 

10/5/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Northern Leopard Frog in 
the Western United States as Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 61896–61931 

10/6/2011 ..... Endangered Status for the Ozark Hellbender Salamander ................ Final Listing Endangered ............. 76 FR 61956–61978 
10/6/2011 ..... Red-Crowned Parrot ........................................................................... Notice of 12-month petition find

ing, Warranted but precluded. 
76 FR 62016–62034 

10/6/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Texas Fatmucket, Golden 
Orb, Smooth Pimpleback, Texas Pimpleback, and Texas 
Fawnsfoot as Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted but precluded. 

76 FR 62166–62212 

10/6/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Mohave Ground Squirrel 
as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 62214–62258 

10/6/2011 ..... Partial 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List 404 Species in the 
Southeastern United States as Threatened or Endangered With 
Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

76 FR 62260–62280 

10/7/2011 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Black-footed Albatross as 
Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 62504–62565 

10/11/2011 ... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Amoreuxia gonzalezii, As
tragalus hypoxylus, and Erigeron piscaticus as Endangered or 
Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 62722–62740 

10/11/2011 ... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Tehachapi Slender Sala
mander as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 62900–62926 

10/11/2011 ... Endangered Status for the Altamaha Spinymussel and Designation 
of Critical Habitat. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 76 FR 62928–62960 

10/11/2011 ... 12-Month Finding for a Petition to List the California Golden Trout 
as Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 63094–63115 

10/12/2011 ... 12-Month Petition Finding, Proposed Listing of Coquı́ Llanero as 
Endangered, and Designation of Critical Habitat for Coquı́ Llanero. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted; Proposed List
ing Endangered. 

76 FR 63420–63442 

10/12/2011 ... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Northern Leatherside Chub 
as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

76 FR 63444–63478 

10/13/2011 ... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List a Distinct Population Seg
ment of the Red Tree Vole as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted but precluded. 

76 FR 63720–63762 

12/19/2011 ... 90-Day Finding on a Petition To List the Western Glacier Stonefly 
as Endangered With Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

76 FR 78601–78609 

1/3/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Sierra Nevada Red Fox as En
dangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 45–52 

1/12/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition To List the Humboldt Marten as En
dangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 1900–1908 

1/24/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the ‘I’iwi as Endangered or 
Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 3423–3432 
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FY 2012 COMPLETED LISTING ACTIONS 1—Continued 

Publication 
date Title Actions FR Pages 

2/1/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the San Bernardino Flying 
Squirrel as Endangered or Threatened With Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 4973–4980 

2/14/2012 ..... Determination of Endangered Status for the Rayed Bean and 
Snuffbox Mussels Throughout Their Ranges. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 8632–8665 

2/17/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Thermophilic Ostracod as 
Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

77 FR 9618–9619 

3/13/2012 ..... Determination of Endangered Status for the Sheepnose and 
Spectaclecase Mussels Throughout Their Range. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 14914–14949 

4/2/2012 ....... 12-month Finding on a Petition to List the San Francisco Bay-Delta 
Population of the Longfin Smelt as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted but precluded. 

77 FR 19756—19797 

4/6/2012 ....... Listing of the Miami Blue Butterfly as Endangered Throughout Its 
Range; Listing of the Cassius Blue, Ceraunus Blue, and 
Nickerbean Blue Butterflies as Threatened Due to Similarity of 
Appearance to the Miami Blue Butterfly in Coastal South and 
Central Florida. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 20948–20986 

4/12/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Either the Eastern Population 
or the Southern Rocky Mountain Population of the Boreal Toad 
as an Endangered or Threatened Distinct Population Segment. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 21920–21936 

4/17/2012 ..... Determination of Endangered Status for Three Forks Springsnail 
and Threatened Status for San Bernardino Springsnail Through
out Their Ranges and Designation of Critical Habitat for Both 
Species. 

Final Listing Endangered and 
Threatened. 

77 FR 23060–23092 

4/26/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Aliciella formosa (Aztec gilia) as 
Endangered or Threatened with Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

77 FR 24908–24915 

5/1/2012 ....... 12-Month Finding on a Petition To List the Sonoran Desert Area 
Bald Eagle as Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 25792–25828 

5/10/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Arapahoe Snowfly as 
Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted but Precluded. 

77 FR 27386—27403 

5/10/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Eastern Diamondback Rat
tlesnake as Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 27403—27411 

5/15/2012 ..... Threatened Status for Eriogonum codium (Umtanum Desert Buck
wheat) and Physaria douglasii subsp. tuplashensis (White Bluffs 
Bladderpod) and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Threatened ....... 77 FR 28704–28740 

6/5/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Southern White-Tailed Ptar
migan and the Mt. Rainier White-Tailed Ptarmigan as Threatened 
with Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 33143–33155 

6/11/2012 ..... Listing 38 Species on Molokai, Lanai, and Maui as Endangered and 
Designating Critical Habitat on Molokai, Lanai, Maui, and 
Kahoolawe for 135 Species. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 34464–34775 

6/19/2012 ..... Withdrawal of the Proposed Rule to List Dunes Sagebrush Lizard ... Proposed Listing Withdrawal ....... 77 FR 36871–36899 
6/21/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Black-capped Petrel as En

dangered or Threatened. 
Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 

Substantial. 
77 FR 37367–37373 

7/5/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Maytenus cymosa as Endan
gered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

77 FR 39666–39670 

7/5/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List a Distinct Population Segment 
of the American Black Bear in Nevada as Endangered or Threat
ened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

77 FR 39670–39674 

7/12/2012 ..... Determination of Endangered Status for the Chupadera Springsnail 
and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 41088–41106 

7/18/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Six Sand Dune Beetles as 
Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 42238–42251 

7/24/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Sonoran talussnail as En
dangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 43218–43222 

7/26/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Gila Mayfly as Endangered Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 43799–43803 

7/26/2012 ..... Endangered Status for the Diamond Darter and Designation of Crit
ical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 43905–43939 

8/7/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on Petitions to List the Two Spring Mountains Dark 
Blue Butterflies and Morand’s Checkerspot Butterfly as Endan
gered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not-substantial and Substantial. 

77 FR 47003–47011 

8/8/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Graptopetalum bartramii (Bar-
tram Stonecrop) and Pectis imberbis (Beardless Chinch Weed) 
as Endangered or Threatened and Designate Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 47352–47356 

8/9/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Desert Massasauga as Endan
gered or Threatened and to Designate Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 47583–47587 

8/15/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Bicknell’s Thrush (Catharus 
bicknelli) as Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 48934–48947 

8/16/2012 ..... Endangered Status for Six West Texas Aquatic Invertebrate Spe
cies and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing and Critical 
Habitat Endangered. 

77 FR 49601–49651 

8/17/2012 ..... Determination of Status for the Gierisch Mallow and Designation of 
Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing and Critical 
Habitat Endangered. 

77 FR 49893–49919 
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FY 2012 COMPLETED LISTING ACTIONS 1—Continued 

Publication 
date Title Actions FR Pages 

8/22/2012 ..... Endangered Status for Four Central Texas Salamanders and Des
ignation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing and Critical 
Habitat Endangered. 

77 FR 50767–50854 

8/28/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Bay Skipper as Endan
gered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 51958–51964 

8/29/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List Mimulus gemmiparus (Rocky 
Mountain monkeyflower) as Endangered or Threatened and to 
Designate Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 52293–52300 

8/29/2012 ..... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Prince of Wales Flying 
Squirrel as Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Not substantial. 

77 FR 52301–52308 

8/30/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Platte River Caddisfly as 
Endangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 52650–52673 

9/4/2012 ....... 12-Month Finding on a Petition To List Four Subspecies of Great 
Basin Butterflies as Endangered or Threatened Species. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 54293–54329 

9/4/2012 ....... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List the Mardon Skipper as 
Threatened or Endangered. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 54331–54352 

9/5/2012 ....... 90-Day Finding on a Petition to List the Eagle Lake Rainbow Trout 
as an Endangered or Threatened Species. 

Notice of 90-day Petition Finding, 
Substantial. 

77 FR 54548–54553 

9/5/2012 ....... Determination of Endangered Status for Arctostaphylos franciscana 
(Franciscan manzanita) Throughout Its Range. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 54434–54450 

9/11/2012 ..... Determination of Status for Texas Golden Gladecress and Neches 
River Rose-mallow and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered, 
Threatened. 

77 FR 55967–56026 

9/12/2012 ..... Proposed Endangered Status for the Jemez Mountains Salamander 
and Proposed Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 56481–56513 

9/18/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List 14 Aquatic Mollusks as En
dangered or Threatened. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 57647–57862 

9/18/2012 ..... Endangered Status for 23 Species on Oahu and Designation of 
Critical Habitat for 124 Species. 

Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 57921–57948 

9/27/2012 ..... Proposed Listing of the Mount Charleston Blue Butterfly as Endan
gered and Proposed Listing of Five Blue Butterflies as Threat
ened Due to Similarity of Appearance. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 59517–59540 

9/27/2012 ..... Endangered Status for Grotto Sculpin and Designation of Critical 
Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 59487–59515 

9/27/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List Spring Mountains Acastus 
Checkerspot Butterfly as an Endangered or Threatened Species. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 59357–59371 

10/2/2012 ..... Proposed Threatened Status for Coral Pink Sand Dunes Tiger Bee
tle and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Threatened ....... 77 FR 60207–60235 

10/2/2012 ..... 12-Month Petition Finding, Listing of the Spring Pygmy Sunfish as 
Threatened, and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Warranted Proposed List
ing Threatened. 

77 FR 60179–60206 

10/3/2012 ..... 12-month Finding for the Lemmon Fleabane; Endangered Status for 
the Acuña Cactus and the Fickeisen Plains Cactus and Designa
tion of Critical Habitat. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted Proposed 
Listing Endangered. 

77 FR 60509–60579 

10/4/2012 ..... Proposed Endangered Species Status for the Florida Bonneted Bat Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 60749–60776 
10/4/2012 ..... Determination of Endangered Species Status for Coquı́ Llanero 

Throughout Its Range and Designation of Critical Habitat. 
Final Listing Endangered ............. 77 FR 60777–60802 

10/4/2012 ..... Endangered Species Status for the Fluted Kidneyshell and Slabside 
Pearlymussel and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 60803–60882 

10/9/2012 ..... 12-Month Finding on Petitions to List the Mexican Gray Wolf as an 
Endangered Subspecies or Distinct Population Segment with Crit
ical Habitat. 

Notice of 12-month petition find
ing, Not warranted. 

77 FR 61375–61377 

10/10/2012 ... Determination of Endangered Species Status for the Alabama 
Pearlshell, Round Ebonyshell, Southern Kidneyshell, and Choc
taw Bean, and Threatened Species Status for the Tapered 
Pigtoe, Narrow Pigtoe, Southern Sandshell, and Fuzzy Pigtoe, 
and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Final Listing Endangered and 
Threatened. 

77 FR 61663–61719 

10/11/2012 ... Endangered Species Status for Cape Sable Thoroughwort, Florida 
Semaphore Cactus, and Aboriginal Prickly-apple, and Designa
tion of Critical Habitat for Cape Sable Thoroughwort. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 61835–61894 

10/11/2012 ... Listing Taylor’s Checkerspot Butterfly and Streaked Horned Lark 
and Designation of Critical Habitat. 

Proposed Listing Endangered and 
Threatened. 

77 FR 61937–62058 

10/16/2012 ... Proposed Endangered Status for the Neosho Mucket, Threatened 
Status for the Rabbitsfoot, and Designation of Critical Habitat for 
Both Species. 

Proposed Listing Endangered and 
Threatened. 

77 FR 63439–63536 

10/17/2012 ... Listing 15 Species on Hawaii Island as Endangered and Desig
nating Critical Habitat for 3 Species. 

Proposed Listing Endangered ...... 77 FR 63927–64018 

1 While some of these actions were published in FY 13, they were all completed and submitted to the Federal Register in FY 12. 
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Our expeditious progress also been working on the second step, settlement agreement. Actions in the 
included work on listing actions that we necessary for adding species to the Lists. lower section of the table are being 
funded in previous fiscal years and in These actions are listed below. Actions conducted to meet statutory timelines, 
FY 2012 but have not yet been in the top section of the table are being that is, timelines required under the 
completed to date. For these species, we conducted under a deadline set by a Act. 
have completed the first step, and have court through a court order or 

ACTIONS FUNDED IN PREVIOUS FYS AND IN FY 2012 BUT NOT YET COMPLETED 

Species Action 

Actions Subject to Court Order/Settlement Agreement 

Red knot (LPN = 3) ........................................................................................................................................................ Proposed listing. 
Gunnison sage-grouse (LPN = 2) .................................................................................................................................. Proposed listing. 
Lesser prairie chicken (LPN = 2) ................................................................................................................................... Proposed listing. 
Arizona gartersnakes (northern Mexican gartersnake (LPN = 3) & narrowheaded gartersnake) ................................. Proposed listing. 
Zuni bluehead sucker ..................................................................................................................................................... Proposed listing. 
21 Big Island (HI) species 5 (includes 8 candidate species—6 plants & 2 animals; 4 with LPN = 2, 1 with LPN = 3, Proposed listing. 

1 with LPN = 4, 2 with LPN = 8). 
9 Puget trough species (9 subspecies of pocket gopher (Thomomys mazama ssp.) (LPN = 3) ................................. Proposed listing. 
Dakota skipper (LPN = 8) and Poweshiek skipperling (LPN = 2) ................................................................................. Proposed listing. 
Vandenberg monkeyflower ............................................................................................................................................. Proposed listing. 
3 Sierra amphibians (Yosemite toad, mountain yellow-legged frog—Sierra Nevada DPSs) ........................................ Proposed listing. 

Actions With Statutory Deadlines 

Ashy storm-petrel ............................................................................................................................................................
 12-month petition finding. 
Alexander Archipelago wolf ............................................................................................................................................
 90-day petition finding. 
Sphinx date palm (Phoenix dactylifera cv. Sphinx) ........................................................................................................
 90-day petition finding 
Black-backed woodpecker ..............................................................................................................................................
 90-day petition finding. 

We also funded work on resubmitted 
petitions findings for 172 candidate 
species (species petitioned prior to the 
last CNOR). In our resubmitted petition 
finding for the Columbia Basin 
population of the greater sage-grouse in 
this notice, although we completed a 
new analysis of the threats facing the 
species, we did not include new 
information, as the significance of the 
Columbia Basin DPS to the greater sage-
grouse will require further review and 
we will update our finding when we 
resolve the status of the greater sage-
grouse at a later date (see 75 FR 13910; 
March 23, 2010). We also did not 
include an updated assessment form as 
part of our resubmitted petition findings 
for the 29 candidate species for which 
we are preparing proposed listing 
determinations. However, for both the 
Columbia Basin DPS to the greater sage-
grouse and for the other resubmitted 
petition findings, in the course of 
preparing proposed listing 
determinations, we continue to monitor 
new information about their status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the well-being of any 
of these candidate species; see 
summaries below regarding publication 
of these determinations (these species 
will remain on the candidate list until 
a proposed listing rule is published). We 
also funded revised 12-month petition 

findings for the candidate species that 
we are removing from candidate status, 
which are being published as part of 
this CNOR (see Candidate Removals). 
Because the majority of these petitioned 
species were already candidate species 
prior to our receipt of a petition to list 
them, we had already assessed their 
status using funds from our Candidate 
Conservation Program, so we continue 
to monitor the status of these species 
through our Candidate Conservation 
Program. The cost of updating the 
species assessment forms and 
publishing the joint publication of the 
CNOR and resubmitted petition findings 
is shared between the Listing Program 
and the Candidate Conservation 
Program. 

During FY 2012, we also funded work 
on resubmitted petition findings for 
uplisting two listed species (Delta smelt 
and Sclerocactus brevispinus (Pariette 
cactus)), for which we had previously 
received a petition and made a 
warranted-but-precluded finding. 

Another way that we have been 
expeditious in making progress to add 
qualified species to the Lists is that we 
have endeavored to make our listing 
actions as efficient and timely as 
possible, given the requirements of the 
relevant law and regulations, and 
constraints relating to workload and 
personnel. We are continually 
considering ways to streamline 
processes or achieve economies of scale, 
such as by batching related actions 

together. Given our limited budget for 
implementing section 4 of the ESA, 
these efforts also contribute towards 
finding that we are making expeditious 
progress to add qualified species to the 
Lists. 

Although we have not been able to 
resolve the listing status of many of the 
candidates, several programs in the 
Service contribute to the conservation of 
these species. In particular, the 
Candidate Conservation Program, which 
is separately budgeted, focuses on 
providing technical expertise for 
developing conservation strategies and 
agreements to guide voluntary on-the-
ground conservation work for candidate 
and other at-risk species. The main goal 
of this program is to address the threats 
facing candidate species. Through this 
program, we work with our partners 
(other Federal agencies, State agencies, 
Tribes, local governments, private 
landowners, and private conservation 
organizations) to address the threats to 
candidate species and other species at-
risk. We are currently working with our 
partners to implement voluntary 
conservation agreements for more than 
142 species covering 5.5 million ac of 
habitat. In some instances, the sustained 
implementation of strategically 
designed conservation efforts 
culminates in making listing 
unnecessary for species that are 
candidates for listing or for which 
listing has been proposed. 
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Findings for Petitioned Candidate 
Species 

Below are updated summaries for 
petitioned candidates for which we 
published findings, under section 
4(b)(3)(B). We are making continued 
warranted-but-precluded 12-month 
findings on the petitions for these 
species (for our revised 12-month 
petition findings for species that we are 
removing from candidate status, see 
summaries above under Candidate 
Removals). 

Mammals 

Pacific sheath-tailed bat, American 
Samoa DPS (Emballonura semicaudata 
semicaudata) — The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
This small bat is a member of the 
Emballonuridae, an Old World bat 
family that has an extensive 
distribution, primarily in the tropics. 
The Pacific sheath-tailed bat was once 
common and widespread in Polynesia 
and Micronesia, and it is the only 
insectivorous bat recorded from a large 
part of this area. The species as a whole 
(E. semicaudata) occurred on several of 
the Caroline Islands (Palau, Chuuk, and 
Pohnpei), Samoa (Independent and 
American), the Mariana Islands (Guam 
and the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands (CNMI)), Tonga, Fiji, 
and Vanuatu. While populations appear 
to be healthy in some locations, mainly 
in the Caroline Islands, they have 
declined substantially in other areas, 
including Independent and American 
Samoa, the Mariana Islands, Fiji, and 
possibly Tonga. Scientists recognize 
four subspecies: Emballonura s. 
rotensis, endemic to the Mariana Islands 
(Guam and the CNMI); E. s. sulcata, 
occurring in Chuuk and Pohnpei; E. s. 
palauensis, found in Palau; and E. s. 
semicaudata, occurring in American 
and Independent Samoa, Tonga, Fiji, 
and Vanuatu. The candidate assessment 
form addresses the distinct population 
segment (DPS) of E. s. semicaudata that 
occurs in American Samoa. 

Emballonura s. semicaudata 
historically occurred in American and 
Independent Samoa, Tonga, Fiji, and 
Vanuatu. It is extant in Fiji and Tonga, 
but may be extirpated from Vanuatu and 
Independent Samoa. There is some 
concern that it is also extirpated from 
American Samoa, the location of this 
DPS, where surveys are currently 
ongoing to ascertain its status. The 
factors that led to the decline of this 
subspecies and the DPS are poorly 
understood; however, current threats to 

this subspecies and the DPS include 
habitat loss, predation by introduced 
species, and its small population size 
and distribution, which make the taxon 
extremely vulnerable to extinction due 
to typhoons and similar natural 
catastrophes. Thus, the threats are high 
in magnitude. The Pacific sheath-tailed 
bat may also be susceptible to 
disturbance to roosting caves. The LPN 
for E. s. semicaudata is 3 because the 
magnitude of the threats is high; the 
threats are ongoing, and therefore, 
imminent; and the taxon is a distinct 
population segment of a subspecies. 

Pacific sheath-tailed bat (Emballonura 
semicaudata rotensis), Guam and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands (CNMI)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
This small bat is a member of the 
Emballonuridae, an Old World bat 
family that has an extensive 
distribution, primarily in the tropics. 
The Pacific sheath-tailed bat was once 
common and widespread in Polynesia 
and Micronesia, and it is the only 
insectivorous bat recorded from a large 
part of this area. Emballonura s. rotensis 
is historically known from the Mariana 
Islands and formerly occurred on Guam 
and in the CNMI on Rota, Aguiguan, 
Tinian (known from prehistoric records 
only), Saipan, and possibly Anatahan 
and Maug. Currently, E. s. rotensis 
appears to be extirpated from all but one 
island in the Mariana archipelago. The 
single remaining population of this 
subspecies occurs on Aguiguan, CNMI. 

Threats to this subspecies have not 
changed over the past year. The primary 
threats to the subspecies are ongoing 
habitat loss and degradation as a result 
of feral goat (Capra hircus) activity on 
the island of Aguiguan and the taxon’s 
small population size and limited 
distribution. Predation by nonnative 
species and human disturbance are also 
potential threats to the subspecies. The 
subspecies is believed near the point 
where stochastic events, such as 
typhoons, are increasingly likely to 
affect its continued survival. The 
disappearance of the remaining 
population on Aguiguan would result in 
the extinction of the subspecies. Thus, 
the threats are high in magnitude. The 
LPN for E. s. rotensis remains at 3 
because the magnitude of the threats is 
high; the threats are ongoing, and 
therefore, imminent; and the taxon is a 
subspecies. 

New England cottontail (Sylvilagus 
transitionalis) — The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files and information 

received in response to our notice 
published on June 30, 2004, when we 
announced our 90-day petition finding 
and initiation of a status review (69 FR 
39395). We received the petition on 
August 30, 2000. 

The New England cottontail (NEC) is 
a medium to large-sized cottontail rabbit 
that may reach 1,000 grams (g) in 
weight, and is one of two species within 
the genus Sylvilagus occurring in New 
England. The NEC is considered a 
habitat specialist, because it is 
dependent upon early-successional 
habitats typically described as thickets. 
The species is the only endemic 
cottontail in New England. Historically, 
the NEC occurred in seven States and 
ranged from southeastern New York 
(east of the Hudson River) north through 
the Champlain Valley, southern 
Vermont, the southern half of New 
Hampshire, and southern Maine and 
south throughout Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, and Rhode Island. The 
current range of the NEC has declined 
substantially, and occurrences have 
become increasingly separated. The 
species’ distribution is fragmented into 
five apparently isolated 
metapopulations. The area occupied by 
the cottontail has contracted from 
approximately 90,000 square kilometers 
(km2) to 12,180 km2. Surveys indicate 
that the long-term decline in NEC 
continues. For example, surveys for the 
species in 2009 documented the 
presence of NEC in 7 of the 23 New 
Hampshire locations that were known to 
be occupied in 2002 and 2003. 
Similarly, surveys in Maine found the 
species no longer present in 9 of the 19 
towns identified in an extensive survey 
that spanned the years 2000 to 2004. 
Similar surveys were conducted during 
the winter of 2010–2011 in Rhode 
Island. Rangewide, it is estimated that 
less than one-third of the occupied sites 
occur on lands in conservation status 
and fewer than 10 percent are being 
managed for early-successional forest 
species. 

The primary threat to the NEC is loss 
of habitat through succession and 
alteration. Isolation of occupied patches 
by areas of unsuitable habitat and high 
predation rates are resulting in local 
extirpation of NECs from small patches. 
The range of the NEC has contracted by 
75 percent or more since 1960, and 
current land uses in the region indicate 
that the rate of change, about 2 percent 
range loss per year, will continue. 
Additional threats include competition 
for food and habitat with introduced 
eastern cottontails and large numbers of 
native white-tailed deer, inadequate 
regulatory mechanisms to protect 
habitat, and mortality from predation. 
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The magnitude of the threats continues 
to be high, because they occur 
rangewide and have a negative effect on 
the population size and survival of the 
species. Although conservation 
measures that address the threats to the 
species are being developed, they are 
not yet in place, and there is not yet any 
indication that they are having an effect 
on the magnitude of the species. The 
threats are imminent because they are 
ongoing. Thus, we retained an LPN of 2 
for this species. 

Fisher, West Coast DPS (Martes 
pennanti)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files and in 
the Service’s initial warranted-but-
precluded finding published in the 
Federal Register on April 8, 2004 (69 FR 
18770). The fisher is a carnivore in the 
family Mustelidae and is the largest 
member of the genus Martes. 
Historically, the West Coast population 
of the fisher extended south from British 
Columbia into western Washington and 
Oregon, and in the North Coast Ranges, 
Klamath-Siskiyou Mountains, and 
Sierra Nevada in California. Because of 
a lack of detections with standardized 
survey efforts over much of the fisher’s 
historical range, the fisher is believed to 
be extirpated or reduced to scattered 
individuals from the lower mainland of 
British Columbia through Washington 
and northern Oregon and in the central 
and northern Sierra Nevada in 
California. Extant populations of native 
fisher are isolated to the North Coast 
and Klamath-Siskiyou Mountains of 
northern California and southwestern 
Oregon, and the southern Sierra Nevada 
in California. Descendants of a fisher 
reintroduction effort also occur in the 
southern Cascades in Oregon. Two 
recent reintroduction efforts in Olympic 
National Park in Washington and in the 
northern Sierra Nevada in California 
have completed the movement and 
release of fishers to their respective 
study areas. Several years of monitoring 
are still needed to determine if these 
will become successfully-established 
populations. 

Estimates of fisher numbers in native 
populations of the West Coast DPS vary 
widely. A rigorous monitoring program 
is lacking for the native northern 
California-southwestern Oregon and 
reintroduced southern Oregon Cascades 
populations, making estimates of fisher 
numbers for these two populations 
difficult. The fisher monitoring program 
in the southern Sierra Nevada 
population has provided preliminary 
estimates indicating no decline in the 
index of abundance within the 
monitored portion of the population. 
The two populations of native fisher in 
the northern California-southwestern 

Oregon and southern Sierra Nevada are 
separated by several times greater than 
the species’ maximum dispersal 
distance. The extant fisher populations 
are either small (southern Sierra Nevada 
and southern Oregon Cascades) and 
isolated from one another or both. 

Major threats that fragment or remove 
key elements of fisher habitat include 
various forest vegetation management 
practices such as timber harvest and 
fuels reduction treatments. Other 
potential major threats in portions of the 
range include: large stand-replacing 
wildfires, changes in forest composition 
and structure related to the effects of 
climate change, forest and fuels 
management, and urban and rural 
development. Threats to fishers that 
lead to direct mortality and injury 
include: collisions with vehicles; 
predation; rodenticides; and viral borne 
diseases such as rabies, parvovirus, and 
canine distemper virus. Existing 
regulatory mechanisms on Federal, 
State, and private lands do not provide 
sufficient protection for the key 
elements of fisher habitat, or the 
certainty that conservation efforts will 
be implemented or effective. The 
magnitude of threats is high as they 
occur across the range of the DPS, 
resulting in a negative impact on fisher 
distribution and abundance. However, 
the threats are nonimminent as the 
greatest long-term risks to the fisher in 
its west coast range are the subsequent 
ramifications of the isolation of small 
populations and their interactions with 
the listed threats. Therefore, we 
assigned an LPN of 6 to this DPS. 

New Mexico meadow jumping mouse 
(Zapus hudsonius luteus)—We continue 
to find that listing this species is 
warranted but precluded as of the date 
of publication of this notice. However, 
we are working on a proposed listing 
rule that we expect to publish prior to 
making the next annual resubmitted 
petition 12-month finding. In the course 
of preparing the proposed listing rule, 
we are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Mazama pocket gopher (Thomomys 
mazama ssp. couchi, douglasii, 
glacialis, louiei, melanops, pugetensis, 
tacomensis, tumuli, yelmensis)—We 
continue to find that listing these 
subspecies is warranted but precluded 
as of the date of publication of this 
notice. However, we are working on a 
proposed listing rule that we expect to 
publish prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 

listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Canada lynx, within the State of New 
Mexico (Lynx canadensis)—In our 
finding of December 17, 2009 (74 FR 
66937), we determined that adding the 
lynx in New Mexico to the listing of the 
lynx DPS was warranted, because the 
lynx is now present in the State as a 
result of the Colorado reintroduction 
effort, and we assigned an LPN of 12 to 
amending the listing of lynx to include 
New Mexico. We reconfirm that 
assigning an LPN of 12 is appropriate 
based on nonimminent threats of a low 
magnitude. The threats to the lynx in 
New Mexico from human-caused 
mortality are low in magnitude, because 
they do not occur at a level that creates 
a significant threat to the lynx DPS in 
the contiguous United States. We do not 
consider lynx in New Mexico, or its 
habitat in New Mexico, to be essential 
to the survival or recovery of the DPS; 
as a result, neither human-caused 
mortality nor habitat modification in 
New Mexico creates a significant threat 
to the lynx DPS in the contiguous 
United States. Potential impacts to the 
habitat in New Mexico have not been 
documented to threaten lynx, either in 
New Mexico or outside of it. The 
amount of suitable habitat for lynx in 
New Mexico is considered negligible 
relative to the amount of habitat within 
the listed range, and the majority of lynx 
habitats within the contiguous United 
States are already protected by the ESA. 
The threats are also nonimminent, 
because they occur infrequently. 
Because lynx in the lower 48 States are 
already listed as a DPS and conditions 
affecting the lynx in New Mexico are 
neither imminent nor of sufficient 
magnitude to pose a threat to the lynx 
DPS throughout the contiguous United 
States, the appropriate LPN for this level 
of magnitude and immediacy of threats 
for a DPS is 12. 

Gunnison’s prairie dog (Cynomys 
gunnisoni)—Gunnison’s prairie dogs 
occur in Arizona, Colorado, New 
Mexico, and Utah. In our February 5, 
2008, 12-month finding (73 FR 6660), 
we determined that listing the Gunnison 
prairie dog was warranted but 
precluded, with an LPN of 2, due to 
threats in a significant portion of its 
range—the montane portion of the 
species’ range within Colorado and New 
Mexico—where the effects from plague 
and other factors threaten those 
populations. This finding was 
challenged by WildEarth Guardians in 
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September of 2008. On September 30, 
2010, the Court set aside our 2008 
finding and remanded the matter back 
to us for further action. The Court found 
that we arbitrarily and capriciously 
‘‘determined that something other than 
a species was an endangered or 
threatened species which warranted 
listing.’’ In response to the decision of 
the Court, we will reevaluate the status 
of the Gunnison’s prairie dog and 
deliver a revised 12-month finding to 
the Federal Register. However, we are 
currently unable to complete a status 
review due to budget and workload 
limitations. Furthermore, initiating a 
revised status review for the species 
would be premature at this time because 
of a significant ongoing genetics study 
initiated by Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
(CPW) (formerly the Colorado Division 
of Wildlife) along with researchers at 
the University of Colorado Boulder 
addressing Gunnison’s prairie dog 
taxonomy. This work will be essential 
in determining whether or not 
Gunnison’s prairie dogs in the montane 
and prairie portions of the species’ 
range constitute two subspecies. We 
anticipate the analysis of these genetic 
data will likely be completed by late 
2012 and we will evaluate the 
information thereafter. It is critical for 
us to consider this potentially 
significant taxonomic revision in our 
revised status review after the CPW 
releases its final genetics report. 
Gunnison’s prairie dogs will remain a 
candidate within the montane portion of 
their range until we complete this 
analysis. 

Southern Idaho ground squirrel 
(Spermophilus brunneus endemicus)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The southern Idaho ground squirrel is 
endemic to 4 counties in southwest 
Idaho; its total known range is 
approximately 426,000 ha (1,050,000 
ac). Threats to southern Idaho ground 
squirrels include: habitat degradation 
and fragmentation; direct killing from 
shooting, trapping, or poisoning; 
predation; competition with other 
ground squirrel species; and inadequacy 
of existing regulatory mechanisms. 
Habitat degradation and fragmentation 
appear to be the primary threats to the 
species. Nonnative annuals such as 
Bromus tectorum (cheatgrass) and 
Taeniatherum caput-medusae 
(medusahead) now dominate much of 
this species’ range and have altered the 
fire regime by accelerating the frequency 
of wildfire. Nonnative annuals provide 
inconsistent forage quality for southern 

Idaho ground squirrels as compared to 
native vegetation. Habitat deterioration, 
destruction, and fragmentation 
contribute to the current patchy 
distribution of southern Idaho ground 
squirrels. Some human-altered 
landscapes, such as golf courses and 
row crops of alfalfa, provide alternative 
habitats that maintain high densities of 
southern Idaho ground squirrels. 
However, high densities of ground 
squirrels in agricultural fields 
sometimes cause crop damage, which 
results in reduced tolerance of the 
species by local landowners. 

One programmatic Candidate 
Conservation Agreement with 
Assurances (CCAA) has been completed 
for this species; it includes conservation 
measures that minimize ground-
disturbing activities, allow for the 
investigation of methods to restore 
currently degraded habitat, provide 
additional protection to southern Idaho 
ground squirrels from recreational 
shooting and other direct killing on 
enrolled lands, and allow for the 
translocation of squirrels to or from 
enrolled lands, if necessary. The acreage 
enrolled through the CCAA 
encompasses approximately 9 percent of 
the known range of the species. While 
the ongoing conservation efforts have 
helped to reduce the magnitude of 
threats to moderate, habitat degradation 
remains the primary threat to the 
species throughout most of its range. 
This threat is imminent due to the 
ongoing and increasing prevalence of 
nonnative vegetation, and the current 
patchy distribution of the species. Thus, 
we assign an LPN of 9 to this 
subspecies. 

Washington ground squirrel 
(Spermophilus washingtoni) — The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
in the petition we received on March 2, 
2000. The Washington ground squirrel 
is endemic to the Deschutes-Columbia 
Plateau sagebrush-steppe and grassland 
communities in north-central Oregon 
and south-central Washington. 
Although historically abundant and 
widespread, approximately two-thirds 
of its total historical range has been 
converted to agricultural and residential 
uses. The most contiguous, least 
disturbed expanse of suitable habitat 
within the species’ range occurs on land 
in Oregon owned by Boeing, Inc., and 
on the Naval Weapons Systems Training 
Facility near Boardman, Oregon. In 
Washington, the largest area of suitable 
habitat occurs on State and Federal 
lands. 

Agricultural, residential, and wind 
power development, among other forms 
of development, continue to eliminate 

Washington ground squirrel habitat in 
portions of its range. Throughout much 
of its range, Washington ground 
squirrels are threatened by the 
establishment and spread of invasive 
plant species, particularly cheatgrass 
(Bromus tectorum), which alter 
available cover and food quantity and 
quality, and increase fire frequency. 
Additional threats include habitat 
fragmentation, recreational shooting, 
genetic isolation and drift, and 
predation. Potential threats include 
disease, drought, and possible 
competition with related species in 
disturbed habitat at the periphery of the 
Washington ground squirrel’s range. 

In Oregon, some threats are being 
addressed as a result of the State’s 
listing the species as endangered under 
the Oregon State Endangered Species 
Act (OESA), and by implementation of 
the Threemile Canyon Farms Multi-
Species CCAA. In Washington, there are 
currently no formal agreements with 
private landowners or with State or 
Federal agencies to protect the 
Washington ground squirrel. 
Additionally, no State or Federal 
management plans have been developed 
to specifically address the needs of the 
species. Since current and potential 
threats are widespread, and, in some 
priority areas, could significantly affect 
the survival of the species, we conclude 
the magnitude of threats remains high. 
The Washington ground squirrel has 
both imminent and nonimminent 
threats. At a rangewide scale, we 
conclude the threats are nonimminent 
based largely on the following: The 
Threemile Canyon Farms Multi-Species 
CCAA addressed the imminent loss of a 
large portion of habitat to agriculture; 
there are currently no other large-scale 
efforts to convert suitable habitat to 
agriculture; and wind power project 
impacts can be minimized through 
compliance with the OESA and the 
Columbia Basin Ecoregion wind energy 
siting and permitting guidelines. We 
also consider the potential development 
of shooting ranges on the Naval 
Weapons Systems Training Facility as 
nonimminent because the proposed 
action is still under development and 
we are unable to assess its timing and 
impact, which could be minimized 
through compliance with the OESA. 
We, therefore, have retained an LPN of 
5 for this species. 

Red tree vole, north Oregon coast DPS 
(Arborimus longicaudus)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
in our initial warranted-but-precluded 
finding, published in the Federal 
Register on October 13, 2011 (76 FR 
63720). Red tree voles are small, mouse-
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sized rodents that live in conifer forests 
and spend almost all of their time in the 
tree canopy. They are one of the few 
animals that can persist on a diet of 
conifer needles, which is their principal 
food. Red tree voles are endemic to the 
humid, coniferous forests of western 
Oregon (generally west of the crest of 
the Cascade Range) and northwestern 
California (north of the Klamath River). 
The north Oregon coast DPS of the red 
tree vole comprises that portion of the 
Oregon Coast Range from the Columbia 
River south to the Siuslaw River. Red 
tree voles demonstrate strong selection 
for nesting in older conifer forests, 
which are now relatively rare across the 
DPS; they avoid nesting in younger 
forests. 

Although data are not available to 
rigorously assess population trends, 
information from retrospective surveys 
indicates red tree voles have declined in 
the DPS and no longer occur, or are now 
scarce, in areas where they were once 
relatively abundant. Older forests that 
provide habitat for red tree voles are 
limited and highly fragmented, while 
ongoing forest practices in much of the 
DPS maintain the remaining patches of 
older forest in a highly fragmented and 
isolated condition. Modeling indicates 
only 11 percent within the area of the 
DPS currently contains tree vole habitat, 
largely restricted to the 22 percent of the 
area that is under Federal ownership. 
Existing regulatory mechanisms on State 
and private lands are inadequate to 
prevent continued harvest of forest 
stands at a scale and extent that would 
be meaningful for conserving red tree 
voles. Biological characteristics of red 
tree voles, such as small home ranges, 
limited dispersal distances, and low 
reproductive potential, limits their 
ability to respond to and persist in areas 
of extensive habitat loss and alteration. 
These biological characteristics also 
make it difficult for the tree voles to 
recolonize isolated habitat patches. Due 
to its reduced distribution, the red tree 
vole is now vulnerable to random 
environmental disturbances that may 
remove or further isolate large blocks of 
already limited habitat, and to 
extirpation within the DPS from such 
factors as genetic variability, inbreeding 
depression, and demographic 
stochasticity. Although the entire 
population is experiencing threats, the 
impact is less pronounced on Federal 
lands where much of the red tree vole 
habitat remains. Hence, the magnitude 
of threats is moderate to low. The 
threats are imminent because they are 
currently occurring within the DPS. 
Therefore, we have assigned the red tree 

vole north Oregon coast DPS an LPN of 
9. 

Pacific walrus (Odobenus rosmarus 
divergens)—The following information 
is based on information in our files and 
our warranted-but-precluded 12-month 
petition finding published on February 
10, 2011 (76 FR 7634). The Pacific 
walrus is an ice-dependent species 
found across the continental shelf 
waters of the northern Bering and 
Chukchi Seas. Unlike seals that can 
remain in the water indefinitely, walrus 
must haulout onto ice or land 
periodically. Pacific walrus is a 
traditional and important source of food 
and products to native Alaskans, 
especially those living on Saint 
Lawrence Island, and to native 
Russians. 

Annually, walrus migrate up to 1,500 
km (932 mi) between winter breeding 
areas in the sub-Arctic (northern Bering 
Sea) and summer foraging areas in the 
Arctic. Historically, the females and 
calves remained on pack ice over the 
continental shelf of the Chukchi Sea 
throughout the summer, using it as a 
platform for resting after making 
shallow foraging dives for invertebrates 
on the sea floor. Sea ice also provides 
isolation from disturbance and 
terrestrial predators such as polar bears. 
Since 1979, the extent of summer Arctic 
sea ice has declined. The four lowest 
records of minimum sea ice extent 
occurred from 2007 to 2011. Based on 
the best scientific information available, 
we anticipate that sea ice will retreat 
northward off the Chukchi continental 
shelf for 1 to 5 months every year in the 
foreseeable future. 

When the ice melts beyond the limits 
of the continental shelf (and the ability 
of the walrus to obtain food), thousands 
of walrus congregate at coastal haulouts. 
Although coastal haulouts have 
historically provided a place to rest, the 
aggregation of so many animals, in 
particular females and calves, at this 
time of year has increased in the last 5 
years. Not only are the number of 
animals more concentrated at coastal 
haulouts than on widely dispersed sea 
ice, but also the probability of 
disturbance from humans and terrestrial 
animals is much higher. Disturbances at 
coastal haulouts cause stampedes, 
leading to mortalities and injuries. In 
addition, because of the amount of food 
these large animals need, there is also 
concern that the concentration of 
animals will cause local prey depletion 
leading to longer foraging trips, 
increased energy costs, and potential 
effects on female fitness and calf 
survival. We expect these effects to lead 
to a population decline. 

We recognize that Pacific walrus face 
additional stressors from ocean 
warming, ocean acidification, disease, 
oil and gas exploration and 
development, increased shipping, 
commercial fishing, and subsistence 
harvest, but none rise to the level of a 
threat except subsistence harvest. We 
found that subsistence harvest will rise 
to the level of a threat if the population 
declines but harvest levels remain the 
same. Because the threat of sea ice loss 
is not having significant population-
level effects currently, but is projected 
to, we determined the magnitude of this 
threat is moderate, not high. Because 
both the loss of sea ice habitat and 
subsistence harvest are presently 
occurring, these threats are imminent. 
Thus, we assigned an LPN of 9 to this 
subspecies. 

North American wolverine, 
contiguous U.S. DPS (Gulo gulo 
luscus)—We continue to find that listing 
this species is warranted but precluded 
as of the date of publication of this 
notice. However, we are working on a 
proposed listing rule that we expect to 
publish prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Birds 
Spotless crake, American Samoa DPS 

(Porzana tabuensis)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Porzana tabuensis is a small, dark, 
cryptic rail found in wetlands and rank 
scrublands or forests in the Philippines, 
Australia, Fiji, Tonga, Society Islands, 
Marquesas, Independent Samoa, and 
American Samoa (Ofu, Tau). The genus 
Porzana is widespread in the Pacific, 
where it is represented by numerous 
island-endemic and flightless species 
(many of which are extinct as a result 
of anthropogenic disturbances) as well 
as several more cosmopolitan species, 
including P. tabuensis. No subspecies of 
P. tabuensis are recognized. 

The American Samoa population is 
the only population of spotless crakes 
under U.S. jurisdiction. The available 
information indicates that distinct 
populations of the spotless crake, a 
species not noted for long-distance 
dispersal, are definable. The population 
of spotless crakes in American Samoa is 
discrete in relation to the remainder of 
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the species as a whole, which is 
distributed in widely separated 
locations. Although the spotless crake 
(and other rails) have dispersed widely 
in the Pacific, flight in island rails has 
atrophied or been completely lost over 
evolutionary time causing populations 
to become isolated (and vulnerable to 
terrestrial predators such as rats). The 
population of this species in American 
Samoa is therefore distinct based on 
geographic and distributional isolation 
from spotless crake populations on 
other islands in the oceanic Pacific, the 
Philippines, and Australia. The 
American Samoa population of the 
spotless crake links the Central and 
Eastern Pacific portions of the species’ 
range. The loss of this population would 
result in an increase of roughly 500 mi 
(805 km) in the distance between the 
central and eastern Polynesian portions 
of the spotless crake’s range, and could 
result in the isolation of the Marquesas 
and Society Islands populations by 
further limiting the potential for even 
rare genetic exchange. Based on the 
discreteness and significance of the 
American Samoa population of the 
spotless crake, we consider this 
population to be a distinct vertebrate 
population segment. 

Threats to this population have not 
changed over the past year. The 
population in American Samoa is 
threatened by small population size, 
limited distribution, predation by 
nonnative and native animals, 
continued development of wetland 
habitat, and natural catastrophes such as 
hurricanes. The co-occurrence of a 
known predator of ground-nesting birds, 
the Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus), and 
native predators, the Pacific boa 
(Candoia bibroni) and the purple 
swamphen (Porphyrio porphyrio), along 
with the extremely restricted observed 
distribution and low numbers, indicate 
that the magnitude of the threats to the 
American Samoa DPS of the spotless 
crake continues to be high, because the 
threats significantly affect the species’ 
survival. The threats are ongoing, and 
therefore imminent. Based on this 
assessment of existing information 
about the imminence and high 
magnitude of these threats, we assigned 
the spotless crake an LPN of 3. 

Yellow-billed cuckoo, western U.S. 
DPS (Coccyzus americanus)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted, but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 

monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Friendly ground-dove, American 
Samoa DPS (Gallicolumba stairi)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The genus Gallicolumba is distributed 
throughout the Pacific and Southeast 
Asia. The genus is represented in the 
oceanic Pacific by six species: Three are 
endemic to Micronesian islands or 
archipelagos, two are endemic to island 
groups in French Polynesia, and G. 
stairi is endemic to Samoa, Tonga, and 
Fiji. Some authors recognize two 
subspecies of the friendly ground-dove, 
one, slightly smaller, in the Samoan 
archipelago (G. s. stairi), and one in 
Tonga and Fiji (G. s. vitiensis), but 
because morphological differences 
between the two are minimal, we are 
not recognizing separate subspecies at 
this time. 

In American Samoa, the friendly 
ground-dove has been found on the 
islands of Ofu and Olosega (Manua 
Group). Threats to this subspecies have 
not changed over the past year. 
Predation by nonnative species and 
natural catastrophes such as hurricanes 
are the primary threats to the 
subspecies. Of these, predation by 
nonnative species is thought to be 
occurring now and likely has been 
occurring for several decades. This 
predation may be an important 
impediment to population growth. 
Predation by introduced species has 
played a significant role in reducing, 
limiting, and extirpating populations of 
island birds, especially ground-nesters 
like the friendly ground-dove, in the 
Pacific and other locations worldwide. 
Nonnative predators known or thought 
to occur in the range of the friendly 
ground-dove in American Samoa are 
feral cats (Felis catus), Polynesian rats 
(Rattus exulans), black rats (R. rattus), 
and Norway rats (R. norvegicus). 

In January 2004 and February of 2005, 
hurricanes virtually destroyed the 
habitat of G. stairi in the area on Olosega 
Island where the species had been most 
frequently recorded. Although this 
species has evolved on islands subject 
to severe storms, this example illustrates 
the potential for natural disturbance to 
exacerbate the effect of anthropogenic 
disturbance on small populations. 
Consistent monitoring using a variety of 
methods over the last 5 years yielded 
few observations and no change in the 
relative abundance of this taxon in 

American Samoa. The total population 
size is poorly known, but is unlikely to 
number more than a few hundred pairs. 
The distribution of the friendly ground-
dove is limited to steep, forested slopes 
with an open understory and a substrate 
of fine scree or exposed earth; this 
habitat is not common in American 
Samoa. The threats are ongoing and 
therefore imminent, and the magnitude 
is moderate because relative abundance 
has remained unchanged for several 
years. Thus, we assign this DPS an LPN 
of 9. 

Red knot (Calidris canutus rufa)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Yellow-billed loon (Gavia adamsii)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
the petition we received on April 5, 
2004. The yellow-billed loon is a 
migratory bird. Solitary pairs breed on 
lakes in the arctic tundra of the United 
States, Russia, and Canada from June to 
September. During the remainder of the 
year, the species winters in more 
southern coastal waters of the Pacific 
Ocean and the Norway and North Seas. 

The available information is not 
sufficient to dismiss subsistence harvest 
as a threat to the species. While 
subsistence harvest information, which 
has bias of unknown direction and 
magnitude, cannot be used to precisely 
estimate harvest, it indicates that tens to 
possibly low hundreds of yellow-billed 
loons are harvested throughout Alaska, 
Russia, and Canada annually. The 
available information suggests that the 
majority of harvest likely occurs during 
spring and fall migrations, as yellow-
billed loons move along the coast of 
Alaska or through the Chukchi and 
Bering seas. As a result, what harvest 
actually is occurring is extracted from a 
migrant population that likely includes 
much of the species’ total rangewide 
numbers of 16,000 to 32,000. Although 
uncertainty surrounding harvest levels, 
breeding-population composition of the 
migrant population, and total 
population size exists, the current 
information on subsistence harvest 
seems to indicate that a small 
proportion of the migrant population is 



VerDate Mar<15>2010 17:50 Nov 20, 2012 Jkt 229001 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4701 Sfmt 4702 E:\FR\FM\21NOP3.SGM 21NOP3sr
ob

in
so

n 
on

 D
S

K
4S

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 

70014 Federal Register / Vol. 77, No. 225 / Wednesday, November 21, 2012 / Proposed Rules 

harvested each year. While it currently 
appears that fewer yellow-billed loons 
may be harvested than previously 
thought, we are continuing to gather 
data and refine model-based predictions 
to address the uncertainties regarding 
subsistence harvest and the effect it may 
have at the population level. Therefore, 
we conclude that subsistence harvest is 
a threat to the species. 

Additionally, yellow-billed loons are 
subject to several stressors, including oil 
and gas exploration and development, 
marine pollution, the effects of climate 
change, the inadequacy of existing 
regulations, and fishing by-catch. While 
these stressors may not rise to the level 
of a threat individually, when taken 
collectively they could cause 
population-level effects. 

The primary threat of subsistence 
harvest is currently occurring; therefore, 
the threat is imminent. The magnitude 
of subsistence harvest is moderate based 
on what we currently know about the 
level of harvest. Thus, we assigned the 
yellow-billed loon an LPN of 8. 

Kittlitz’s murrelet (Brachyramphus 
brevirostris)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Xantus’s murrelet (Synthliboramphus 
hypoleucus)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and the petition we received on 
April 16, 2002. The Xantus’s murrelet is 
a small seabird in the family Alcidae 
that occurs along the west coast of North 
America in the United States, Mexico, 
and Canada. The species has a limited 
breeding distribution, only nesting on 
the Channel Islands in southern 
California and on islands off the west 
coast of Baja California, Mexico. 
Although data on population trends are 
scarce, scientists believe the population 
declined greatly over the last century, 
mainly due to introduced predators 
such as rats (Rattus sp.) and feral cats 
(Felis catus) to nesting islands, with 
possible extirpations on three islands in 
Mexico. A dramatic decline (up to 70 
percent) from 1977 to 1991 was detected 
at the largest nesting colony in southern 
California, possibly due to high levels of 
predation on eggs by the endemic deer 
mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus 

elusus). Identified threats include 
introduced predators at nesting 
colonies, oil spills and oil pollution, 
reduced prey availability, human 
disturbance, and artificial light 
pollution. 

Although substantial declines in the 
Xantus’s murrelet population likely 
occurred over the last century, some of 
the largest threats are being addressed 
and, to some degree, ameliorated. 
Declines and possible extirpations at 
several nesting colonies were thought to 
have been caused by nonnative 
predators, which have been removed 
from many of the islands where they 
once occurred. Most notably, since 
1994, Island Conservation and Ecology 
Group has systematically removed rats, 
cats, and dogs from every murrelet 
nesting colony in Mexico, with the 
exception of cats and dogs on 
Guadalupe Island. In 2002, rats were 
eradicated from Anacapa Island in 
southern California, which has resulted 
in improvements in reproductive 
success at that island. In southern 
California, efforts to restore nesting 
habitat on Santa Barbara Island through 
the Montrose Settlements Restoration 
Project may benefit the Xantus’s 
murrelet population at that island. 

Artificial lighting from squid fishing 
and other vessels, or from lights on 
islands, remains a potential threat to the 
species. Bright lights make Xantus’s 
murrelets more susceptible to predation, 
and they can also become disoriented 
and exhausted from continual attraction 
to bright lights. Chicks can become 
disoriented and separated from their 
parents at sea, which could result in 
death of the dependent chicks. High-
wattage lights on commercial market 
squid (Loligo opalescens) fishing vessels 
used at night to attract squid to the 
surface of the water in the Channel 
Islands was the suspected cause of 
unusually high predation on Xantus’s 
murrelets by western gulls (Larus 
occidentalis) and barn owls (Tyto alba) 
at Santa Barbara Island in 1999. To 
address this threat, in 2000, the 
California Fish and Game Commission 
required light shields and a limit of 
30,000 watts per boat; it is unknown if 
this is sufficient to reduce impacts. 
Since 1999, no significant squid fishing 
has occurred near any of the colonies in 
the Channel Islands; however, this 
remains a potential future threat. 

A proposal to build three liquid 
natural gas facilities near the Channel 
Islands could affect the nesting colonies 
due to bright lights at night from the 
facilities and visiting tanker vessels, 
noise from the facilities or from 
helicopters visiting the facilities, and 
the threat of oil spills associated with 

visiting tanker vessels. However, these 
facilities are still early in the complex 
and long-term planning processes, and 
it is possible that none of these facilities 
will be built. In addition, none of them 
is directly adjacent to nesting colonies, 
where their impacts would be expected 
to be more significant. The threats from 
nonnative predators and artificial 
lighting are of a high magnitude because 
they have been sufficient to cause 
significant declines in the population. 
However, because of the efforts to 
eliminate nonnative predators and 
reduce artificial lighting, they are 
nonimminent. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 5 for this species. 

Red-crowned parrot (Amazona 
viridigenalis)—The red-crowned parrot 
occurs in fragmented isolated habitat in 
the Mexican states of Veracruz, San Luis 
Potosi, Nuevo Leon, Tamaulipas, and 
northeast Queretaro; and in Hidalgo and 
Cameron Counties, Texas. Feral 
populations may also exist in southern 
California, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and 
Florida and escaped birds have been 
reported in central Texas. The species 
generally occurs in tropical lowlands 
and foothills, inhabiting tropical 
deciduous forest, gallery forest, 
evergreen floodplain forest, Tamaulipan 
thornscrub, and semi-open areas; in 
Texas, the species is known to nest in 
cavities in the urban centers of town in 
palm species. Currently, the population 
of red-crowned parrots is extremely 
small (less than 5,000 individuals) and 
fragmented, and a large portion 
(approximately half) of the population 
occurs within the species’ historical 
range in Mexico. The primary threats to 
the red-crowned parrot at this time 
include habitat loss, illegal capture for 
the pet trade, and the inadequacy of 
regulatory mechanisms that address 
those threats. 

The primary threats to the red-
crowned parrot are affecting a large 
portion of the species’ population 
throughout the historical range of the 
species in Mexico. We consider the 
magnitude high because the current 
population is small, a large portion of 
the population is affected, and these 
factors may lead to extirpation in 
Mexico. Further, we have no 
information indicating the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley populations can persist 
in the absence of the Mexico 
populations. Threats to the red-crowned 
parrot are currently affecting 
populations and are expected to 
continue to occur in the future. 
Therefore, threats to the red-crowned 
parrot are imminent. As a result of the 
imminent, high magnitude threats, we 
assigned an LPN of 2 for the red-
crowned parrot. 
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Sprague’s pipit (Anthus spragueii)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
in the petition we received on October 
15, 2008. The Sprague’s pipit is a small 
grassland bird characterized by its high 
flight display and otherwise very 
secretive behavior. Sprague’s pipits are 
strongly tied to native prairie (land 
which has never been plowed) 
throughout their life cycle. Its breeding 
range includes portions of Minnesota, 
Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Canada. The Sprague’s pipit’s 
wintering range includes south-central 
and southeast Arizona, southern New 
Mexico, Texas, southern Oklahoma, 
southern Arkansas, northwest 
Mississippi, southern Louisiana, and 
northern Mexico. The vast majority of 
the U.S. winter sightings have been in 
Texas but there have been migration 
sightings in Michigan, western Ontario, 
Ohio, Massachusetts, and Gulf and 
Atlantic States from Mississippi east 
and north to South Carolina. Sprague’s 
pipits also have been sighted in 
California during fall migration. 

Threats to this species include: 
Habitat loss and conversion, habitat 
fragmentation on the breeding grounds, 
energy development, roads, and 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms. Due to prairie habitat loss 
and fragmentation, only 15 to 18 percent 
of the historical breeding habitat in the 
United States remains in patches of 
sufficient size for males to establish 
territories. The Breeding Bird Survey 
and Christmas Bird Count both show a 
40-year decline of 73 to 79 percent (3.23 
to 4.1 percent annually), although the 
population seems to have stabilized in 
recent years. We anticipate that prairie 
habitat will continue to be converted 
and fragmented. Most of the breeding 
range, including those areas where 
grassland habitat still remains, has been 
identified as a prime area for wind 
energy development, and an oil and gas 
boom is occurring in the central part of 
the breeding range in the United States 
and Canada. On the wintering range, 
conversion of grassland to agriculture 
and other uses appears to be 
accelerating. While habitat loss has 
occurred and will likely to continue to 
occur, as noted above, approximately 15 
to18 percent of the breeding range 
remains in suitable habitat cover and in 
large enough patch sizes to support 
nesting, and population decline seems 
to have slowed in recent years. Thus, 
the threats are moderate in magnitude. 
The threats are imminent because the 
species is currently facing them in many 
portions of its range. Therefore, we have 

assigned the Sprague’s pipit an LPN of 
8. 

Lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus 
pallidicinctus)—We continue to find 
that listing this species is warranted, but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Gunnison sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
minimus)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted, but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus)—The following summary 
is based on information in our files and 
in the petition we received on January 
30, 2002. Currently, greater sage-grouse 
occur in 11 States (Washington, Oregon, 
California, Nevada, Idaho, Montana, 
Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, South 
Dakota, and North Dakota), and 2 
Canadian provinces (Alberta and 
Saskatchewan), occupying 
approximately 56 percent of their 
historical range. Greater sage-grouse 
depend on a variety of shrub-steppe 
habitats throughout their life cycle, and 
are considered obligate users of several 
species of sagebrush. 

The primary threat to greater sage-
grouse is ongoing fragmentation and 
loss of shrub-steppe habitats through a 
variety of mechanisms. Most 
importantly, increasing fire cycles and 
invasive plants (and the interaction 
between them) in more westerly parts of 
the range, along with energy 
development and related infrastructure 
in more easterly areas, are negatively 
affecting species. In addition, direct loss 
of habitat and fragmentation is 
occurring due to agriculture, 
urbanization, and infrastructure such as 
roads and power lines built in support 
of several activities. We also have 
determined that existing regulatory 
mechanisms are inadequate to protect 

the species from these ongoing threats. 
However, many of these habitat impacts 
are being actively addressed through 
conservation actions taken by local 
working groups, and State and Federal 
agencies. Notably, the National 
Resource Conservation Service has 
committed significant financial and 
technical resources to address threats to 
this species on private lands through 
their Sage-grouse Initiative. These 
efforts, when fully implemented, will 
potentially provide important 
conservation benefits to the greater sage-
grouse and its habitats. We consider the 
threats to the greater sage-grouse to be 
of moderate magnitude, because the 
threats are not occurring with uniform 
intensity or distribution across the wide 
range of the species at this time, and 
substantial habitat still remains to 
support the species in many areas. The 
threats are imminent because the 
species is currently facing them in many 
portions of its range. Therefore, we 
assigned the greater sage-grouse an LPN 
of 8. 

Greater sage-grouse, Bi-State DPS 
(Centrocercus urophasianus)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted, but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Greater sage-grouse, Columbia Basin 
DPS (Centrocercus urophasianus)—The 
following summary is based on 
information in our files and a petition, 
dated May 14, 1999, requesting the 
listing of the Washington population of 
the western sage-grouse (C. u. phaios). 
On May 7, 2001, we concluded that 
listing the Columbia Basin DPS of the 
western sage-grouse was warranted, but 
precluded by higher priority listing 
actions (66 FR 22984); this population 
was historically found in northern 
Oregon and central Washington. 
Following our May 7, 2001, finding, the 
Service received additional petitions 
requesting listing actions for various 
other greater sage-grouse populations, 
including one for the nominal western 
subspecies, dated January 24, 2002, and 
three for the entire species, dated June 
18, 2002, and March 19 and December 
22, 2003. The Service subsequently 
found that the petition for the western 
subspecies did not present substantial 
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information (68 FR 6500; February 7, 
2003), and that listing the greater sage-
grouse throughout its historical range 
was not warranted (70 FR 2244; January 
12, 2005). These latter findings were 
remanded to the Service for further 
consideration. In response, we initiated 
a new rangewide status review for the 
entire species (73 FR 10218; February 
26, 2008). On March 5, 2010, we found 
that listing of the greater sage-grouse 
was warranted but precluded by higher 
priority listing actions (75 FR 13909; 
March 23, 2010), and it was added to 
the list of candidates. We also found 
that the western subspecies of the 
greater sage-grouse, the taxonomic 
entity we relied on in our DPS analysis 
for the Columbia Basin population, was 
no longer considered a valid subspecies. 
In light of our conclusions regarding the 
taxonomic invalidity of the western 
sage-grouse subspecies, the significance 
of the Columbia Basin DPS to the greater 
sage-grouse will require further review. 
The Service intends to complete an 
analysis to determine if this population 
continues to warrant recognition as a 
DPS in accordance with our Policy 
Regarding the Recognition of Distinct 
Vertebrate Population Segments (61 FR 
4722; February 7, 1996) at the time we 
make a listing decision on the status of 
the greater sage-grouse. Until that time, 
the Columbia Basin DPS will remain a 
candidate for listing. 

Band-rumped storm-petrel, Hawaii 
DPS (Oceanodroma castro)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
the petition we received on May 8, 
1989. No new information was provided 
in the second petition received on May 
11, 2004. The band-rumped storm-petrel 
is a small seabird that is found in 
several areas of the subtropical Pacific 
and Atlantic Oceans. In the Pacific, 
there are three widely separated 
breeding populations—one in Japan, 
one in Hawaii, and one in the 
Galapagos. Populations in Japan and the 
Galapagos are comparatively large and 
number in the thousands, while the 
Hawaiian birds represent a small, 
remnant population of possibly only a 
few hundred pairs. Band-rumped storm-
petrels are most commonly found in 
close proximity to breeding islands. The 
three populations in the Pacific are 
separated by long distances across the 
ocean where birds are not found. 
Extensive at-sea surveys of the Pacific 
have revealed a broad gap in 
distribution of the band-rumped storm-
petrel to the east and west of the 
Hawaiian Islands, indicating that the 
distribution of birds in the central 
Pacific around Hawaii is disjunct from 

other nesting areas. The available 
information indicates that distinct 
populations of band-rumped storm-
petrels are definable and that the 
Hawaiian population is distinct based 
on geographic and distributional 
isolation from other band-rumped 
storm-petrel populations in Japan, the 
Galapagos, and the Atlantic Ocean. A 
population also can be considered 
discrete if it is delimited by 
international boundaries that have 
differences in management control of 
the species. The Hawaiian population of 
the band-rumped storm-petrel is the 
only population within U.S. borders or 
under U.S. jurisdiction. Loss of the 
Hawaiian population would cause a 
significant gap in the distribution of the 
band-rumped storm-petrel in the 
Pacific, and could result in the complete 
isolation of the Galapagos and Japan 
populations without even occasional 
genetic exchange. Therefore, the 
population is both discrete and 
significant, and constitutes a DPS. 

The band-rumped storm-petrel 
probably was common on all of the 
main Hawaiian Islands when 
Polynesians arrived about 1,500 years 
ago, based on storm-petrel bones found 
in middens on the island of Hawaii and 
in excavation sites on Oahu and 
Molokai. Nesting colonies of this 
species in the Hawaiian Islands 
currently are restricted to remote cliffs 
on Kauai and Lehua Island and high-
elevation lava fields on Hawaii. 
Vocalizations of the species were heard 
in Haleakala Crater on Maui as recently 
as 2006; however, no nesting sites have 
been located on the island to date. The 
significant reduction in numbers and 
range of the band-rumped storm-petrel 
is due primarily to predation by 
nonnative species introduced by 
humans, including the domestic cat 
(Felis catus), small Indian mongoose 
(Herpestes auropunctatus), common 
barn owl (Tyto alba), black rat (R. 
rattus), Polynesian rat (R. exulans), and 
Norway rat (R. norvegicus). These 
nonnative predators occur throughout 
the main Hawaiian Islands, with the 
exception of the mongoose, which is not 
established on Kauai. Attraction of 
fledglings to artificial lights, which 
disrupts their night-time navigation, 
resulting in collisions with building and 
other objects, and collisions with 
artificial structures such as 
communication towers and utility lines 
are also threats. Erosion of nest sites 
caused by the actions of nonnative 
ungulates is a potential threat in some 
locations. Efforts are under way in some 
areas to reduce light pollution and 
mitigate the threat of collisions, but 

there are no large-scale efforts to control 
nonnative predators in the Hawaiian 
Islands. The threats are imminent 
because they are ongoing, and they are 
of a high magnitude because they are 
reducing the population size of the DPS. 
Therefore, we assign this distinct 
population segment an LPN of 3. 

Elfin-woods warbler (Dendroica 
angelae)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Dendroica angelae, or elfin-woods 
warbler, is a small entirely black and 
white warbler, distinguished by its 
white eyebrow stripe, white patches on 
ear covers and neck, incomplete eye 
ring, and black crown. The elfin-woods 
warbler was at first thought to occur 
only in high elevations at dwarf or elfin 
forests, but it has since been found at 
lower elevations including shade coffee 
plantations and secondary forests. These 
birds build a compact cup nest, usually 
close to the trunk and well hidden 
among the epiphytes of small trees. Its 
breeding season extends from March to 
June. Elfin-woods warblers forage in the 
middle part of trees, gleaning insects 
from leaves in the outer portion of tree 
crowns. The species has been 
documented from four locations in 
Puerto Rico: Luquillo Mountains, Sierra 
de Cayey, and the Commonwealth 
forests of Maricao and Toro Negro. 
However, it has not been recorded again 
in Toro Negro and Cayey, following the 
passing of Hurricane Hugo in 1989. In 
2003 and 2004, surveys were conducted 
for the elfin-woods warbler in the Carite 
Commonwealth Forest, Toro Negro 
Forest, Guilarte Forest, Bosque del 
Pueblo, Maricao Forest, and the El 
Yunque National Forest. These surveys 
only reported sightings at Maricao 
Commonwealth Forest (778 individuals) 
and El Yunque National Forest (196 
individuals). 

The elfin-woods warbler is currently 
threatened by habitat modification. 
Elfin-woods warblers have been 
historically common in the elfin 
woodland of El Yunque National Forest 
and the Podocarpus forest type of 
Maricao Commonwealth Forest. 
Removal and replacement of this forest 
vegetation with infrastructure (e.g., 
telecommunication towers and 
recreational facilities) may have affected 
the species. Although this loss of habitat 
has been permanent and restoration 
would take a few decades, the present 
regulatory process, at both the 
Commonwealth and Federal levels, have 
curtailed this threat. Unrestricted 
development within the El Yunque 
buffer zone needs to be addressed to 
determine the impact on the migratory 
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behavior of the species. Conversion of 
elfin-woods warbler habitat (e.g., mature 
secondary forests, young secondary 
forests, and shaded-coffee plantations) 
along the periphery of the Maricao 
Commonwealth Forest to marginal 
habitat (e.g., pastures, dry slope forests, 
residential rural forests, gallery forests, 
and unshaded coffee plantations), has 
affected potential corridors for the elfin-
woods warbler, resulting in a reduced 
dispersal and expansion capability of 
the species. These threats are not 
imminent because most of the range of 
the species is within protected lands. 
The magnitude of threat to the elfin-
woods warbler is low to moderate 
because there is no indication that the 
two populations of the elfin-woods 
warbler are declining in numbers. The 
species can thrive in disturbed and 
plantation habitats, although abundance 
of the species on these habitats is lower 
than in primary habitats. Moreover, 
elfin-woods warblers appear to recover 
well, and in a relatively short time, from 
damaging effects of hurricanes to the 
forest structure. Therefore, we assign a 
listing priority number of 11 to the elfin-
woods warbler. 

Reptiles 
Northern Mexican gartersnake 

(Thamnophis eques megalops)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Eastern massasauga rattlesnake 
(Sistrurus catenatus)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. The Service 
received a petition containing no new 
information on May 11, 2004. Until 
2011, the eastern massasauga was 
considered one of three recognized 
subspecies of massasauga. Based on 
recent information, we recognized the 
eastern massasauga rattlesnake as a 
distinct species beginning in 2011. It is 
a small, thick-bodied rattlesnake that 
occupies shallow wetlands and adjacent 
upland habitat in portions of Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 
New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Wisconsin, and Ontario. 

Although the current range of S. 
catenatus resembles the species’ 

historical range, the geographic 
distribution has been restricted by the 
loss of the species from much of the area 
within the boundaries of that range. 
Approximately 40 percent of the 
counties that were historically occupied 
by S. catenatus no longer support the 
species. S. catenatus is currently listed 
as endangered in every State and 
province in which it occurs, except for 
Michigan where it is designated as a 
species of special concern. Each State 
and Canadian province across the range 
of S. catenatus has lost more than 30 
percent of its historical population of 
the species, and for the majority more 
than 50 percent. Furthermore, fewer 
than 35 percent of the remaining 
populations are considered secure. 
Approximately 59 percent of the 
remaining S. catenatus populations 
occur wholly or in part on public land, 
and Statewide and/or site-specific 
CCAAs are currently being developed 
for many of these areas in Illinois and 
Michigan. In 2004, a Candidate 
Conservation Agreement (CCA) with the 
Lake County Forest Preserve District in 
Illinois was completed. In 2005, a CCA 
with the Forest Preserve District of Cook 
County in Illinois was completed. In 
2006, a CCAA with the Ohio 
Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Natural Areas and Preserves 
was completed for Rome State Nature 
Preserve in Ashtabula County. In 2011, 
a CCAA with the Wisconsin Department 
of Natural Resources was completed for 
the Lower Chippewa River Bottoms. 
These agreements are addressing threats 
in those areas and thus reduce the 
magnitude of threats for the species as 
a whole. Therefore, the magnitude of 
threats is considered ‘‘moderate’’ at this 
time. However, a recently completed 
extinction risk model and information 
provided by species experts indicate 
that other populations are likely to 
suffer additional losses in abundance 
and genetic diversity, and some will 
likely be extirpated unless threats are 
removed in the near future. Declines 
have continued or may be accelerating 
in several States. Thus we are 
monitoring the status of this species to 
determine if a change in listing priority 
is warranted. Threats of habitat 
modification, habitat succession, 
incompatible land management 
practices, illegal collection for the pet 
trade, and human persecution are 
ongoing and constitute imminent threats 
to many remaining populations, 
particularly those inhabiting private 
lands. Based on imminent threats of 
moderate magnitude, we assigned this 
species an LPN of 8. 

Black pine snake (Pituophis 
melanoleucus lodingi)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
There are historical records for the black 
pine snake from one parish in 
Louisiana, 14 counties in Mississippi, 
and 3 counties in Alabama west of the 
Mobile River Delta. Black pine snake 
surveys and trapping indicate that this 
species has been extirpated from 
Louisiana and from four counties in 
Mississippi. Moreover, the distribution 
of remaining populations has become 
highly restricted due to the destruction 
and fragmentation of the remaining 
longleaf pine habitat within the range of 
the subspecies. Most of the known 
Mississippi populations are 
concentrated on the DeSoto National 
Forest. In Alabama, populations 
occurring on properties managed by 
State and other governmental agencies, 
as gopher tortoise mitigation banks or 
wildlife sanctuaries, represent the best 
opportunities for long-term survival of 
the subspecies there. Other factors 
affecting the black pine snake include 
vehicular mortality and low 
reproductive rates, which magnify the 
threats from destruction and 
fragmentation of longleaf pine habitat 
and increase the likelihood of local 
extinctions. Due to the imminent threats 
of high magnitude caused by the past 
destruction of most of the longleaf pine 
habitat of the black pine snake, and the 
continuing persistent degradation of 
what remains, we assigned an LPN of 3 
to this subspecies. 

Louisiana pine snake (Pituophis 
ruthveni)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and the petition we received on 
July 20, 2000, and updated through 
April 30, 2011. The Louisiana pine 
snake historically occurred in the fire-
maintained longleaf pine ecosystem 
within west-central Louisiana and 
extreme east-central Texas. Most of the 
historical longleaf pine habitat of the 
Louisiana pine snake has been 
destroyed or degraded due to logging, 
fire suppression, roadways, short-
rotation silviculture, and grazing. The 
loss and fragmentation of the longleaf 
pine ecosystem has resulted in extant 
Louisiana pine snake populations that 
are isolated and small. 

The Louisiana pine snake is currently 
restricted to seven disjunct populations; 
five of the populations occur on federal 
lands, and two occur mainly on private 
industrial timberlands. Currently 
occupied habitat in Louisiana and Texas 
is estimated to be approximately 
159,000 ac. All remnant Louisiana pine 
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snake populations have been affected by 
habitat loss and all require active habitat 
management. A CCA was completed in 
2003 to maintain and enhance occupied 
and potential habitat on public lands, 
and to protect known Louisiana pine 
snake populations. This proactive 
habitat management has likely slowed 
or reversed the rate of Louisiana pine 
snake habitat degradation on many 
portions of federal lands. Because all 
extant populations are currently isolated 
and fragmented by habitat loss in the 
matrix between populations, there is 
little potential for dispersal among 
remnant populations or for the natural 
re-colonization of vacant habitat 
patches. 

While the extent of Louisiana pine 
snake habitat loss has been great in the 
past and much of the remaining habitat 
has been degraded, habitat loss does not 
represent an imminent threat, primarily 
because the rate of habitat loss appears 
to be declining on public lands. 
However, all populations require active 
habitat management, and the lack of 
adequate habitat remains a threat for 
several populations. The potential 
threats to a large percentage of extant 
Louisiana pine snake populations, 
coupled with the likely permanence of 
these effects and the species’ low 
fecundity and low population sizes 
(based on capture rates and occurrence 
data), lead us to conclude that the 
threats have significant effect on the 
survival of the species and therefore 
remain high in magnitude. The threats 
are not imminent, because the rate of 
habitat loss appears to be declining due 
to proactive habitat management. Thus, 
based on nonimminent, high-magnitude 
threats, we assign a listing priority 
number of 5 to this species. 

Tucson shovel-nosed snake 
(Chionactis occipitalis klauberi)—The 
Tucson shovel-nosed snake is a small, 
burrowing snake in the Colubridae 
family that occupied a roughly 35-mile-
wide swath running along the Phoenix-
Tucson corridor in northeastern Pima, 
southwestern Pinal, and eastern 
Maricopa Counties, Arizona. No 
systematic surveys have been conducted 
to assess the status of the subspecies 
throughout its range, but it has 
apparently disappeared from some 
areas. 

Threats to the Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake include urban and rural 
development; road construction, use, 
and maintenance; concentration of solar 
power facilities and transmission 
corridors; agriculture; wildfires; and 
lack of adequate management and 
regulation. Comprehensive plans 
encompassing the entire range of the 
snake encourage large growth areas in 

the next 20 years and beyond. These 
plans also call for an increase in roads 
and transportation corridors, which 
have been documented to affect the 
snake through direct mortality. 
Additionally, development of solar 
energy facilities and transmission 
corridors throughout the State is being 
pursued, and demand for these facilities 
will likely increase. Some of these 
facilities are being considered within 
the range of the Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake. Wildfires due to infestations of 
nonnative grasses in the snake’s habitat, 
dominated by native plants not adapted 
to survive wildfires, are likely to 
increase in frequency and magnitude in 
the future as these invasive grasses 
continue to spread rapidly. Regulations 
are not in place to minimize or mitigate 
these threats to the Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake and its habitat, and, therefore, 
they are likely to put the snake at risk 
of local extirpation or extinction. These 
threats, particularly those that lead to a 
loss of habitat, are likely to reduce the 
population of the Tucson shovel-nosed 
snake across its entire range. Given the 
limited geographic distribution of this 
snake and the fact that its entire range 
lies within the path of development in 
the foreseeable future, these threats are 
of high magnitude. Because 
development, wildfires, and spread of 
nonnative grasses are ongoing, and are 
likely to increase in the future, the 
threats are imminent. Accordingly, we 
have assigned an LPN of 3 to the Tucson 
shovel-nosed snake. 

Desert tortoise, Sonoran (Gopherus 
morafkai)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Gopher tortoise, eastern population 
(Gopherus polyphemus)—The following 
summary is based on information in our 
files. The gopher tortoise is a large, 
terrestrial, herbivorous turtle that 
reaches a total length up to 15 in (38 
cm), and typically inhabits the 
sandhills, pine/scrub oak uplands, and 
pine flatwoods associated with the 
longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) 
ecosystem. A fossorial animal, the 
gopher tortoise is usually found in areas 
with well-drained, deep, sandy soils; an 
open tree canopy; and a diverse, 
abundant, herbaceous groundcover. The 
gopher tortoise ranges from extreme 
southern South Carolina south through 
peninsular Florida, and west through 
southern Georgia, Florida, southern 
Alabama, and Mississippi, into extreme 
southeastern Louisiana. The eastern 
population of the gopher tortoise in 
South Carolina, Florida, Georgia, and 
Alabama (east of the Mobile and 
Tombigbee Rivers) is a candidate 

species; the gopher tortoise is federally 
listed as threatened in the western 
portion of its range, which includes 
Alabama (west of the Mobile and 
Tombigbee Rivers), Mississippi, and 
Louisiana. 

The primary threat to the gopher 
tortoise is habitat fragmentation, 
destruction, and modification (either 
deliberately or from inattention), 
including conversion of longleaf pine 
forests to other silvicultural or 
agricultural habitats, urbanization, 
shrub/hardwood encroachment (mainly 
from fire exclusion or insufficient fire 
management), and establishment and 
spread of invasive species. Other threats 
include disease, predation (mainly on 
nests and young tortoises), and 
inadequate regulatory mechanisms, 
specifically those needed to protect and 
enhance relocated tortoise populations 
in perpetuity. The magnitude of threats 
to the eastern range of the gopher 
tortoise is moderate to low, as 
populations extend over a broad 
geographic area and conservation 
measures are in place in some areas. 
However, because the species is 
currently being affected by a number of 
threats including destruction and 
modification of its habitat, disease, 
predation, exotics, and inadequate 
regulatory mechanisms, the threat is 
imminent. Thus, we have assigned a 
listing priority number of 8 for this 
species. 

Sonoyta mud turtle (Kinosternon 
sonoriense longifemorale)—See above in 
‘‘Listing Priority Changes in 
Candidates.’’ The above summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. 

Amphibians 
Columbia spotted frog, Great Basin 

DPS (Rana luteiventris)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files and the petition 
we received on May 1, 1989. Currently, 
the Great Basin DPS of Columbia 
spotted frogs appear to be widely 
distributed throughout southwest Idaho, 
southeast Oregon, northeast and central 
Nevada, but most populations within 
this range appear to be small and 
isolated from each other. Recent work 
by researchers in Idaho and Nevada 
have documented the loss of historically 
known sites, reduced numbers of 
individuals within local populations, 
and declines in the reproduction of 
those individuals. 

Small, highly fragmented populations, 
characteristic of the majority of existing 
populations of Columbia spotted frogs 
in the Great Basin, are susceptible to 
extinction processes. Development and 
poor management of Columbia spotted 
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frog habitat—including water 
development, improper grazing, mining 
activities, and nonnative species—have 
contributed and continue to contribute 
to the degradation and fragmentation of 
habitat. Emerging fungal diseases such 
as chytridiomycosis, Ranavirus 
outbreaks, and the spread of parasites 
may be contributing factors to Columbia 
spotted frog population declines 
throughout portions of its range. Effects 
of climate change such as drought and 
stochastic events such as fire often have 
detrimental effects to small, isolated 
populations and can often exacerbate 
existing threats. A 10-year Conservation 
Agreement and Strategy was signed in 
September 2003 for both the Northeast 
and the Toiyabe subpopulations in 
Nevada. The goals of the conservation 
agreements are to reduce threats to 
Columbia spotted frogs and their habitat 
to the extent necessary to prevent 
populations from becoming extirpated 
throughout all or a portion of their 
historical range and to maintain, 
enhance, and restore a sufficient 
number of populations of Columbia 
spotted frogs and their habitat to ensure 
their continued existence throughout 
their historical range. Additionally, a 
CCAA was completed in 2006 for the 
Owyhee subpopulation at Sam Noble 
Springs, Idaho. Several habitat 
enhancement projects have been 
conducted throughout the DPS’s range 
that have benefitted these populations. 
Because the DPS is widely distributed 
and there are management actions in 
place working to reduce the scope of 
threats to the speces, we conclude that 
the threats are moderate. The threats are 
imminent, because development and 
poor management of its habitat, and 
fungal diseases and parasites are already 
present. Based on imminent threats of 
moderate magnitude, we assigned an 
LPN of 9 to this DPS of the Columbia 
spotted frog. 

Mountain yellow-legged frog, Sierra 
Nevada DPS (Rana muscosa)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa)— 
We continue to find that listing this 
species is warranted but precluded as of 

the date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Relict leopard frog (Lithobates 
onca)—The following summary is based 
on information contained in our files. 
Natural relict leopard frog populations 
occur in two general areas in Nevada: 
Near the Overton Arm area of Lake 
Mead, and Black Canyon below Lake 
Mead. These two areas represent a small 
fraction of the historical distribution of 
the species. Its historical range included 
springs, streams, and wetlands within 
the Virgin River drainage downstream 
from the vicinity of Hurricane, Utah; 
along the Muddy River, Nevada; and 
along the Colorado River from its 
confluence with the Virgin River 
downstream to Black Canyon below 
Lake Mead, Nevada and Arizona. 

Factors contributing to the decline of 
the species include alteration, loss, and 
degradation of aquatic habitat due to 
water developments and 
impoundments, and scouring and 
erosion; changes in plant communities 
that result in dense growth and the 
prevalence of vegetation; introduced 
predators; climate change; and 
stochastic events. The presence of 
chytrid fungus in relict leopard frogs at 
Lower Blue Point Spring is a concern 
and warrants further evaluation of the 
threat of disease to the relict leopard 
frog. The size of natural and 
translocated populations is small, and, 
therefore, these populations are 
vulnerable to stochastic events, such as 
floods and wildfire. Climate change that 
results in reduced spring flow, habitat 
loss, and increased prevalence of 
wildfire would adversely affect relict 
leopard frog populations. In 2005, the 
National Park Service, in cooperation 
with the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
other Federal, State, and local partners, 
developed a conservation agreement 
and strategy intended to improve the 
status of the species through prescribed 
management actions and protection. 
Conservation actions identified in the 
agreement and strategy include captive 
rearing of tadpoles for translocation and 
refugium populations, habitat and 
natural history studies, habitat 
enhancement, population and habitat 
monitoring, and translocation. New sites 
within the historical range of the species 

have been successfully established with 
captive-reared frogs. Conservation is 
proceeding under the agreement and 
strategy; however, additional time is 
needed to determine whether or not the 
agreement and strategy will be effective 
in eliminating or reducing the threats to 
the point that the relict leopard frog can 
be removed from candidate status. In 
consideration of these conservation 
efforts and the overall threat level to the 
species, we determined the magnitude 
of existing threats is moderate to low. 
Potential water development and other 
habitat effects, presence of introduced 
predators, chytrid fungus, limited 
distribution, small population size, and 
climate change are ongoing and, 
therefore, imminent threats. Therefore, 
we assigned a listing priority number of 
8 to this species. 

Striped newt (Notophthalmus 
perstriatus)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. The striped newt is a small 
salamander that inhabits ephemeral 
ponds surrounded by upland habitats of 
high pine, scrubby flatwoods, and scrub. 
Longleaf pine-turkey oak stands with 
intact ground cover containing 
wiregrass are the preferred upland 
habitat for striped newts, followed by 
scrub, then flatwoods. Life-history 
stages of the striped newt are complex, 
and include the use of both aquatic and 
terrestrial habitats throughout their life 
cycle. Striped newts are opportunistic 
feeders that prey on frog eggs, worms, 
snails, fairy shrimp, spiders, and insects 
(adult and larvae) that are of appropriate 
size. They occur in appropriate habitats 
from the Atlantic Coastal Plain of 
southeastern Georgia to the north-
central peninsula of Florida and through 
the Florida panhandle into portions of 
southwest Georgia. There is a 125-km 
(78-mi) separation between the western 
and eastern portions of the striped 
newt’s range. 

The historical range of the striped 
newt was likely similar to the current 
range. However, loss of native longleaf 
habitat, fire suppression, and the natural 
patchy distribution of upland habitats 
used by striped newts have resulted in 
fragmentation of existing populations. 
Other threats to the species include 
disease, drought, and inadequate 
regulatory mechanisms. The magnitude 
of threats from habitat loss, fire 
suppression, and disease are moderate, 
as most of the known striped newt 
metapopulations are on conservation 
lands, and, although disease has been 
found in similar species, no known 
metapopulations of striped newts have 
shown any evidence of disease. For 
drought, the magnitude is high because 
nearly all populations are affected, and 
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this factor may lead to possible 
extirpation. Also, throughout the entire 
range of the striped newt, droughts are 
predicted to be more severe and longer 
in the coming years, which could have 
a detrimental effect on the species’ long-
term survival. In sum, because we find 
that most of the threats are of a 
moderate magnitude, we find the overall 
threats that the striped newt is facing to 
be moderate in magnitude. The threats 
are ongoing and, therefore, imminent. 
Thus, we assigned a listing priority 
number of 8 to the newt. 

Berry Cave salamander (Gyrinophilus 
gulolineatus)—The following summary 
is based on information in our files. The 
Berry Cave salamander is recorded from 
Berry Cave in Roane County, from Mud 
Flats, Aycock Spring, Christian, Meades 
Quarry, Meades River, and Fifth caves 
in Knox County; from Blythe Ferry Cave 
in Meigs County; and from an unknown 
cave in Athens, McMinn County, 
Tennessee. In May of 2012, the species 
was also discovered in an additional 
cave, The Lost Puddle Cave, in Knox 
County. These cave systems are all 
located within the Upper Tennessee 
River and Clinch River drainages. A 
total of 113 caves in Middle and East 
Tennessee were surveyed from the time 
period of April 2004 through June 2007, 
resulting in observations of 63 Berry 
Cave salamanders. These surveys 
concluded that Berry Cave salamander 
populations are robust at Berry and 
Mudflats caves where population 
declines had been previously reported 
and documented two new populations 
of Berry Cave salamanders at Aycock 
Spring and Christian caves. Three Berry 
Cave salamanders were spotted during 
the May, 2012, survey in The Lost 
Puddle and additional surveys are 
planned. Ongoing threats to this species 
are in the form of lye leaching in the 
Meades Quarry Cave as a result of past 
quarrying activities, a proposed 
roadway with potential to impact the 
recharge area for the Meades Quarry 
Cave system, urban development in 
Knox County, water quality impacts 
despite existing State and Federal laws, 
and hybridization between spring 
salamanders and Berry Cave 
salamanders in Meades Quarry Cave. 
These threats, coupled with confined 
distribution of the species and apparent 
low population densities, are all factors 
that leave the Berry Cave salamander 
vulnerable to extirpation. Although 
these threats are ongoing, the 
population levels are robust at two 
caves, and three new populations have 
been found at three additional caves. 
Therefore, we have determined that the 
Berry Cave salamander faces imminent 

threats of moderate magnitude. Based 
on moderate-magnitude, imminent 
threats, we assigned this species a 
listing priority number of 8. 

Yosemite toad (Anaxyrus canorus)— 
We continue to find that listing this 
species is warranted but precluded as of 
the date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Black Warrior waterdog (Necturus 
alabamensis)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Fishes 
Headwater chub (Gila nigra)—The 

following summary is based on 
information contained in our files since 
2006 and in the 12-month finding 
published in the Federal Register on 
May 3, 2006 (71 FR 26007). The 
headwater chub is a moderate-sized 
cyprinid fish. The range of the 
headwater chub has been reduced by 
approximately 60 percent. Twenty-three 
streams (125 mi (200 km) of stream) are 
thought to be occupied out of 26 streams 
(312 mi (500 km) of stream) formerly 
occupied in the Gila River Basin in 
Arizona and New Mexico. All remaining 
populations are fragmented and 
isolated, and threatened by a 
combination of factors. 

Headwater chubs are threatened by 
introduced, nonnative fish that prey on 
them and compete with them for food. 
Habitat destruction and modification 
have occurred and continue to occur as 
a result of dewatering, impoundment, 
channelization, and channel changes 
caused by alteration of riparian 
vegetation and watershed degradation 
from mining, grazing, roads, water 
pollution, urban and suburban 
development, groundwater pumping, 
and other human actions. Existing 
regulatory mechanisms do not appear to 
be adequate for addressing the impact of 
nonnative fish and also have not 
removed or eliminated the threats that 
continue to be posed through habitat 
degradation. The fragmented nature and 
rarity of existing populations makes 
them vulnerable to other natural or 
manmade factors, such as drought and 
wildfire. Climate change is predicted to 
worsen these threats through increased 

aridity of the region, thus reducing 
stream flows and warming aquatic 
habitats, which makes the habitat more 
suitable to nonnative species. 

The Arizona Game and Fish 
Department’s Arizona Statewide 
Conservation Agreement for Roundtail 
Chub (G. robusta), Headwater Chub, 
Flannelmouth Sucker (Catostomus 
latipinnis), Little Colorado River Sucker 
(Catostomus spp.), Bluehead Sucker (C. 
discobolus), and Zuni Bluehead Sucker 
(C. discobolus yarrowi) was finalized in 
2006. The New Mexico Department of 
Game and Fish has listed the headwater 
chub as endangered and in 2006 
finalized a recovery plan for the species: 
Colorado River Basin Chubs (Roundtail 
Chub, Gila Chub (G. intermedia), and 
Headwater Chub) Recovery Plan. 
Arizona’s agreement and New Mexico’s 
recovery plan both recommend 
preservation and enhancement of extant 
populations and restoration of historical 
headwater-chub populations. The 
recovery and conservation actions 
prescribed by Arizona’s and New 
Mexico’s plans, which we predict will 
reduce and remove threats to this 
species, will require further discussions 
and authorizations as they are being 
implemented. The recently completed 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Sportfish Stocking Program’s 
Conservation and Mitigation Program 
contains significant conservation 
actions for the headwater chub that will 
be implemented over the next 10 years. 

Existing information indicates that 
existing populations are stable and 
persisting in the long-term; 9 of the 23 
extant stream populations are currently 
considered stable based on abundance 
and evidence of recruitment. Therefore, 
although threats are ongoing, the threats 
are moderate in magnitude. We have 
retained an LPN of 8 for this species at 
this time. 

Least chub (Iotichthys 
phlegethontis)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files and in the petition received on 
June 25, 2007. The least chub is a small, 
colorful fish species in Utah that follows 
thermal patterns for habitat use. Least 
chub use flooded, warmer, vegetated 
marsh areas to spawn in the spring, and 
retreat to spring heads to overwinter as 
the water recedes in the late summer 
and fall. Historically, many least chub 
occurrences were reported across the 
State of Utah, but the current 
distribution of the species is highly 
reduced from its historical range. 
Currently, only six known wild 
populations remain, but one of these is 
considered functionally extirpated. 
Least chub also currently exist at several 
genetic refuge sites. The species faces 
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threats from the effects of livestock 
grazing, which affects most least chub 
sites despite efforts to protect least chub 
habitat with grazing exclosures and 
management plans. Least chub habitat 
also is affected by current and proposed 
future groundwater withdrawals, 
especially when combined with the 
threat of drought. These threats also act 
cumulatively with climate change to put 
the least chub at further risk. Existing 
regulatory mechanisms are currently 
inadequate to regulate groundwater 
withdrawals and ameliorate their effects 
on least chub habitat. Nonnative 
species, particularly mosquitofish, also 
are a continuing threat to least chub. 
There is no known means of controlling 
mosquitofish, and they have already 
caused the functional extirpation of one 
wild least chub population. 

In 1998, several State and Federal 
agencies, including the Service and the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, 
developed a Least Chub Conservation 
Agreement and Strategy and formed the 
Least Chub Conservation Team. Their 
objectives are to eliminate or 
significantly reduce threats to the least 
chub and its habitat, and to ensure the 
continued existence of the species by 
restoring and maintaining a minimum 
number of least chub populations 
throughout its historical range. Recent 
State-led least chub conservation 
actions have included restoration of 
habitat affected by grazing, 
reintroduction and range expansion, 
nonnative removal, population 
monitoring, and working cooperatively 
with landowners to conserve water and 
aquatic habitat. This group also has 
recently begun a structured decision-
making modeling process that will 
provide additional guidance for 
conservation activities. 

Overall, grazing, groundwater 
withdrawal, and predation by nonnative 
species are moderate magnitude threats; 
some populations are more negatively 
affected by these threats but in others 
the threats are not decreasing the 
populations or the threats are not 
present. The threats are imminent 
because the species is currently facing 
them in many portions of its range. 
Therefore, we have assigned the least 
chub an LPN of 7. 

Roundtail chub (Gila robusta), Lower 
Colorado River DPS—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files and the 12-month 
finding published in the Federal 
Register on July 7, 2009 (74 FR 32352). 
The roundtail chub is a moderate to 
large cyprinid fish. The range of the 
roundtail chub has been reduced by 
approximately 68 to 82 percent. Thirty-
two streams are currently occupied, 

representing approximately 18 to 32 
percent of the species’ former range, or 
800 km (500 mi) to 1,350 km (840 mi) 
of 3,050 km (1,895 mi) of formerly 
occupied streams in the Gila River Basin 
in Arizona and New Mexico. Most of the 
remaining populations are fragmented 
and isolated, and all are threatened by 
a combination of factors. 

Roundtail chub are threatened by 
introduced, nonnative fish that prey on 
them and compete with them for food. 
Habitat destruction and modification 
have occurred and continue to occur as 
a result of dewatering, impoundment, 
channelization, and channel changes 
caused by alteration of riparian 
vegetation and watershed degradation 
from mining, grazing, roads, water 
pollution, urban and suburban 
development, groundwater pumping, 
and other human actions. Existing 
regulatory mechanisms do not appear to 
be adequate for addressing the impact of 
nonnative fish and also have not 
removed or eliminated the threats that 
continue to be posed through habitat 
destruction or modification. The 
fragmented nature and rarity of existing 
populations make roundtail chub 
vulnerable to other natural or manmade 
factors, such as drought and wildfire. 
Climate change is predicted to worsen 
these threats through increased aridity 
of the region, thus reducing stream 
flows and warming aquatic habitats, 
which makes the habitat more suitable 
to nonnative species. 

The Arizona Game and Fish 
Department’s Arizona Statewide 
Conservation Agreement for Roundtail 
Chub, Headwater Chub (G. nigra), 
Flannelmouth Sucker (Catostomus 
latipinnis), Little Colorado River Sucker 
(Catostomus spp.), Bluehead Sucker (C. 
discobolus), and Zuni Bluehead Sucker 
(C. discobolus yarrowi) was finalized in 
2006. The New Mexico Department of 
Game and Fish lists the roundtail chub 
as endangered and in 2006 finalized a 
recovery plan for the species: Colorado 
River Basin Chubs (Roundtail Chub, 
Gila Chub (G. intermedia), and 
Headwater Chub) Recovery Plan. Both 
the Arizona Agreement and the New 
Mexico Recovery Plan recommend 
preservation and enhancement of extant 
populations and restoration of historical 
roundtail chub populations. The 
recovery and conservation actions 
prescribed by the Arizona and New 
Mexico plans, which we predict will 
reduce and remove threats to this 
species, will require further discussions 
and authorizations as they are being 
implemented. The recently completed 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Sportfish Stocking Program’s 
Conservation and Mitigation Program 

contains significant conservation 
actions for the roundtail chub that will 
be implemented over the next 10 years. 

Although threats are ongoing, existing 
information indicates long-term 
persistence and stability of existing 
populations. Currently, 7 of the 32 
extant stream populations are 
considered stable, based on abundance 
and evidence of recruitment. One new 
conservation population was initially 
stocked in 2012, raising the number of 
extant populations to 33. Based on our 
assessment, threats (primarily nonnative 
species and habitat loss from land uses) 
remain imminent, because they are 
ongoing, and are of moderate magnitude 
because there is evidence of long-term 
persistence and stability of the existing 
popualtions. Thus, we have retained an 
LPN of 9 for this distinct population 
segment. 

Arkansas darter (Etheostoma 
cragini)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. This fish species occurs in 
Arkansas, Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, 
and Oklahoma. The species is found 
most often in sand- or pebble-bottomed 
pools of small, spring-fed streams and 
marshes, with cool water and 
broadleaved aquatic vegetation. Its 
current distribution is indicative of a 
species that once was widely dispersed 
throughout its range, but has been 
relegated to isolated areas surrounded 
by unsuitable habitat that prevents 
dispersal. 

Factors influencing the current 
distribution include: Surface and 
groundwater irrigation resulting in 
decreased flows or stream dewatering; 
the dewatering of long reaches of 
riverine habitat necessary for species 
movement when surface flows do occur; 
conversion of prairie to cropland, which 
influences groundwater recharge and 
spring flows; water quality degradation 
from a variety of sources; and the 
construction of dams, which act as 
barriers preventing emigration upstream 
and downstream through the reservoir 
pool. The magnitude of threats facing 
this species is moderate to low, given 
the number of different locations where 
the species occurs and the fact that no 
single threat or combination of threats 
affects more than a portion of the 
widespread population occurrences. 
Overall, the threats are nonimminent as 
groundwater pumping is declining and 
development, spills, and runoff are not 
currently affecting the species 
rangewide. Thus, we are retaining an 
LPN of 11 for the Arkansas darter. 

Pearl darter (Percina aurora)—The 
following summary is based on 
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information contained in our files. Little 
is known about the specific habitat 
requirements or natural history of the 
Pearl darter. Pearl darters have been 
collected from a variety of river/stream 
attributes, mainly over gravel bottom 
substrate. This species is historically 
known only from localized sites within 
the Pascagoula and Pearl River 
drainages in Mississippi and Louisiana. 
Currently, the Pearl darter is considered 
extirpated from the Pearl River drainage 
and rare in the Pascagoula River 
drainage. Since 1983, the range of the 
Pearl darter has decreased by 55 
percent. 

The Pearl darter is threatened by non-
point source pollution caused by 
urbanization and other land use 
activities; gravel mining and resultant 
changes in river geomorphology, 
especially head cutting; and the 
possibility of water quantity decline 
from the proposed Department of 
Energy Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
project and a proposed dam on the 
Bouie River. Additional threats are 
posed by the apparent lack of adequate 
State and Federal water quality 
regulations due to the continuing 
degradation of water quality within the 
species’ habitat. The Pearl darter’s 
localized distribution and apparent low 
population numbers may indicate a 
species with lower genetic diversity, 
which would also make this species 
more vulnerable to catastrophic events. 
Threats affecting the Pearl darter are 
localized in nature, affecting only 
portions of the population within the 
drainage; thus, a threat magnitude of 
moderate to low is assigned for this 
species. In addition, the threats are 
considered imminent, as the identified 
threats are currently affecting this 
species in some portions of its range. 
Therefore, we have assigned a listing 
priority number of 8 for this species. 

Arctic grayling, Upper Missouri River 
DPS (Thymallus arcticus)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. This 
fish species has a broad, nearly 
circumpolar distribution, occurring in a 
variety of cold-water habitats including 
small streams, large rivers, lakes, and 
even bogs. We determined in our 
September 8, 2010, status review (75 FR 
54708) that the upper Missouri River 
population of arctic grayling in Montana 
and Wyoming represents a DPS because 
it is discrete due to geographic 
separation and genetic differences, and 
it is significant to the taxon as a whole. 
The historical range of Arctic grayling in 
the upper Missouri River basin has 
declined dramatically in the past 
century. The five remaining indigenous 

populations are isolated from one 
another by dams or other factors. 

All populations face potential threats 
from competition with and predation by 
nonnative trout, and most populations 
face threats resulting from the alteration 
of their habitats, such as habitat 
fragmentation from dams or irrigation 
diversion structures, stream dewatering, 
high summer water temperatures, loss of 
riparian habitats, and entrainment in 
irrigation ditches. Severe drought likely 
also affects all populations by reducing 
water availability and reducing the 
extent of thermally suitable habitat. 
Projected climate changes will likely 
influence the severity and scope of these 
threats in the future. As applied, 
existing regulatory mechanisms do not 
appear to be adequate to address the 
primary threats to arctic grayling. In 
addition, four of five populations are at 
risk from random environmental 
fluctuations and genetic drift due to 
their low abundance and isolation. The 
magnitude of these threats is high 
because one or more of these threats 
occurs in each known population in the 
Missouri River basin. The threats are 
imminent because they are currently 
occurring and are expected to continue 
in the foreseeable future. Therefore, we 
have assigned the upper Missouri River 
DPS of arctic grayling an LPN of 3. 

Sicklefin redhorse (Moxostoma sp.)— 
We continue to find that listing this 
species is warranted but precluded as of 
the date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Sharpnose shiner (Notropis 
oxyrhynchus)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Smalleye shiner (Notropis buccula)— 
We continue to find that listing this 
species is warranted but precluded as of 

the date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Zuni bluehead sucker (Catostomus 
discobolus yarrowi)—We continue to 
find that listing this species is 
warranted but precluded as of the date 
of publication of this notice. However, 
we are working on a proposed listing 
rule that we expect to publish prior to 
making the next annual resubmitted 
petition 12-month finding. In the course 
of preparing the proposed listing rule, 
we are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Rio Grande cutthroat trout 
(Oncorhynchus clarki virginalis)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
our status review published on May 14, 
2008 (73 FR 27900). Rio Grande 
cutthroat trout is one of 14 subspecies 
of cutthroat trout found in the western 
United States. Populations of this 
subspecies are in New Mexico and 
Colorado in drainages of the Rio Grande, 
Pecos, and Canadian rivers. Although 
once widely distributed in connected 
stream networks, Rio Grande cutthroat 
trout populations now occupy about 10 
percent of historical habitat, and the 
populations are fragmented and isolated 
from one another. The majority of 
populations occur in high-elevation 
streams. 

Major threats include the loss of 
suitable habitat that has occurred and is 
likely to continue occurring due to 
water diversions, dams, stream drying, 
habitat quality degradation, and changes 
in hydrology; introduction of nonnative 
trout and ensuing competition, 
predation, and hybridization; and 
whirling disease. In addition, average 
air temperatures in the Southwest have 
increased about 1 °C (2.5 °F) in the past 
30 years, and they are projected to 
increase by another 1.2 to 2.8 °C (3 to 
7 °F) by 2050. Because trout require cold 
water, and water temperatures depend 
in large part on air temperature, there is 
concern that the habitat of Rio Grande 
cutthroat trout will further decrease in 
response to warmer water temperatures 
caused by climate change. Wildfire and 
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drought (stream drying) are additional 
threats to Rio Grande cutthroat trout 
populations that are likely to increase in 
magnitude in response to climate 
change. Research is occurring to assess 
the effects of climate change on this 
subspecies, and agencies are working to 
restore historically occupied streams 
and develop a conservation plan to 
direct conservation. The threats are of 
moderate magnitude because there is 
good distribution and a comparatively 
large number of populations across the 
landscape, some populations have few 
threats present, and in other areas 
management actions are being taken to 
help control the threat of nonnative 
trout. Overall, the threats are ongoing 
and, therefore, imminent. Based on 
imminent threats of moderate 
magnitude, we retain an LPN of 9 for 
this subspecies. 

Clams 

Texas fatmucket (Lampsilis 
bracteata)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. The Texas fatmucket is a large, 
elongated freshwater mussel that is 
endemic to central Texas. Its shell can 
be moderately thick, smooth, and 
rhomboidal to oval in shape. Its external 
coloration varies from tan to brown with 
continuous dark brown, green-brown, or 
black rays, and internally it is pearly 
white, with some having a light salmon 
tint. This species historically occurred 
throughout the Colorado and 
Guadalupe-San Antonio River basins 
but is now known to occur only in nine 
streams within these basins in very 
limited numbers. All existing 
populations are represented by only one 
or two individuals and are not likely to 
be stable or recruiting. 

The Texas fatmucket is primarily 
threatened by habitat destruction and 
modification from impoundments, 
which scour river beds, thereby 
removing mussel habitat; decrease water 
quality; modify stream flows; and 
prevent fish host migration and 
distribution of freshwater mussels. This 
species is also threatened by 
sedimentation, dewatering, sand and 
gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants. Additionally, these 
threats may be exacerbated by the 
current and projected effects of climate 
change, population fragmentation and 
isolation, and the anticipated threat of 
nonnative species. Threats to the Texas 
fatmucket and its habitat are not being 
adequately addressed through existing 
regulatory mechanisms. Because of the 
limited distribution of this endemic 
species and its lack of mobility, these 
threats are likely to result in the 

extinction of the Texas fatmucket in the 
foreseeable future. 

The threats are such that the Texas 
fatmucket warrants listing; the threats 
are high in magnitude because habitat 
loss and degradation from 
impoundments, sedimentation, sand 
and gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants are widespread 
throughout the range of the Texas 
fatmucket and profoundly affect its 
survival and recruitment. These threats 
are exacerbated by climate change, 
which will increase the frequency and 
magnitude of droughts. Remaining 
populations are small, isolated, and 
highly vulnerable to stochastic events, 
which could lead to extirpation or 
extinction. We consider these threats to 
be imminent because they are ongoing 
and will continue in the foreseeable 
future. Habitat loss and degradation 
have already occurred and will continue 
as the human population continues to 
grow in central Texas. Texas fatmucket 
populations may already be below the 
minimum viable population 
requirement, which causes a reduction 
in the number of populations and an 
increase in the species’ vulnerability to 
extinction. Based on imminent, high-
magnitude threats, we assigned the 
Texas fatmucket an LPN of 2. 

Texas fawnsfoot (Truncilla 
macrodon)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. The Texas fawnsfoot is a small, 
relatively thin-shelled freshwater 
mussel that is endemic to central Texas. 
Its shell is long and oval, generally free 
of external sculpturing, with external 
coloration that varies from yellowish- or 
orangish-tan, brown, reddish-brown, to 
smoky-green with a pattern of broken 
rays or irregular blotches. The internal 
color is bluish-white or white and 
iridescent posteriorly. This species 
historically occurred throughout the 
Colorado and Brazos River basins and is 
now known from only five locations. 
The Texas fawnsfoot has been 
extirpated from nearly all of the 
Colorado River basin and from much of 
the Brazos River basin. Of the 
populations that remain, only three are 
likely to be stable and recruiting; the 
remaining populations are disjunct and 
restricted to short stream reaches. 

The Texas fawnsfoot is primarily 
threatened by habitat destruction and 
modification from impoundments, 
which scour river beds, thereby 
removing mussel habitat, decrease water 
quality, modify stream flows, and 
prevent fish host migration and 
distribution of freshwater mussels, as 
well as by sedimentation, dewatering, 
sand and gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants. Additionally, these 

threats may be exacerbated by the 
current and projected effects of climate 
change, population fragmentation and 
isolation, and the anticipated threat of 
nonnative species. Threats to the Texas 
fawnsfoot and its habitat are not being 
adequately addressed through existing 
regulatory mechanisms. Because of the 
limited distribution of this endemic 
species and its lack of mobility, these 
threats are likely to result in the 
extinction of the Texas fawnsfoot in the 
foreseeable future. 

The threats are such that the Texas 
fawnsfoot warrants listing; the threats 
are high in magnitude. Habitat loss and 
degradation from impoundments, 
sedimentation, sand and gravel mining, 
and chemical contaminants are 
widespread throughout the range of the 
Texas fawnsfoot and profoundly affect 
its habitat. These threats are exacerbated 
by climate change, which will increase 
the frequency and magnitude of 
droughts. Remaining populations are 
small, isolated, and highly vulnerable to 
stochastic events. These threats are 
imminent because they are ongoing and 
will continue in the foreseeable future. 
Habitat loss and degradation has already 
occurred and will continue as the 
human population continues to grow in 
central Texas. The Texas fawnsfoot 
populations may already be below the 
minimum viable population 
requirement, which causes a reduction 
in the number of populations and an 
increase in the species’ vulnerability to 
extinction. Based on imminent, high-
magnitude threats we assigned the 
Texas fawnsfoot an LPN of 2. 

Texas hornshell (Popenaias popei)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
information provided by the New 
Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
and Texas Parks and Wildlife 
Department. The Texas hornshell is a 
freshwater mussel found in the Black 
River in New Mexico, and in the Rio 
Grande and the Devils River in Texas. 
Until March 2008, the only known 
extant populations were in New 
Mexico’s Black River and one locality in 
the Rio Grande near Laredo, Texas. In 
March 2008, two new localities were 
confirmed in Texas: one in the Devils 
River, and one in the mainstem Rio 
Grande in the Rio Grande Wild and 
Scenic River segment downstream of 
Big Bend National Park. In 2011, the Rio 
Grande population near Laredo was 
resurveyed and found to be large and 
robust. 

The primary threats to this species are 
habitat alterations such as streambank 
channelization, impoundments, and 
diversions for agriculture and flood 
control (including a proposed low-water 
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diversion dam just downstream of the 
Rio Grande population near Laredo); 
contamination of water by oil and gas 
activity; alterations in the natural 
riverine hydrology; and increased 
sedimentation and flood pulses from 
prolonged overgrazing and loss of native 
vegetation. Although riverine habitats 
throughout the species’ known occupied 
range are under constant threat from 
these ongoing or potential activities, 
numerous conservation actions to 
benefit the species are under way in 
New Mexico, including the completion 
of a State recovery plan for the species, 
and are beginning in Texas on the Big 
Bend reach of the Rio Grande. Due to 
these ongoing conservation efforts, and 
because at least one of the populations 
appears to be robust, the magnitude of 
the threats is moderate. However, the 
threats to the species are ongoing and 
remain imminent. Thus, we maintained 
an LPN of 8 for this species. 

Golden orb (Quadrula aurea)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. The 
golden orb is a small, round-shaped 
freshwater mussel that is endemic to 
central Texas. Its shell is smooth and 
unsculptured, except for concentric 
growth rings, and the external 
coloration varies from yellow-brown, 
gold, or orangish-brown to dark brown 
or black with some individuals having 
faint green rays. The internal color is 
bluish-white. This species historically 
occurred throughout the Nueces-Frio 
and Guadalupe-San Antonio River 
basins and is now known from only 
nine locations in four rivers. The golden 
orb has been eliminated from nearly the 
entire Nueces-Frio River basin. Four of 
these populations appear to be stable 
and reproducing, and the remaining five 
populations are small and isolated and 
show no evidence of recruitment. It 
appears that the populations in the 
middle Guadalupe and lower San 
Marcos Rivers are likely connected. The 
remaining extant populations are highly 
fragmented and restricted to short 
reaches. 

The golden orb is primarily 
threatened by habitat destruction and 
modification from impoundments, 
which scour river beds, thereby 
removing mussel habitat, decrease water 
quality, modify stream flows, and 
prevent fish host migration and 
distribution of freshwater mussels. The 
species is also threatened by 
sedimentation, dewatering, sand and 
gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants. Additionally, these 
threats may be exacerbated by the 
current and projected effects of climate 
change, population fragmentation and 
isolation, and the anticipated threat of 

nonnative species. Threats to the golden 
orb and its habitat are not being 
adequately addressed through existing 
regulatory mechanisms. Because of the 
limited distribution of this endemic 
species and its lack of mobility, these 
threats may be likely to result in the 
extinction of the golden orb in the 
foreseeable future. 

The threats are such that the golden 
orb warrants listing; the threats are 
moderate in magnitude. Habitat loss and 
degradation from impoundments, 
sedimentation, sand and gravel mining, 
and chemical contaminants are 
widespread throughout the range of the 
golden orb, but several large 
populations remain, including one that 
was recently discovered, suggesting that 
the threats are not high in magnitude. 
These threats are exacerbated by climate 
change, which will increase the 
frequency and magnitude of droughts. 
These threats are imminent because 
they are ongoing and will continue in 
the foreseeable future. Habitat loss and 
degradation have already occurred and 
will continue as the human population 
continues to grow in central Texas. 
Several golden orb populations may 
already be below the minimum viable 
population requirement, which causes a 
reduction in the number of populations 
and an increase in the species’ 
vulnerability to extinction. Based on 
imminent, moderate threats, we 
assigned the golden orb an LPN of 8. 

Smooth pimpleback (Quadrula 
houstonensis)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files. The smooth pimpleback is a 
small, round-shaped freshwater mussel 
that is endemic to central Texas. Its 
shell is moderately thick and inflated, 
and the external coloration varies from 
tan to light brown, dark brown, and 
black with little to no sculpturing. The 
internal color is silvery white. This 
species historically occurred throughout 
the Colorado and Brazos River basins 
and is now known from only nine 
locations. The smooth pimpleback has 
been eliminated from nearly the entire 
Colorado River and all but one of its 
tributaries, and has been limited to the 
central and lower Brazos River drainage. 
Five of the populations are represented 
by no more than a few individuals while 
six of the existing populations appear to 
be relatively stable and recruiting, while 
the remaining populations are small, 
isolated, and represented by only a few 
individuals. 

The smooth pimpleback is primarily 
threatened by habitat destruction and 
modification from impoundments, 
which scour river beds, thereby 
removing mussel habitat, decrease water 
quality, modify stream flows, and 

prevent fish host migration and 
distribution of freshwater mussels. The 
species is also threatened by 
sedimentation, dewatering, sand and 
gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants. Additionally, these 
threats may be exacerbated by the 
current and projected effects of climate 
change, population fragmentation and 
isolation, and the anticipated threat of 
nonnative species. Threats to the 
smooth pimpleback and its habitat are 
not being adequately addressed through 
existing regulatory mechanisms. 
Because of the limited distribution of 
this endemic species and its lack of 
mobility, these threats may be likely to 
result in the extinction of the smooth 
pimpleback in the foreseeable future. 

The threats are such that the smooth 
pimpleback warrants listing; the threats 
are moderate in magnitude. Habitat loss 
and degradation from impoundments, 
sedimentation, sand and gravel mining, 
and chemical contaminants are 
widespread throughout the range of the 
smooth pimpleback, but several large 
populations remain, including one that 
was recently discovered, suggesting that 
the threats are not high in magnitude. 
These threats are exacerbated by climate 
change, which will increase the 
frequency and magnitude of droughts. 
These threats are imminent because 
they are ongoing and will continue in 
the foreseeable future. Habitat loss and 
degradation have already occurred and 
will continue as the human population 
continues to grow in central Texas. 
Several smooth pimpleback populations 
may already be below the minimum 
viable population requirement, which 
causes a reduction in the number of 
populations and an increase in the 
species’ vulnerability to extinction. 
Based on imminent, moderate threats, 
we assigned the smooth pimpleback an 
LPN of 8. 

Texas pimpleback (Quadrula 
petrina)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. The Texas pimpleback is a large, 
freshwater mussel that is endemic to 
central Texas. Its shell is generally 
smooth with the exception of growth 
lines and moderately thick and inflated. 
The external coloration ranges from 
yellowish-tan to dark brown with some 
individuals mottled or with dark green 
rays, and, internally, the nacre is white 
and iridescent posteriorly. This species 
historically occurred throughout the 
Colorado and Guadalupe-San Antonio 
River basins, but is now known to only 
occur in four streams within these 
basins. Only two populations appear 
large enough to be stable, but evidence 
of recruitment is limited in the Concho 
River population and is present in the 
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San Saba River population, which may 
be the only remaining recruiting 
populations of Texas pimpleback. The 
remaining two populations are 
represented by one or two individuals 
and are highly disjunct. 

The Texas pimpleback is primarily 
threatened by habitat destruction and 
modification from impoundments, 
which scour river beds, thereby 
removing mussel habitat, decrease water 
quality, modify stream flows, and 
prevent fish host migration and 
distribution of freshwater mussels. This 
species is also threatened by 
sedimentation, dewatering, sand and 
gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants. Additionally, these 
threats may be exacerbated by the 
current and projected effects of climate 
change, population fragmentation and 
isolation, and the anticipated threat of 
nonnative species. Threats to the Texas 
pimpleback and its habitat are not being 
adequately addressed through existing 
regulatory mechanisms. Because of the 
limited distribution of this endemic 
species and its lack of mobility, these 
threats may be likely to result in the 
extinction of the Texas pimpleback in 
the foreseeable future. 

The threats are such that the Texas 
pimpleback warrants listing; the threats 
are high in magnitude because habitat 
loss and degradation from 
impoundments, sedimentation, sand 
and gravel mining, and chemical 
contaminants are widespread 
throughout the range of the Texas 
pimpleback and profoundly affect its 
survival and recruitment. Remaining 
populations are small, isolated, and 
highly vulnerable to stochastic events, 
which could lead to extirpation or 
extinction. These threats are 
exacerbated by climate change, which 
will increase the frequency and 
magnitude of droughts. We consider 
these threats to be imminent because 
they are ongoing and will continue in 
the foreseeable future. Habitat loss and 
degradation have already occurred and 
will continue as the human population 
continues to grow in central Texas. 
Texas pimpleback populations may 
already be below the minimum viable 
population requirement, which causes a 
reduction in the number of populations 
and an increase in the species’ 
vulnerability to extinction. Based on 
imminent, high-magnitude threats, we 
assigned the Texas pimpleback an LPN 
of 2. 

Snails 
Black mudalia (Elimia melanoides)— 

The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 

petition we received on April 20, 2010. 
The black mudalia is a small snail that 
is found clinging to clean gravel, cobble, 
boulders, and logs in flowing water on 
shoals and riffles. The historical 
distribution of the black mudalia 
encompassed over 250 mi of stream 
channel in the upper Black Warrior 
River drainage in Alabama. The species 
has been extirpated from more than 80 
percent of that range by the construction 
of two major dams on the main stem 
Black Warrior River and another dam on 
the lower Sipsey Fork. Other historical 
causes of range curtailment in the un-
dammed river and stream channels of 
the upper Black Warrior River drainage 
include coal mine drainage, industrial 
and municipal pollution events, and 
agricultural runoff. The black mudalia is 
currently known from 10 shoal 
populations in five streams. 

Water quality and habitat degradation 
are the biggest threats to the continued 
existence of the black mudalia. Sources 
of point and nonpoint pollution in the 
Black Warrior River Basin have been 
numerous and widespread. Pollution is 
generated from inadequately treated 
effluent from industrial plants, sanitary 
landfills, sewage treatment plants, 
poultry operations, and cattle feedlots. 
Surface mining represents another 
threat to the biological integrity of 
stream habitats. Runoff from old, 
abandoned coal mines generates 
pollution through acidification, 
increased mineralization, and sediment 
loading. Most of the stream segments 
draining into black mudalia habitat 
currently support their water quality 
classification standards; however, the 
reach of the Locust Fork where the 
species is found is identified on the 
Alabama 303(d) List (a list of water 
bodies failing to meet their designated 
water-use classifications) as impaired by 
siltation, nutrients, and/or other habitat 
alterations. Overall the magnitude of 
threats is moderate. While all known 
populations are currently negatively 
affected by point or nonpoint source 
pollution, the discovery of surviving 
populations in shoals of five streams in 
the upper Black Warrior River reduces 
the magnitude of stochastic threats. 
Additional surveys that are currently 
underway will clarify the extent and 
status of black mudalia populations. 
The threats are ongoing, and therefore 
imminent. We assigned an LPN of 8 to 
this species. 

Magnificent ramshorn (Planorbella 
magnifica)—Planorbella magnifica, or 
magnificent ramshorn, is the largest 
North American air-breathing 
freshwater snail in the family 
Planorbidae. The magnificent ramshorn 
is believed to be a southeastern North 

Carolina endemic, though the complete 
historical range of the species is 
unknown. The species is known from 
only four sites in the lower Cape Fear 
River Basin in North Carolina. Salinity 
and pH are major factors limiting the 
distribution of the magnificent 
ramshorn, as the snail prefers freshwater 
bodies with pH within the range of 6.8 
to 7.5. 

While several factors have likely 
contributed to the possible extirpation 
of the magnificent ramshorn in the wild, 
the primary factors include loss of 
habitat associated with the extirpation 
of beavers (and their impoundments) in 
the early 20th century, increased 
salinity and alteration of flow patterns, 
and increased input of nutrients and 
other pollutants. While efforts have 
been made to restore habitat for the 
magnificent ramshorn at one of the sites 
known to have previously supported the 
species, all of the sites continue to be 
affected or threatened by the same 
factors believed to have resulted in 
extirpation of the species from the wild. 
Currently, only two captive populations 
exist: a single robust captive population 
of the species comprised of 
approximately 100 adults, and a second 
small population of 35 individuals. 
Although the robust captive population 
of the species has been maintained since 
1993, a single catastrophic event, such 
as a severe storm, disease, or predator 
infestation, affecting this captive 
population could result in the near 
extinction of the species. Thus, the 
threats are high in magnitude and 
imminent, and we assigned this species 
an LPN of 2. 

Sisi snail (Ostodes strigatus)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The sisi snail is a ground-dwelling 
species in the Potaridae family, and is 
endemic to American Samoa. The 
species is now known from a single 
population on the island of Tutuila, 
American Samoa. 

This species is currently threatened 
by habitat loss and modification and by 
predation from nonnative predatory 
snails. The decline of the sisi snail in 
American Samoa has resulted, in part, 
from loss of habitat to forestry and 
agriculture and loss of forest structure to 
hurricanes and nonnative weeds that 
establish after these storms. All live sisi 
snails have been found in the leaf litter 
beneath remaining intact forest canopy. 
No snails were found in areas bordering 
agricultural plots or in forested areas 
that were severely damaged by three 
hurricanes (1987, 1990, and 1991). 
Under natural historical conditions, loss 
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of forest canopy to storms did not pose 
a great threat to the long-term survival 
of these snails; enough intact forest with 
healthy populations of snails would 
support dispersal back into newly 
regrown forest canopy. However, the 
presence of nonnative weeds such as 
mile-a-minute vine (Mikania micrantha) 
may reduce the likelihood that native 
forests will re-establish in areas 
damaged by the hurricanes. This loss of 
habitat to storms is greatly exacerbated 
by expanding agriculture. Agricultural 
plots on Tutuila have spread from low 
elevation up to middle and some high 
elevations, greatly reducing the forested 
area and thus reducing the resilience of 
native forests and populations of native 
snails. These reductions also increase 
the likelihood that future storms will 
lead to the extinction of populations or 
species that rely on the remaining forest 
canopy. In an effort to eradicate the 
giant African snail (Achatina fulica), the 
nonnative rosy carnivore snail 
(Euglandina rosea) was introduced in 
1980. The rosy carnivore snail has 
spread throughout the main island of 
Tutuila. Numerous studies show that 
the rosy carnivore snail feeds on 
endemic island snails including the sisi, 
and is a major agent in their declines 
and extirpations. At present, the major 
threat to long-term survival of the native 
snail fauna in American Samoa is 
predation by nonnative predatory snails. 
These threats are ongoing and are 
therefore imminent. As the threats occur 
throughout the entire range of the 
species and have a severe effect on the 
survival of the snails, they are of a high 
magnitude. Therefore we assigned this 
species an LPN of 2. 

Rosemont talussnail (Sonorella 
rosemontensis)—We continue to find 
that listing these species is warranted 
but precluded as of the date of 
publication of this notice. However, we 
are working on a proposed listing rule 
that we expect to publish prior to 
making the next annual resubmitted 
petition 12-month finding. In the course 
of preparing the proposed listing rule, 
we are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Fragile tree snail (Samoana fragilis)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
A tree-dwelling species, the fragile tree 
snail is a member of the Partulidae 
family of snails, and is endemic to the 
islands of Guam and Rota (Mariana 
Islands). Requiring cool and shaded 

native forest habitat, the species is now 
known from one population on Guam 
and from one population on Rota. 

The fragile tree snail is currently 
threatened by habitat loss and 
modification and by predation from 
nonnative predatory snails and 
flatworms. Large numbers of Philippine 
deer (Cervus mariannus) (Guam and 
Rota), pigs (Sus scrofa) (Guam), water 
buffalo (Bubalus bubalis) (Guam), and 
cattle (Bos taurus) (Rota) directly alter 
the understory plant community and 
overall forest microclimate, making it 
unsuitable for tree snails. Predation by 
the nonnative rosy carnivore snail 
(Euglandina rosea) and the Manokwar 
flatworm (Platydemus manokwari) is a 
serious threat to the survival of the 
fragile tree snail. Field observations 
have established that the rosy carnivore 
snail and the Manokwar flatworm will 
readily feed on native Pacific island tree 
snails, including the Partulidae, such as 
those of the Mariana Islands. The rosy 
carnivore snail has caused the 
extirpation of many populations and 
species of native snails throughout the 
Pacific islands. The Manokwar flatworm 
has also contributed to the decline of 
native tree snails, in part due to its 
ability to ascend into trees and bushes 
that support native snails. Areas with 
populations of the flatworm usually lack 
partulid tree snails or have declining 
numbers of snails. Because all of the 
threats occur rangewide and have a 
significant effect on the survival of the 
fragile tree snail, they are high in 
magnitude, and the species has a 
relatively high likelihood of extinction. 
The threats are also ongoing and thus 
are imminent. Therefore, we assigned 
this species an LPN of 2. 

Guam tree snail (Partula radiolata)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
A tree-dwelling species, the Guam tree 
snail is a member of the Partulidae 
family of snails and is endemic to the 
island of Guam. Requiring cool and 
shaded native forest habitat, the species 
is now known from 22 populations on 
Guam. 

This species is primarily threatened 
by predation from nonnative predatory 
snails, flatworms, and rats. In addition, 
the species is also threatened by habitat 
loss and degradation. Predation by the 
nonnative rosy carnivore snail 
(Euglandina rosea) and the nonnative 
Manokwar flatworm (Platydemus 
manokwari) is a serious threat to the 
survival of the Guam tree snail (see 
summary for the fragile tree snail, 
above). In addition, predation by rats 
(Rattus spp.) is a serious and ongoing 

threat to the Guam tree snail. On Guam, 
open agricultural fields and other areas 
prone to erosion were seeded with 
tangantangan (Leucaena leucocephala) 
by the U.S. Military. Tangantangan 
grows as a single species stand with no 
substantial understory. The 
microclimatic condition is dry with 
little accumulation of leaf litter humus 
and is unsuitable as Guam tree snail 
habitat. In addition, native forests 
cannot reestablish and grow where this 
nonnative weed has become established. 
Because all of the threats occur 
rangewide and have a significant effect 
on the survival of this snail species, 
they are high in magnitude, and the 
species has a relatively high likelihood 
of extinction. The threats are also 
ongoing and thus are imminent. 
Therefore, we assigned this species an 
LPN of 2. 

Humped tree snail (Partula gibba)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
A tree-dwelling species, the humped 
tree snail is a member of the Partulidae 
family of snails, and was originally 
known from the island of Guam and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands (islands of Rota, Aguiguan, 
Tinian, Saipan, Anatahan, Sarigan, 
Alamagan, and Pagan). Until recently, 
the species was known from a total of 
14 populations on the islands of Guam, 
Rota, Aguiguan, Sarigan, Saipan, 
Alamagan, and Pagan. However, new 
(2011) information indicates that P. 
gibba may be found only on the islands 
of Guam, Saipan, Sarigan, and Pagan. 
This information also suggests that the 
individuals identified as P. gibba on 
Rota may be a different species. 
Although still the most widely 
distributed tree snail endemic in the 
Mariana Islands, remaining population 
sizes are often small. 

This species is currently threatened 
by habitat loss and modification and by 
predation from nonnative predatory 
snails, flat worms, and rats. Throughout 
the Mariana Islands, feral ungulates 
(pigs (Sus scrofa), Philippine deer 
(Cervus mariannus), cattle (Bos taurus), 
water buffalo (Bubalus bubalis), and 
goats (Capra hircus)) have caused severe 
damage to native forest vegetation by 
browsing directly on plants, causing 
erosion, and retarding forest growth and 
regeneration. This in turn reduces the 
quantity and quality of forested habitat 
for the humped tree snail. Currently, 
populations of feral ungulates are found 
on the islands of Guam (deer, pigs, and 
water buffalo), Rota (deer and cattle), 
Aguiguan (goats), Saipan (deer, pigs, 
and cattle), Alamagan (goats, pigs, and 
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cattle), and Pagan (cattle, goats, and 
pigs). Goats were eradicated from 
Sarigan in 1998, and the humped tree 
snail has increased in abundance on 
that island, likely in response to the 
removal of all the goats. However, the 
population of humped tree snails on 
Anatahan is likely extirpated due to the 
massive volcanic explosions of the 
island beginning in 2003 and still 
continuing, and the resulting loss of up 
to 95 percent of the vegetation on the 
island. Predation by the nonnative rosy 
carnivore snail (Euglandina rosea), and 
the nonnative Manokwar flatworm 
(Platydemus manokwari) is a serious 
threat to the survival of the humped tree 
snail (see summary for the fragile tree 
snail, above). In addition, predation by 
rats (Rattus spp.) is a serious and 
ongoing threat to the humped tree snail. 
The magnitude of threats is high 
because these nonnative predators cause 
significant population declines to the 
humped tree snail rangewide. These 
threats are ongoing and thus are 
imminent. Therefore, we assigned this 
species an LPN of 2. 

Langford’s tree snail (Partula 
langfordi)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. A tree-dwelling species, 
Langford’s tree snail is a member of the 
Partulidae family of snails, and is 
known from one population on the 
island of Aguiguan. 

This species is currently threatened 
by habitat loss and modification and by 
predation from nonnative predatory 
snails. In the 1930s, the island of 
Aguiguan was mostly cleared of native 
forests to support sugar cane and 
pineapple production. The abandoned 
fields and airstrip are now overgrown 
with nonnative weeds. The remaining 
native forest understory has greatly 
suffered from large and uncontrolled 
populations of alien goats and the 
invasion of weeds. Goats (Capra hircus) 
have caused severe damage to native 
forest vegetation by browsing directly 
on plants, causing erosion, and 
retarding forest growth and 
regeneration. This, in turn, reduces the 
quantity and quality of forested habitat 
for Langford’s tree snail. Predation by 
the nonnative rosy carnivore snail 
(Euglandina rosea) and by the 
Manokwar flatworm (Platydemus 
manokwari) (see summary for the fragile 
tree snail, above) is also a serious threat 
to the survival of Langford’s tree snail. 
In addition, predation by rats (Rattus 
spp.) is a serious and ongoing threat to 
Langford’s tree snail. All of the threats 
are occurring rangewide, and no efforts 
to control or eradicate the nonnative 

predatory snail species or rats, or to 
reduce habitat loss, are being 
undertaken. The magnitude of threats is 
high because they result in direct 
mortality and significant population 
declines to Langford’s tree snail 
rangewide. A survey of Aguiguan in 
November 2006 failed to find any live 
Langford’s tree snails. These threats are 
also ongoing and thus are imminent. 
Therefore, we assigned this species an 
LPN of 2. 

Tutuila tree snail (Eua zebrina)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
A tree-dwelling species, the Tutuila tree 
snail is a member of the Partulidae 
family of snails, and is endemic to 
American Samoa. The species is known 
from 32 populations on the islands of 
Tutuila, Nuusetoga, and Ofu. 

This species is currently threatened 
by habitat loss and modification and by 
predation from nonnative predatory 
snails and rats. All live Tutuila tree 
snails were found on understory 
vegetation beneath remaining intact 
forest canopy. No snails were found in 
areas bordering agricultural plots or in 
forested areas that were severely 
damaged by three hurricanes (1987, 
1990, and 1991). (See summary for the 
sisi snail, above, regarding impacts of 
nonnative weeds and of the rosy 
carnivore snail.) Rats (Rattus spp.) have 
also been shown to devastate snail 
populations, and rat-chewed snail shells 
have been found at sites where the 
Tutuila snail occurs. At present, the 
major threat to the long-term survival of 
the native snail fauna in American 
Samoa is predation by nonnative 
predatory snails and rats. The 
magnitude of threats is high because 
they result in direct mortality and 
significant population declines to the 
Tutuila tree snail rangewide. The threats 
are also ongoing and thus are imminent. 
Therefore, we assigned this species an 
LPN of 2. 

Huachuca springsnail (Pyrgulopsis 
thompsoni)—The following is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition received on May 11, 2004. The 
Huachuca springsnail inhabits 
approximately 19 springs in 
southeastern Arizona and two springs in 
Sonora, Mexico. The springsnail is 
typically found in shallow water 
habitats, often in rocky seeps at the 
spring source. Potential threats include 
habitat modification and destruction 
through catastrophic wildfire and 
unmanaged grazing at the landscape 
scale. Overall, the threats are low in 
magnitude because threats are not 

occurring throughout the range of the 
species uniformly and not all 
populations would likely be affected 
simultaneously by the known threats. 
We have no site-specific information 
indicating that grazing is currently 
ongoing in or adjacent to occupied 
habitats and catastrophic wildfire is not 
known to be an imminent threat. 
Accordingly, threats are nonimminent. 
Therefore, we retain an LPN of 11 for 
this species. 

Page springsnail (Pyrgulopsis 
morrisoni)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Insects 
Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 

anthracinus)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files and in the petition that we 
received for this species on March 23, 
2009. Hylaeus anthracinus is a species 
of Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (family 
Colletidae) found in certain coastal 
areas and dry lowland forests containing 
native plant communities on the islands 
of Hawaii, Kahoolawe, Lanai, Maui, 
Molokai, and Oahu. Hylaeus 
anthracinus is currently known from 13 
populations comprised of an unknown 
number of individuals. This species is 
threatened by ongoing habitat loss and 
modification due to the effects of feral 
ungulates, nonnative plants, wildfire, 
and climate change. Hylaeus 
anthracinus is directly threatened by 
predation from yellowjacket wasps and 
several species of nonnative ants. 
Additional indirect threats to the 
species include the limited number of 
and small size of populations, 
competition from European honey bees, 
the possibility of habitat destruction 
from stochastic and catastrophic events, 
and a lack of regulatory mechanisms 
affording protection to the species. 

Some Hylaeus anthracinus 
populations occur in areas that are 
managed for one or more of the threats 
affecting habitat; however no population 
is entirely protected from impacts to 
habitat, and predation on the species is 
not currently managed at any 
population site. We consider the threats 
to H. anthracinus to be high in 
magnitude because their severity 
endangers the species with a high 
likelihood of extinction throughout its 
entire range. The threats to H. 
anthracinus are imminent, because they 
are ongoing. Therefore, we have 
assigned this species an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
assimulans)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
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for this species on March 23, 2009. 
Hylaeus assimulans is a species of 
Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (family 
Colletidae) found in certain coastal 
areas and dry lowland forests containing 
native plant communities on the islands 
of Hawaii, Kahoolawe, Lanai, Maui, 
Molokai, and Oahu. Hylaeus assimulans 
is currently known from 13 populations 
comprised of an unknown number of 
individuals. This species is threatened 
by ongoing habitat loss and 
modification due to the effects of feral 
ungulates, nonnative plants, wildfire, 
and climate change. Hylaeus assimulans 
is directly threatened by predation from 
yellowjacket wasps and several species 
of nonnative ants. Additional indirect 
threats to the species include the 
limited number of and small size of 
populations, competition from 
European honey bees, the possibility of 
habitat destruction from stochastic and 
catastrophic events, and a lack of 
regulatory mechanisms affording 
protection to the species. 

Some Hylaeus assimulans 
populations occur in areas that are 
managed for one or more of the threats 
affecting habitat; however no population 
is entirely protected from impacts to 
habitat, and predation on the species is 
not currently managed at any 
population site. We consider the threats 
to H. assimulans to be high in 
magnitude because their severity 
endangers the species with a high 
likelihood of extinction throughout its 
entire range. The threats to H. 
assimulans are imminent, because they 
are ongoing. Therefore, we have 
assigned this species an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
facilis)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
for this species on March 23, 2009. 
Hylaeus facilis is a species of Hawaiian 
yellow-faced bee (family Colletidae) 
with a wide historical range of native 
plant community habitat including 
coastal areas, lowland dry and wet 
forests, and montane mesic forests on 
the islands of Lanai, Maui, Molokai, and 
Oahu. Now extirpated from the islands 
of Lanai and Maui, H. facilis is currently 
known from two populations comprised 
of an unknown number of individuals. 
This species is threatened by ongoing 
habitat loss and modification due to the 
effects of feral ungulates, nonnative 
plants, wildfire, and climate change. 
Hylaeus facilis is directly threatened by 
predation from yellowjacket wasps and 
several species of nonnative ants. 
Additional indirect threats to the 
species include the limited number of 
and small size of populations, 
competition from European honey bees, 

the possibility of habitat destruction 
from stochastic and catastrophic events, 
and a lack of regulatory mechanisms 
affording protection to the species. 

Both of the Hylaeus facilis 
populations occur in areas that are 
managed for one or more of the threats 
affecting habitat; however no population 
is entirely protected from impacts to 
habitat, and predation upon the species 
is not currently managed within any 
population site. We consider the threats 
to H. facilis to be high in magnitude 
because their severity endangers the 
species with a high likelihood of 
extinction throughout its entire range. 
The threats to H. facilis are imminent, 
because they are ongoing. Therefore, we 
have assigned this species an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
hilaris)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
for this species on March 23, 2009. 
Hylaeus hilaris is a cleptoparasitic 
species of Hawaiian yellow-faced bee 
(family Colletidae) with a historical 
range in coastal habitat on the islands of 
Lanai, Maui, and Molokai. Now 
extirpated from the islands of Lanai and 
Maui, H. hilaris is currently known from 
a single population on Molokai 
comprised of an unknown number of 
individuals. This species is threatened 
by ongoing habitat loss and 
modification due to the effects of feral 
ungulates, nonnative plants, wildfire, 
and climate change. Hylaeus hilaris is 
directly threatened by predation from 
yellowjacket wasps and several species 
of nonnative ants. Additional indirect 
threats to the species include the 
limited number of and small size of its 
population, competition from European 
honey bees, the possibility of habitat 
destruction from stochastic and 
catastrophic events, and a lack of 
regulatory mechanisms affording 
protection to the species. 

The Hylaeus hilaris population occurs 
within a private preserve that is 
managed for one or more of the threats 
affecting habitat; however the 
population is not entirely protected 
from impacts to habitat, and predation 
upon the species is not currently 
managed at all. We consider the threats 
to H. hilaris to be high in magnitude 
because their severity endangers the 
species with a high likelihood of 
extinction throughout its entire range. 
The threats to H. hilaris are imminent, 
because they are ongoing. Therefore, we 
have assigned this species an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
kuakea)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
for this species on March 23, 2009. 

Hylaeus kuakea is a species of Hawaiian 
yellow-faced bee (family Colletidae) 
found in lowland mesic forests on the 
island of Oahu. Hylaeus kuakea is 
currently known from two populations 
comprised of an unknown number of 
individuals. This species is threatened 
by ongoing habitat loss and 
modification due to the effects of feral 
ungulates, nonnative plants, wildfire, 
and climate change. Hylaeus kuakea is 
directly threatened by predation from 
yellowjacket wasps and several species 
of nonnative ants. Additional indirect 
threats to the species include the 
limited number of and small size of 
populations, competition from 
European honey bees, the possibility of 
habitat destruction from stochastic and 
catastrophic events, and a lack of 
regulatory mechanisms affording 
protection to the species. 

Both Hylaeus kuakea populations 
occur in areas that are managed for one 
or more of the threats affecting habitat; 
however no population is entirely 
protected from impacts to habitat, and 
predation on the species is not currently 
managed within either population site. 
We consider the threats to H. kuakea to 
be high in magnitude because their 
severity endangers the species with a 
high likelihood of extinction throughout 
its entire range. The threats to H. kuakea 
are imminent, because they are ongoing. 
Therefore, we have assigned this species 
an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
longiceps)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
for this species on March 23, 2009. 
Hylaeus longiceps is a species of 
Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (family 
Colletidae) found in certain coastal 
areas and dry lowland forest containing 
native plant communities on the islands 
of Lanai, Maui, Molokai, and Oahu. 
Hylaeus longiceps is currently known 
from six populations comprised of an 
unknown number of individuals. This 
species is threatened by ongoing habitat 
loss and modification due to the effects 
of feral ungulates, nonnative plants, 
wildfire, and climate change. Hylaeus 
longiceps is directly threatened by 
predation from yellowjacket wasps and 
several species of nonnative ants. 
Additional indirect threats to the 
species include the limited number of 
and small size of populations, 
competition from European honey bees, 
the possibility of habitat destruction 
from stochastic and catastrophic events, 
and a lack of regulatory mechanisms 
affording protection to the species. 

Some Hylaeus longiceps populations 
occur in areas that are managed for one 
or more of the threats affecting habitat; 
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however no population is entirely 
protected from impacts to habitat, and 
predation on the species is not currently 
managed within any population site. We 
consider the threats to H. longiceps to be 
high in magnitude because their severity 
endangers the species with a high 
likelihood of extinction throughout its 
entire range. The threats to H. longiceps 
are imminent, because they are ongoing. 
Therefore, we have assigned this species 
an LPN of 2. 

Hawaiian yellow-faced bee (Hylaeus 
mana)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition that we received 
for this species on March 23, 2009. 
Hylaeus mana is a species of Hawaiian 
yellow-faced bee (family Colletidae) 
found in lowland mesic forests on the 
island of Oahu. Hylaeus mana is 
currently known from a single 
population comprised of an unknown 
number of individuals. This species is 
threatened by ongoing habitat loss and 
modification due to the effects of feral 
ungulates, nonnative plants, wildfire, 
and climate change. Hylaeus mana is 
directly threatened by predation from 
yellowjacket wasps and several species 
of nonnative ants. Additional indirect 
threats to the species include the 
limited number of and small size of 
populations, competition from 
European honey bees, the possibility of 
habitat destruction from stochastic and 
catastrophic events, and a lack of 
regulatory mechanisms affording 
protection to the species. 

The Hylaeus mana population occurs 
in an area that is managed for one or 
more of the threats affecting habitat; 
however the population is not entirely 
protected from impacts to habitat, and 
predation on the species is not currently 
managed at all. We consider the threats 
to H. mana to be high in magnitude 
because their severity endangers the 
species with a high likelihood of 
extinction throughout its entire range. 
The threats to H. mana are imminent, 
because they are ongoing. Therefore, we 
have assigned this species an LPN of 2. 

Hermes copper butterfly 
(Hermelycaena [Lycaena] hermes)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. 
Hermes copper butterfly primarily 
occurs in San Diego County, California, 
and a few records of the species have 
been documented in Baja California, 
Mexico. The species inhabits coastal 
sage scrub and southern mixed 
chaparral and is dependent on its larval 
host plant, Rhamnus crocea (spiny 
redberry), to complete its lifecycle. 
Adult Hermes copper butterflies lay 
single eggs on spiny redberry stems 
where they hatch and feed until 

pupation occurs at the base of the plant. 
Hermes copper butterflies have one 
flight period occurring in mid-May to 
early-July, depending on weather 
conditions and elevation. We estimate 
there were at least 57 known separate 
historical populations throughout the 
species’ range since the species was first 
described. Of the 57 known Hermes 
copper butterfly populations, 17 are 
extant, 28 are believed to have been 
extirpated, and 12 are of unknown 
status. 

Primary threats to the Hermes copper 
butterfly are megafires (large wildfires), 
and small and isolated populations. 
Secondary threats include increased 
wildfire frequency that results in habitat 
loss, and combined impacts of existing 
development, possible future (limited) 
development, existing dispersal barriers, 
and megafires that result in 
fragmentation of habitat. The Hermes 
copper butterfly occupies scattered 
areas of sage scrub and chaparral habitat 
in an arid region susceptible to wildfires 
of increasing frequency and size. The 
likelihood that individuals of the 
species will be burned as a result of 
catastrophic wildfires, combined with 
the isolation and small size of extant 
populations makes the Hermes copper 
butterfly particularly vulnerable to 
population extirpation rangewide. 
Overall, the threats that the Hermes 
copper butterfly faces are high in 
magnitude because the major threats 
(particularly mortality due to wildfire 
and increased wildfire frequency) occur 
throughout all of the species’ range and 
are likely to result in adverse impacts to 
the species. The threats are 
nonimminent overall because the 
presence of wildfire in the Hermes 
copper butterfly habitat occurs on a 
sporadic basis and we do not have the 
ability to predict when wildfires will 
occur. This species faces high-
magnitude nonimminent threats; 
therefore, we assigned this species an 
LPN of 5. 

Mariana eight spot butterfly 
(Hypolimnas octucula mariannensis)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Mariana eight spot butterfly is a 
nymphalid butterfly species that feeds 
upon two host plants, Procris 
pedunculata and Elatostema calcareum. 
Endemic to the islands of Guam and 
Saipan, the species is now only known 
from 10 populations on Guam. This 
species is currently threatened by 
predation and parasitism. The Mariana 
eight spot butterfly has extremely high 
mortality of eggs and larvae due to 
predation by nonnative ants and wasps. 

Because the threat of parasitism and 
predation by nonnative insects occurs 
rangewide and can cause significant 
population declines to this species, they 
are high in magnitude. The threats are 
imminent because they are ongoing. 
Therefore, we assigned an LPN of 3 for 
this subspecies. 

Mariana wandering butterfly (Vagrans 
egistina)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. The Mariana wandering butterfly 
is a nymphalid butterfly species that 
feeds upon a single host plant species, 
Maytenus thompsonii. Originally known 
from and endemic to the islands of 
Guam and Rota, the species is now 
known from one population on Rota. 
This species is currently threatened by 
nonnative predation and parasitism. 
The Mariana wandering butterfly is 
likely predated by nonnative ants and 
parasitized by native and nonnative 
parasitoids. Because the threats of 
parasitism and predation by nonnative 
insects occur rangewide and can cause 
significant population declines to this 
species, leading to a relatively high 
likelihood of extinction, they are high in 
magnitude. These threats are imminent 
because they are ongoing. Therefore, we 
assigned an LPN of 2 to this species. 

Puerto Rican harlequin butterfly 
(Atlantea tulita)—The following 
summary is based on information in our 
files and in the petition we received on 
Feburary 29, 2009. The Puerto Rican 
harlequin butterfly is endemic to Puerto 
Rico, and one of the four species 
endemic to the Greater Antilles within 
the genus Atlantea. This species occurs 
within the subtropical moist forest life 
zone in the northern karst region (i.e., 
municipality of Quebradillas) of Puerto 
Rico, and in the subtropical wet forest 
(i.e., Maricao Commonwealth Forest, 
municipality of Maricao). The Puerto 
Rican harlequin butterfly has only been 
found utilizing Oplonia spinosa (prickly 
bush) as its host plant (i.e., plant used 
for laying the eggs, also serves as a food 
source for development of the larvae). 

The primary threats to the Puerto 
Rican harlequin butterfly are 
development, habitat fragmentation, and 
other natural or manmade factors such 
as human-induced fires, use of 
herbicides and pesticides, vegetation 
management, and climate change. These 
factors would substantially affect the 
distribution and abundance of the 
species, as well as its habitat. In 
addition, the lack of effective 
enforcement makes the existing policies 
and regulations inadequate for the 
protection of the species’ habitat. These 
threats are high in magnitude and 
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imminent because known populations 
occur in areas that are subject to 
development, increased traffic, and 
increased road maintenance and 
construction. Such threats directly affect 
populations during all life stages. We 
expect these threats to continue and 
potentially increase in the foreseeable 
future. Therefore, we assigned a LPN of 
2 to this species. 

Sequatchie caddisfly (Glyphopsyche 
sequatchie)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Sequatchie caddisfly is known from 
two spring runs that emerge from caves 
in Marion County, Tennessee—Owen 
Spring Branch (the type locality) and 
Martin Spring run in the Battle Creek 
system. In 1998, biologists estimated 
population sizes at 500 to 5,000 
individuals for Owen Spring Branch 
and 2 to 10 times higher at Martin 
Spring, due to the greater amount of 
apparently suitable habitat. In spite of 
greater amounts of suitable habitat at the 
Martin Spring run, Sequatchie 
caddisflies are more difficult to find at 
this site, and in 2001 (the most recent 
survey), the Sequatchie caddisfly was 
‘‘abundant’’ at the Owen Spring Branch 
location, while only two individuals 
were observed at the Martin Spring. 

Threats to the Sequatchie caddisfly 
include siltation, point and nonpoint 
discharges from municipal and 
industrial activities, and introduction of 
toxicants during episodic events. These 
threats, coupled with the extremely 
limited distribution of the species, its 
apparent small population size, the 
limited amount of occupied habitat, 
ease of accessibility, and the annual life 
cycle of the species, are all factors that 
leave the Sequatchie caddisfly 
vulnerable to extirpation. Therefore, the 
magnitude of the threat is high. These 
threats are gradual and not imminent. 
Based on high-magnitude and 
nonimminent threats, we assigned this 
species an LPN of 5. 

Clifton Cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus caecus)—The 
following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Clifton Cave beetle is a small, eyeless, 
reddish-brown, predatory insect that 
feeds upon small cave invertebrates. It 
is cave dependent, and is not found 
outside the cave environment. Clifton 
Cave beetle is only known from two 
privately owned Kentucky caves. Soon 
after the species was first collected in 
1963 in one cave, the cave entrance was 
enclosed due to road construction. We 
do not know whether the species still 

occurs at the original location or if it has 
been extirpated from the site by the 
closure of the cave entrance. Other 
caves in the vicinity of this cave were 
surveyed for the species during 1995 
and 1996, and only one additional site 
was found to support the Clifton Cave 
beetle. The limestone caves in which 
the Clifton Cave beetle is found provide 
a unique and fragile environment that 
supports a variety of species that have 
evolved to survive and reproduce under 
the demanding conditions found in cave 
ecosystems. The limited distribution of 
the species makes it vulnerable to 
isolated events that would only have a 
minimal effect on more wide-ranging 
insects. Events such as toxic chemical 
spills or discharges of large amounts of 
polluted water, or indirect impacts from 
off-site construction activities, closure 
of entrances, alteration of entrances, or 
the creation of new entrances, could 
have serious adverse impacts on this 
species. Therefore, the magnitude of 
threat is high for this species. The 
threats are nonimminent because there 
are no known projects planned that 
would affect the species in the near 
future. We therefore have assigned an 
LPN of 5 to this species. 

Coleman cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus colemanensis)— 
The following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on April 20, 2010. 
The Coleman cave beetle is a small, 
eyeless, reddish-brown, predatory insect 
that feeds upon small cave 
invertebrates. It is cave dependent and 
is not found outside the cave 
environment. It is only known from 
three Tennessee caves. The limestone 
caves in which this species is found 
provide a unique and fragile 
environment that support a variety of 
species that have evolved to survive and 
reproduce under the demanding 
conditions found in cave ecosystems. 
Caves and the species that are 
completely dependent upon them 
receive the energy that forms the basis 
of the cave food chain from outside the 
cave. This energy can be in the form of 
bat guano deposited by cave-dependent 
bats, large or small woody debris 
washed or blown into the cave, or tiny 
bits of organic matter that are carried 
into the cave by water through small 
cracks in the rocks overlaying the cave. 

The Coleman cave beetle was 
originally known only from privately 
owned Coleman Cave in Montgomery 
County. This cave formerly supported a 
colony of endangered gray bats (Myotis 
grisescens). The bats have abandoned 
this cave because of air flow changes in 
the cave caused by closure of an upper 

entrance to the cave. Although the cave 
is protected by a cooperative 
management agreement with the 
landowner, the upper entrance has not 
been restored, and the bats have not 
returned to the cave. A new location for 
the species was discovered during a 
biological inventory of Foster Cave (also 
known as Darnell Cave). One specimen 
of the species was found during that 
survey. Foster Cave is on a preserve 
owned and managed by the Tennessee 
Department of Conservation. In 2006, 
specimens of this species were 
discovered in Bellamy Cave and in 
Darnell Spring Cave (part of the same 
cave complex as Foster Cave). All of 
these sites are in close proximity to each 
other. Bellamy Cave is owned and 
managed by the Tennessee Wildlife 
Resources Agency (TWRA). Both Foster 
Cave and Bellamy Cave were first 
acquired and protected by The Nature 
Conservancy and later transferred to the 
State for long-term protection and 
management. The threats are 
nonimminent because there are no 
known projects planned that would 
affect the species in the next few years. 
Because the species occurs at four 
locations and receives some protection 
under a cooperative management 
agreement and protective ownership, 
the magnitude of threats is moderate to 
low. Thus, we have assigned an LPN of 
11 to this species. 

Icebox Cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus frigidus)—The 
following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Icebox Cave beetle is a small, eyeless, 
reddish-brown, predatory insect that 
feeds upon small cave invertebrates. It 
is not found outside the cave 
environment and is only known from 
one privately owned Kentucky cave. 

The limestone cave in which this 
species is found provides a unique and 
fragile environment that supports a 
variety of species that have evolved to 
survive and reproduce under the 
demanding conditions found in cave 
ecosystems. The species has not been 
observed since it was originally 
collected, but species experts believe 
that it may still exist in the cave in low 
numbers. The limited distribution of the 
species makes it vulnerable to isolated 
events that would only have a minimal 
effect on more wide-ranging insects. 
Events such as toxic chemical spills or 
discharges of large amounts of polluted 
water, or indirect impacts from off-site 
construction activities, closure of 
entrances, alteration of entrances, or the 
creation of new entrances, could have 
serious adverse impacts on this species. 
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Therefore, the magnitude of threat is 
high for this species because it is 
limited in distribution and the threats 
would result in a high level of mortality 
or reduced reproductive capacity. The 
threats are nonimminent because there 
are no known projects planned that 
would affect the species in the near 
future. We therefore have assigned an 
LPN of 5 to this species. 

Inquirer Cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus inquisitor)—The 
following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Inquirer Cave beetle is a fairly 
small, eyeless, reddish-brown, predatory 
insect that feeds upon small cave 
invertebrates. It is not found outside the 
cave environment and is only known 
from one privately owned Tennessee 
cave. 

The limestone cave in which this 
species is found provides a unique and 
fragile environment that supports a 
variety of species that have evolved to 
survive and reproduce under the 
demanding conditions found in cave 
ecosystems. The species was last 
observed in 2006. The limited 
distribution of the species makes it 
vulnerable to isolated events that would 
only have a minimal effect on more 
wide-ranging insects. The area around 
the only known site for the species is in 
a rapidly expanding urban area. The 
entrance to the cave is protected by the 
landowner through a cooperative 
management agreement with the 
Service, The Nature Conservancy and 
Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency; 
however, a sinkhole that drains into the 
cave system is located away from the 
protected entrance and is near a 
highway. Events such as toxic chemical 
spills or discharges of large amounts of 
polluted water or indirect impacts from 
off-site construction activities could 
adversely affect the species and the cave 
habitat. The magnitude of threat is high 
for this species because it is limited in 
distribution and the threats would have 
severe negative impacts on its continued 
existence. The threats are nonimminent 
because there are no known projects 
planned that would affect the species in 
the near future and it receives some 
protection under a cooperative 
management agreement. We therefore 
have assigned an LPN of 5 to this 
species. 

Louisville Cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus troglodytes)—The 
following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Louisville Cave beetle is a small, 

eyeless, reddish-brown, predatory insect 
that feeds upon cave invertebrates. It is 
not found outside the cave environment 
and is only known from two privately 
owned Kentucky caves. 

The limestone caves in which this 
species is found provide a unique and 
fragile environment that supports a 
variety of species that have evolved to 
survive and reproduce under the 
demanding conditions found in cave 
ecosystems. The limited distribution of 
the species makes it vulnerable to 
isolated events that would only have a 
minimal effect on more wide-ranging 
insects. Events such as toxic chemical 
spills or discharges of large amounts of 
polluted water, or indirect impacts from 
off-site construction activities, closure 
of entrances, alteration of entrances, or 
the creation of new entrances could 
have serious adverse impacts on this 
species. The magnitude of threat is high 
for this species, because it is limited in 
distribution and the threats would have 
severe negative impacts on the species. 
The threats are nonimminent because 
there are no known projects planned 
that would affect the species in the near 
future. We therefore have assigned an 
LPN of 5 to this species. 

Tatum Cave beetle 
(Pseudanophthalmus parvus)—The 
following summary is based upon 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Tatum Cave beetle is a small, eyeless, 
reddish-brown, predatory insect that 
feeds upon cave invertebrates. It is not 
found outside the cave environment and 
is only known from one privately 
owned Kentucky cave. 

The limestone cave in which this 
species is found provides a unique and 
fragile environment that supports a 
variety of species that have evolved to 
survive and reproduce under the 
demanding conditions found in cave 
ecosystems. The species has not been 
observed since 1965, but species experts 
believe that it still exists in low 
numbers. The limited distribution of the 
species makes it vulnerable to isolated 
events that would only have a minimal 
effect on more wide-ranging insects. 
Events such as toxic chemical spills or 
discharges of large amounts of polluted 
water, or indirect impacts from off-site 
construction activities, closure of 
entrances, alteration of entrances, or the 
creation of new entrances, could have 
serious adverse impacts on this species. 
The magnitude of threat is high for this 
species, because its limited numbers 
mean that any threats could severely 
affect its continued existence. The 
threats are nonimminent because there 
are no known projects planned that 

would affect the species in the near 
future. We therefore have assigned an 
LPN of 5 to this species. 

Orangeblack Hawaiian damselfly 
(Megalagrion xanthomelas)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The orangeblack Hawaiian damselfly is 
a stream-dwelling species endemic to 
the Hawaiian Islands of Kauai, Oahu, 
Molokai, Maui, Lanai, and Hawaii. The 
species no longer is found on Kauai, and 
is now restricted to 16 populations on 
the islands of Oahu, Maui, Molokai, 
Lanai, and Hawaii. This species is 
threatened by predation from nonnative 
aquatic species such as fish and 
predacious insects, and by habitat loss 
through dewatering of streams and 
invasion by nonnative plants. Nonnative 
fish and insects prey on the naiads of 
the damselfly, and loss of water reduces 
the amount of suitable naiad habitat. 
Invasive plants (e.g., California grass 
(Brachiaria mutica)) also contribute to 
loss of habitat by forming dense, 
monotypic stands that completely 
eliminate open water. Nonnative fish 
and plants are found in all the streams 
where orangeblack Hawaiian 
damselflies occur, except at the Oahu 
location, where there are no nonnative 
fish. Predation and habitat loss are 
ongoing and therefore imminent; they 
are of moderate magnitude, because 
they affect the survival of the species to 
varying degrees throughout the species’ 
range. We therefore assign an LPN of 8 
to this species. 

Stephan’s riffle beetle (Heterelmis 
stephani)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Dakota skipper (Hesperia dacotae)— 
We continue to find that listing this 
species is warranted but precluded as of 
the date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Meltwater lednian stonefly (Lednia 
tumana)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition we received on 
July 30, 2007. This species is an aquatic 
insect in the order Plecoptera 
(stoneflies). Stoneflies are primarily 
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associated with clean, cool streams and 
rivers. Eggs and nymphs (juveniles) of 
the meltwater lednian stonefly are 
found in high-elevation, alpine, and 
subalpine streams, most typically in 
locations closely linked to glacial 
runoff. The species is generally 
restricted to streams with mean summer 
water temperature less than 10 °C (50 
°F). Adults emerge from the nymph 
stage and mate in streamside vegetation. 
The only known meltwater lednian 
stonefly occurrences are within Glacier 
National Park (NP), Montana. 

Climate change, and the associated 
effects of glacier loss (with glaciers 
predicted to be gone by 2030)— 
including reduced streamflows, and 
increased water temperatures—are 
expected to significantly reduce the 
occurrence of populations and extent of 
suitable habitat for the species in 
Glacier NP. In addition, the existing 
regulatory mechanisms do not address 
environmental changes due to global 
climate change. We announced 
candidate status for the meltwater 
lednian stonefly in a warranted-but 
precluded 12-month petition finding 
published on April 5, 2011 (76 FR 
18684). We have assigned the species an 
LPN of 5 based on three criteria: (1) The 
high magnitude of threat, which is 
projected to substantially reduce the 
amount of suitable habitat relative to the 
species’ current range; (2) the low 
imminence of the threat based on the 
lack of documented evidence that 
climate change is affecting stonefly 
habitat; and (3) the taxonomic status of 
the species, which is a full species. 

Highlands tiger beetle (Cicindela 
highlandensis)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The Highlands tiger beetle is narrowly 
distributed and restricted to areas of 
bare sand within scrub and sandhill on 
ancient sand dunes of the Lake Wales 
Ridge in Polk and Highlands Counties, 
Florida. Adult tiger beetles have been 
most recently found at 40 sites at the 
core of the Lake Wales Ridge. In 2004– 
2005 surveys, a total of 1,574 adults 
were found at 40 sites, compared with 
643 adults at 31 sites in 1996, 928 adults 
at 31 sites in 1995, and 742 adults at 21 
sites in 1993. Of the 40 sites in the 
2004–2005 surveys with one or more 
adults, results ranged from 3 sites with 
large populations of over 100 adults, to 
13 sites with fewer than 10 adults. 
Results from a limited removal study at 
four sites and similar studies suggested 
that the actual population size at some 
survey sites can be as much as two 
times as high as indicated by the visual 

index counts. If assumptions are correct 
and unsurveyed habitat is included, 
then the total number of adults at all 
survey sites might be 3,000 to 4,000. 

Habitat loss and fragmentation and 
lack of fire and disturbances to create 
open habitat conditions are serious 
threats; remaining patches of suitable 
habitat are disjunct and isolated. 
Populations occupy relatively small 
patches of habitat and are small and 
isolated; individuals have difficulty 
dispersing between suitable habitats. 
These factors pose serious threats to the 
species. Although significant progress in 
implementing prescribed fire has 
occurred over the last 10 years through 
collaborative partnerships and the Lake 
Wales Ridge Prescribed Fire Team, a 
backlog of long-unburned habitat within 
conservation areas remains. 
Overcollection and pesticide use are 
additional concerns. Because this 
species is narrowly distributed with 
specific habitat requirements and small 
populations, any of the threats could 
have a significant impact on the survival 
of the species, leading to a relatively 
high likelihood of extinction. Therefore, 
the magnitude of threats is high. 
Although the majority of its historical 
range has been lost, degraded, and 
fragmented, numerous sites are 
protected, and land managers are 
implementing prescribed fire at some 
sites; these actions are expected to 
restore habitat and help reduce threats 
and have already helped stabilize and 
improve the populations. Habitat 
management at some sites may be 
forestalling the threat of vegetation 
encroaching into bare sand areas needed 
by the beetle. While the species is 
inherently vulnerable to extinction due 
to its low population sizes, restricted 
range, small and isolated habitat 
patches, and difficulty in dispersal 
between suitable habitats, the 
immediacy of these threats is unknown. 
Thus, overall, the threats are 
nonimminent. Therefore, we assigned 
the Highlands tiger beetle an LPN of 5. 

Arachnids 
Warton’s cave meshweaver (Cicurina 

wartoni)—The Warton’s Cave 
meshweaver is an eyeless, cave-
dwelling, unpigmented, 0.23-inch-long 
invertebrate known only from female 
specimens. This meshweaver is known 
to occur in only one cave (Pickle Pit) in 
Travis County, Texas. Primary threats to 
the species and its habitat are predation 
and competition from red-imported fire 
ants, surface and subsurface effects from 
polluted runoff from an adjacent 
subdivision, unauthorized entry into the 
area surrounding the cave, and trash 
dumping that may include toxic 

materials near the feature. The 
magnitude of threats is now considered 
low to moderate based on observations 
made during field visits to Pickle Pit in 
November 2011 and March 2012. For 
example, Pickle Pit is receiving some 
protection because it is in a mitigation 
preserve for the golden-cheeked warbler 
(Dendroica chrysoparia). While 
adequate fencing has not been 
completed, we did not see trails or other 
signs of recent human use in the 
immediate vicinity of the cave. Also, 
despite the fact that this preserve is not 
receiving red-imported fire ant 
treatment, we did not see many red-
imported fire ants in the immediate 
area. Because fire ants have been found 
and fencing to eliminate human use has 
not been completed, the threats are 
ongoing (imminent). Thus, we assigned 
this species a LPN of 8. 

Crustaceans 
Anchialine pool shrimp (Metabetaeus 

lohena)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Metabetaeus lohena is an 
anchialine pool-inhabiting species of 
shrimp belonging to the family 
Alpheidae. This species was originally 
thought to be endemic to the Hawaiian 
Islands with populations on the islands 
of Oahu, Maui, and Hawaii. Recent 
information indicates this species may 
also occur in Rapa Nui, a special 
territory of Chile. The current status of 
this species in Rapa Nui and the 
primary threats there are unknown at 
this time. 

The primary threats to this species in 
Hawaii are predation by fish (which do 
not naturally occur in the pools 
inhabited by this species) and habitat 
loss from degradation (primarily from 
illegal trash dumping). The pools where 
this species occurs on the islands of 
Maui and Hawaii are located within 
State Natural Area Reserves (NAR) and 
in a National Park. Both the State NARs 
and the National Park prohibit the 
collection of the species and the 
disturbance of the pools. However, 
enforcement of collection and 
disturbance prohibitions is difficult, and 
the negative effects from the 
introduction of fish are extensive and 
happen quickly. On Oahu, four pools 
are located in a National Wildlife Refuge 
and are protected from collection and 
disturbance to the pool; however, on 
State-owned land where the species 
occurs, there is no protection from 
collection or disturbance of the pools. 
Because of the limited number of sites 
where this species occurs, collection or 
disturbance of the species, particularly 
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on State-owned lands, could have a 
significant adverse effect on the survival 
of the species, leading to a relatively 
high likelihood of extinction, and are of 
a high magnitude. However, the primary 
threats of predation from fish and loss 
of habitat due to degradation are 
nonimminent overall, because on the 
islands of Maui and Hawaii no fish were 
observed in any of the pools where this 
species occurs and there has been no 
documented trash dumping in these 
pools. Only one site on Oahu had a 
trash dumping instance, and in that case 
the trash was cleaned up immediately, 
and the species was subsequently 
observed. No additional dumping events 
are known to have occurred. We have 
assigned this species an LPN of 5. The 
Service is currently seeking any 
additional information on the status of, 
and the threats to, the population(s) of 
Metabetaeus lohena in any location 
outside of the United States. The 
Service may consider removing this 
species as a candidate for listing 
depending upon our review of new 
information regarding the status and 
distribution of this species outside the 
United States. 

Anchialine pool shrimp 
(Palaemonella burnsi)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Palaemonella burnsi is an anchialine 
pool-inhabiting species of shrimp 
belonging to the family Palaemonidae. 
This species was originally thought to 
be endemic to the Hawaiian Islands 
with populations on the islands of Maui 
at three sites and Hawaii in several 
pools at one site. Recent information 
indicates this species may also occur in 
the Ryukyu Islands, Japan. The current 
status of this species in the Ryukyu 
Islands and the primary threats there are 
unknown at this time. 

The primary threats to this species are 
predation by nonnative fish (which do 
not naturally occur in the pools 
inhabited by this species) and habitat 
loss due to degradation (primarily from 
illegal trash dumping). The pools where 
this species occurs on Maui are located 
within a State Natural Area Reserve 
(NAR). Hawaii’s State statutes prohibit 
the collection of the species and the 
disturbance of the pools in State NARs. 
On the island of Hawaii, the species 
occurs within a State NAR and a 
National Park, where collection and 
disturbance are also prohibited. 
However, enforcement of these 
prohibitions is difficult, and the 
negative effects from the introduction of 
fish are extensive and happen quickly, 
in part because the pools are very small. 

Therefore, threats to this species could 
have a significant adverse effect on the 
survival of the species, leading to a 
relatively high likelihood of extinction, 
and are of a high magnitude. However, 
the threats are nonimminent, because 
surveys in 2004 and 2007 did not find 
fish in the pools where these shrimp 
occur on Maui or the island of Hawaii. 
Also, there was no evidence of recent 
habitat degradation at those pools. We 
assigned this species an LPN of 5. The 
Service is currently seeking any 
additional information on the status of, 
and the threats to, the population(s) of 
Palaemonella burnsi in any location 
outside of the United States. The 
Service may consider removing this 
species as a candidate for listing 
depending upon our review of new 
information regarding the status and 
distribution of this species outside the 
United States. 

Anchialine pool shrimp (Procaris 
hawaiana)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Procaris hawaiana is an 
anchialine pool-inhabiting species of 
shrimp belonging to the family 
Procarididae. This species is endemic to 
the Hawaiian Islands, and is currently 
known from 2 pools on the island of 
Maui and 13 pools on the island of 
Hawaii. The primary threats to this 
species are predation from fish (which 
do not naturally occur in the pools 
inhabited by this species) and habitat 
loss due to degradation (primarily from 
illegal trash dumping). The pools where 
this species occurs on Maui are located 
within a State Natural Area Reserve 
(NAR). Hawaii’s State statutes prohibit 
the collection of the species and the 
disturbance of the pools in State NARs. 
Twelve of the pools on the island of 
Hawaii are also located within a State 
NAR. However, enforcement of these 
prohibitions is difficult, and the 
negative effects from the introduction of 
fish are extensive and happen quickly. 
In addition, there are no prohibitions for 
either removal of the species or 
disturbance to the pool for the one pool 
located outside a NAR on the island of 
Hawaii. Therefore, threats to this 
species could have a significant adverse 
effect on the survival of the species, 
leading to a relatively high likelihood of 
extinction, and thus remain at a high 
magnitude. However, the threats to the 
species are nonimminent because, 
during 2004 and 2007 surveys, no fish 
were observed in the pools where these 
shrimp occur on Maui, and no fish were 
observed in the one pool on the island 
of Hawaii that was surveyed in 2005. In 

addition, there were no signs of trash 
dumping or fill in any of the pools 
where the species occurs. Therefore, we 
assigned this species an LPN of 5. 

Flowering Plants 
Abronia alpina (Ramshaw Meadows 

sand-verbena)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files. No new information was 
provided in the petition we received on 
May 11, 2004. Abronia alpina is a small 
perennial herb in the Nyctaginaceae 
(four o-clock) family, 2.5 to 15.2 cm (1 
to 6 in) across, forming compact mats of 
lavender-pink, trumpet-shaped, and 
generally fragrant flowers. Abronia 
alpina is known from one main 
population center at Ramshaw Meadow 
and a smaller population at the adjacent 
Templeton Meadow. The meadows are 
located on the Kern River Plateau in the 
Sierra Nevada, on lands administered by 
the Inyo National Forest, in Tulare 
County, California. The total estimated 
area occupied is approximately 6 ha (15 
ac). The population fluctuates from year 
to year without any clear trends. 
Population estimates for the years from 
1985 through 2009 range from a high of 
approximately 130,000 plants in 1997, 
to a low of approximately 40,000 plants 
in 2003. In 2009, when the population 
was last monitored, the estimated total 
population increased again to just over 
120,000 plants. The factors currently 
threatening Abronia alpina include 
natural and human habitat alteration, 
lowering of the water table due to 
erosion within the meadow system, and 
recreational use within meadow 
habitats. Lodgepole pines are 
encroaching upon meadow habitat with 
trees germinating within A. alpina 
habitat, occupying up to 20 percent of 
two A. alpina subpopulations. 
Lodgepole pine encroachment may alter 
soil characteristics by increasing organic 
matter levels, decreasing porosity, and 
moderating diurnal temperature 
fluctuations, thus reducing the 
competitive ability of A. alpina to 
persist in an environment more 
hospitable to other plant species. 

The habitat occupied by Abronia 
alpina directly borders the meadow 
system, which is supported by the 
South Fork of the Kern River. The river 
flows through the meadow, at times 
coming within 15 m (50 ft) of Abronia 
alpina habitat, particularly in the 
vicinity of five subpopulations. 
Livestock trampling, along with the 
removal of bank stabilizing vegetation 
by grazing livestock, has contributed to 
downcutting of the river channel 
through the meadow, leaving the 
meadow subject to potential alteration 
by lowering of the water table. In 2001, 
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the U.S. Forest Service began resting the 
grazing allotment for 10 years, 
eliminating cattle use up through the 
present time. The U.S. Forest Service is 
currently assessing the data collected on 
the rested allotment and, if the data 
indicate that sufficient watershed 
recovery has occurred, may conduct an 
environmental analysis to consider 
resumption of grazing. 

Established hiker, packstock, and 
cattle trails pass through A. alpina 
subpopulations. Two main hiker trails 
pass through Ramshaw Meadow, but in 
1988 and 1997, they were rerouted out 
of A. alpina subpopulations where 
feasible. Occasional incidental use by 
horses and hikers sometimes occurs on 
the remnants of cattle trails that pass 
through subpopulations in several 
places The Service has funded studies 
to determine appropriate conservation 
measures for the species, and is working 
with the U.S. Forest Service on 
developing a conservation strategy for 
the species. The remaining threat affects 
individuals in the population and has 
not appeared to have population-level 
effects. Therefore, the threats are low in 
magnitude. In addition, because the 
grazing activities have been eliminated 
for the time being and the hiking trails 
have been rerouted, the threats are 
nonimminent. The LPN for A. alpina 
remains an 11 due to the presence of 
moderate to low threats, and the 
determination that the threats are 
nonimminent at this point in time. 

Agave eggersiana (no common 
name)—Agave eggersiana, is an herb of 
the family Agavaceae endemic to the 
island of St. Croix in the U.S. Virgin 
Islands. Approximately 450 individuals 
in 10 localities are known to exist 
around this island. The species 
currently occurs in six areas that appear 
to be remnants of wild populations. The 
other four populations are introduced 
individuals planted for conservation. 
The primary threats to Agave eggersiana 
are from habitat modification and from 
natural or manmade factors. The species 
occurs in areas either threatened by 
development pressure, or currently 
affected by landscape practices and 
competition with exotic species, 
resulting in detrimental effects to its 
reproduction and recruitment. In 
addition, threats such as commercial 
interest (e.g. use as an ornamental 
plant), possible predation by insects or 
arthropod larvae, and the possibility of 
feral animals predating the species, 
makes Agave eggersiana vulnerable. The 
magnitude of the current threats is 
moderate because at least 450 adults 
and 260 bulbils are known to occur, 
with half of the populations showing 
evidence of recruitment in the wild. In 

addition, three populations are located 
in areas managed for conservation and 
public outreach. The immediacy of the 
threats to the species as a whole is 
imminent because the threats are 
occurring now within each population 
on St. Croix. Additionally, we do not 
anticipate any changes that would 
appreciably reduce these threats in the 
foreseeable future. Therefore we have 
assigned an LPN of 8 to this species. 

Arabis georgiana (Georgia 
rockcress)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Argythamnia blodgettii (Blodgett’s 
silverbush)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Blodgett’s silverbush occurs in Florida 
and is found in open, sunny areas in 
pine rockland; at the edges of rockland 
hammock; at the edges of coastal berm; 
and sometimes in disturbed areas at the 
edges of natural areas. Plants can be 
found growing from crevices on 
limestone, or sand. The pine-rockland 
habitat where the species occurs in 
Miami-Dade County and the Florida 
Keys requires periodic fires to maintain 
habitat with a minimum amount of 
hardwoods. There are approximately 22 
extant occurrences, 12 in Monroe 
County and 10 in Miami-Dade County; 
many occurrences are on conservation 
lands. However, 4 to 5 sites are recently 
thought to be extirpated. The estimated 
population size of Blodgett’s silverbush 
in the Florida Keys, excluding Big Pine 
Key, is roughly 11,000; the estimated 
population in Miami-Dade County is 
375 to 13,650 plants. 

Blodgett’s silverbush is threatened by 
habitat loss, which is exacerbated by 
habitat degradation due to fire 
suppression, the difficulty of applying 
prescribed fire to pine rocklands, and 
threats from exotic plants. Remaining 
habitats are fragmented. Threats such as 
road maintenance and enhancement, 
infrastructure, and illegal dumping 
threaten some occurrences. Blodgett’s 
silverbush is vulnerable to natural 
disturbances, such as hurricanes, 
tropical storms, and storm surges. 
Climatic changes, including sea-level 

rise, are long-term threats that are 
expected to continue to affect pine 
rocklands and ultimately substantially 
reduce the extent of available habitat, 
especially in the Keys. Overall, the 
magnitude of threats is moderate 
because a number of occurrences remain 
with relatively high population levels, 
and not all of the occurrences are 
affected by the threats. In addition, land 
managers are aware of the threats from 
exotic plants and lack of fire, and are, 
to some extent, working to reduce these 
threats where possible. While a number 
of threats are occurring in some areas, 
the more significant threat from 
development is nonimminent because 
most occurrences are on public land, 
and sea-level rise is not currently 
affecting this species. Overall, the 
threats are nonimminent. Thus, we 
assigned an LPN of 11 to this species. 

Artemisia borealis var. wormskioldii 
(Northern wormwood)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Historically known from eight sites, 
northern wormwood is currently known 
from two populations, one in Klickitat 
County and one in Grant County, 
Washington. This plant is restricted to 
exposed basalt, cobbly-sandy terraces, 
and sand habitat along the shore of, and 
on islands in, the Columbia River. The 
two populations are separated by 186 
river miles (300 km) and three reservoirs 
(formed behind large hydroelectric 
dams). Annual monitoring indicates 
both populations are declining and both 
remain vulnerable to environmental 
variability. Surveys have not detected 
any additional plants. 

Threats to northern wormwood 
include direct loss of habitat through 
regulation of water levels in the 
Columbia River and placement of riprap 
along the river bank; human trampling 
of plants from recreation; competition 
with nonnative, invasive species; burial 
by wind- and water-borne sediments; 
small population sizes; susceptibility to 
genetic drift and inbreeding; and the 
potential for hybridization with two 
other species of Artemisia. Ongoing 
conservation actions have reduced 
trampling, but have not eliminated or 
reduced the other threats at the Grant 
County site. Active conservation 
measures are not currently in place at 
the Miller Island site in Klickitat 
County. The magnitude of threat is high 
for this subspecies. Although the two 
remaining populations are 
demographically isolated, loss of habitat 
through regulation of water levels, 
competition with invasive species, 
burial by wind- and water-borne 
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sediments, and hybridization could 
eliminate one or both populations with 
a single disturbance. The threats are 
imminent because recreational use is 
ongoing; invasive, nonnative species 
occur at both sites; erosion of the 
substrate is ongoing at the Klickitat 
County site; and high water flows are 
random, naturally occurring events that 
may occur unpredictably in any year. 
Therefore, we have retained an LPN of 
3 for this subspecies. 

Astragalus anserinus (Goose Creek 
milkvetch)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Astragalus microcymbus (Skiff 
milkvetch)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition we received on 
July 30, 2007. Skiff milkvetch is a 
perennial forb that dies back to the 
ground every year. It has a very limited 
range and a spotty distribution within 
Gunnison and Saguache Counties in 
Colorado, where it is found in open, 
park-like landscapes in the sagebrush 
steppe ecosystem on rocky or cobbly, 
moderate to steep slopes of hills and 
draws. The most significant threats to 
skiff milkvetch are recreation, roads, 
trails, the overall inadequacy of existing 
regulatory mechanisms, and habitat 
fragmentation and degradation. 
Recreational impacts are likely to 
increase given the close proximity of 
skiff milkvetch to the town of Gunnison 
and the increasing popularity of 
mountain biking, motorcycling, and all-
terrain vehicles. Furthermore, the 
Hartman Rocks Recreation Area draws 
users and contains over 40 percent of 
the skiff milkvetch units. Other threats 
to the species include residential and 
urban development; livestock, deer, and 
elk use; climate change; and increasing 
periodic drought, nonnative invasive 
cheatgrass; and wildfire. We consider 
the threats to skiff milkvetch to be 
moderate in magnitude because while 
serious and occurring rangewide, they 
do not collectively result in population 
declines on a short time scale. The 
threats are imminent because the 
species is currently facing them in many 
portions of its range. Therefore, we have 
assigned skiff milkvetch an LPN of 8. 

Astragalus schmolliae (Schmoll 
milkvetch)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and in the petition we received on 
July 30, 2007. Schmoll milkvetch is a 
narrow endemic perennial plant that 
grows in the mature pinyon-juniper 
woodland of mesa tops in the Mesa 
Verde National Park area and in the Ute 
Mountain Ute Tribal Park in Colorado. 
The most significant threats to the 

species are degradation of habitat by 
fire, followed by invasion by nonnative 
cheatgrass and subsequent increase in 
fire frequency. These threats currently 
affect about 40 percent of the species’ 
entire known range. Cheatgrass is likely 
to increase given its rapid spread and 
persistence in habitat disturbed by 
wildfires, fire and fuels management, 
development of infrastructure, and the 
inability of land managers to control it 
on a landscape scale. Other threats to 
Schmoll milkvetch include fires, fire 
break clearings, drought, and inadequate 
regulatory mechanisms. We consider the 
threats to the species overall to be 
imminent and moderate in magnitude, 
because the species is currently facing 
them in many portions of its range, but 
the threats do not collectively result in 
population declines on a short time 
scale. Therefore, we have assigned 
Schmoll milkvetch an LPN of 8. 

Astragalus tortipes (Sleeping Ute 
milkvetch)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Sleeping Ute milkvetch is a 
perennial plant that grows only on the 
Smokey Hills layer of the Mancos Shale 
Formation on the Ute Mountain Ute 
Indian Reservation in Montezuma 
County, Colorado. In 2000, 3,744 plants 
were recorded at 24 locations covering 
500 ac within an overall range of 6,400 
ac. Available information from 2000 
indicates that the species remains 
stable. Threats from borrow pit 
excavation, off-highway vehicles, 
irrigation canal construction, and a 
prairie dog colony have had minor 
impacts that reduced the range and 
number of plants by small amounts. Off-
road-vehicle use of the habitat has 
reportedly been controlled by fencing. 
Oil and gas development is active in the 
general area, but the Service has 
received no information to indicate that 
there is development within plant 
habitat. The Tribe reported that the 
status of the species remains 
unchanged, the population is healthy, 
and a management plan for the species 
is currently in draft form. Despite these 
positive indications, we have no 
documentation concerning the current 
status of the plants, condition of habitat, 
or terms of the species management 
plan being drafted by the Tribe. Thus, 
at this time, we cannot accurately assess 
whether populations are being 
adequately protected from previously 
existing threats. The threats are 
moderate in magnitude, as their effects 
on the species have been minor and the 
species appears to be stable. Based on 
information we have, the population 

appears to be stable. Until the 
management plan is completed and 
made available, there are no regulatory 
mechanisms in place to protect the 
species. Overall, we conclude that 
threats are nonimminent because the 
more significant threats are not 
currently occurring; off-road-vehicle use 
has been controlled by fencing, and 
there are no plans for oil and gas 
development within the plant’s habitat. 
Therefore, we assigned an LPN of 11 to 
this species. 

Boechera pusilla (Fremont County 
rockcress)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files and in 
the petition received on July 24, 2007. 
Boechera pusilla is a perennial herb that 
occupies sparsely vegetated, coarse 
granite soil pockets in exposed granite-
pegmatite outcrops, with slopes 
generally less than 10 degrees, at an 
elevation between 2,438 to 2,469 m 
(8,000 to 8,100 ft). The only known 
population of B. pusilla is located in 
Wyoming on lands administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management’s, Rock 
Springs Field Office in the southern 
foothills of the Wind River Range. B. 
pusilla is likely restricted in distribution 
by the limited occurrence of pegmatite 
in the area. The specialized habitat 
requirements of B. pusilla have allowed 
the plant to persist without competition 
from other herbaceous plants or 
sagebrush-grassland species that are 
present in the surrounding landscape. 

Boechera pusilla has a threat that is 
not identified, but that is indicated by 
the small and declining population size. 
The population size may be declining 
from a variety of unknown causes, with 
drought or disease possibly contributing 
to the trend. The trend may have been 
reversed somewhat recently, but 
without improved population numbers, 
the species may reach a population level 
at which other stressors become threats. 
We are unable to determine how climate 
change may affect the species in the 
future. To the extent that we understand 
the species, other potential habitat-
related threats have been removed 
through the implementation of Federal 
regulatory mechanisms and associated 
actions. Overutilization, predation, and 
the inadequacy of regulatory 
mechanisms are not viewed as threats to 
the species. We consider the threats that 
B. pusilla faces to be moderate in 
magnitude primarily because the 
population decline has been somewhat 
reversed. Although the threat is not 
fully understood, we know it exists as 
indicated by the declining population, 
but we have not detected the source or 
nature of the threat. The threat to B. 
pusilla is imminent because, although 
not fully identified, we have evidence 
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that the species is currently facing a 
threat indicated by reduced population 
size. The threat appears to be ongoing, 
although we are unsure of the extent 
and timing of its effects on the species. 
Thus, we have assigned B. pusilla an 
LPN of 8. 

Brickellia mosieri (Florida brickell-
bush)—The following summary is based 
on information contained in our files. 
No new information was provided in 
the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. This species is restricted to pine 
rocklands of Miami-Dade County, 
Florida. This habitat requires periodic 
prescribed fires to maintain the low 
understory and prevent encroachment 
by native tropical hardwoods and exotic 
plants, such as Brazilian pepper. Only 
one large occurrence is known to exist; 
15 other occurrences contain fewer than 
100 individuals. Eleven occurrences are 
on conservation lands, while the rest of 
the extant populations are on private 
land and are currently vulnerable to 
habitat loss and degradation. 

Climatic changes, including sea-level 
rise, are long-term threats that will 
reduce the extent of habitat. This 
species is threatened by habitat loss, 
which is exacerbated by habitat 
degradation due to fire suppression, the 
difficulty of applying prescribed fire to 
pine rocklands, and threats from exotic 
plants. Remaining habitats are 
fragmented. The species is vulnerable to 
natural disturbances, such as 
hurricanes, tropical storms, and storm 
surges. Due to its restricted range and 
the small sizes of most isolated 
occurrences, this species is vulnerable 
to environmental (catastrophic 
hurricanes), demographic (potential 
episodes of poor reproduction), and 
genetic (potential inbreeding 
depression) threats. Ongoing 
conservation efforts include projects 
aimed at facilitating restoration and 
management of public and private lands 
in Miami-Dade County and projects to 
reintroduce and establish new 
populations at suitable sites within the 
species’ historical range. The Service is 
also pursuing additional habitat 
restoration projects, which could help 
further improve the status of the 
species. Because of these efforts, the 
overall magnitude of threats is 
moderate. The threats are ongoing and 
thus imminent. We assigned this species 
an LPN of 8. 

Calamagrostis expansa (Maui 
reedgrass)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Calamagrostis expansa is a 
perennial grass found in wet forests and 
bogs, and in bog margins, on the islands 

of Maui and Hawaii, Hawaii. This 
species is known from 13 populations 
totaling fewer than 750 individuals. 

Calamagrostis expansa is threatened 
by habitat degradation and loss by feral 
pigs (Sus scrofa), and by competition 
with nonnative plants. Herbivory by 
feral pigs is a potential threat to this 
species. All of the known populations of 
C. expansa on Maui occur in managed 
areas. Pig exclusion fences have been 
constructed, and control of nonnative 
plants is ongoing within the exclosures 
but still pose a significant threat. On the 
island of Hawaii, the population in the 
Upper Waiakea Forest Reserve has been 
fenced entirely. This species is not 
represented in an ex situ collection. 
Threats to this species from feral pigs 
and nonnative plants are ongoing, or 
imminent, and of high magnitude 
because they significantly affect the 
species throughout its range, leading to 
a relatively high likelihood of 
extinction. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 2 for this species. 

Calochortus persistens (Siskiyou 
mariposa lily)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Chamaecrista lineata var. keyensis 
(Big Pine partridge pea)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
This pea is endemic to the lower Florida 
Keys, and restricted to pine rocklands, 
hardwood hammock edges, and 
roadsides and firebreaks within these 
ecosystems. Historically, it was known 
from Big Pine, Cudjoe, No Name, 
Ramrod, and Little Pine Keys (Monroe 
County, Florida). In 2005, a small 
population was detected on lower 
Sugarloaf Key, but this population was 
not located after Hurricane Wilma; 
plants were likely killed by the tidal 
surge from this storm. It presently 
occurs on Big Pine Key, with a very 
small population on Cudjoe Key. It is 
fairly well distributed in Big Pine Key 
pine rocklands, which encompass 
approximately 580 ha (1,433 ac), 
approximately 360 ha (890 ac) of which 
are within the Service’s National Key 
Deer Refuge (NKDR). Over 80 percent of 
the population probably exists on 
NKDR, with the remainder distributed 
among State, County, and private 
properties. Hurricane Wilma (October 
2005) resulted in a storm surge that 
covered most of Big Pine Key with sea 
water. The surge reduced the population 
by as much as 95 percent in some areas. 

Pine rockland communities are 
maintained by relatively frequent fires. 
In the absence of fire, shrubs and trees 

encroach on pine rockland, and this 
subspecies is eventually shaded out. 
NKDR has a prescribed fire program, 
although with many constraints on 
implementation. Habitat loss due to 
development was historically the 
greatest threat to the pea. Much of the 
remaining habitat is now protected on 
public lands. Absence of fire now 
appears to be the greatest of the 
deterministic threats. Given the recent 
increase in hurricane activity, storm 
surges are the greatest of the stochastic 
threats. The small range and patchy 
distribution of the variety increase risk 
from stochastic events. Climatic 
changes, including sea-level rise, are 
serious long-term threats. Models 
indicate that even under the best of 
circumstances, a significant proportion 
of upland habitat will be lost on Big 
Pine Key by 2100. Additional threats 
include restricted range, invasive 
nonnative plants, roadside dumping, 
loss of pollinators, seed predators, and 
development. 

We maintain the previous assessment 
that hurricanes, storm surges, lack of 
fire, and limited distribution result in a 
moderate magnitude of threat because a 
large part of the range is on conservation 
lands wherein threats are being 
addressed, although fire management is 
at much slower rate than is required. 
The immediacy of hurricane threats is 
difficult to characterize, but imminence 
is considered high given that hurricanes 
(and storm surges) of various 
magnitudes are frequent and recurrent 
events in the area. Sea-level rise remains 
uncontrolled but, overall, is 
nonimminent. Overall, the threats from 
limited distribution and inadequate fire 
management are imminent because they 
are ongoing. In addition, the most 
consequential threats (hurricanes, storm 
surges) are frequent, recurrent, and 
imminent. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 9 for Big Pine partridge pea. 

Chamaesyce deltoidea ssp. pinetorum 
(Pineland sandmat)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
The pineland sandmat is only known 
from Miami-Dade County, Florida. The 
largest occurrence, estimated at more 
than 10,000 plants, is located on Long 
Pine Key within Everglades National 
Park. All other occurrences are smaller 
and are in isolated pine rockland 
fragments in heavily urbanized Miami-
Dade County. 

Occurrences on private (non-
conservation) lands and on one County-
owned parcel are at risk from 
development and habitat degradation 
and fragmentation. Conditions related to 
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climate change, particularly sea-level 
rise, will be a factor over the long term. 
All occurrences of the species are 
threatened by habitat loss and 
degradation due to fire suppression, the 
difficulty of applying prescribed fire, 
and exotic plants. These threats are 
severe within small and unmanaged 
fragments in urban areas. However, the 
threats of fire suppression and exotics 
are reduced on lands managed by the 
National Park Service. Hydrologic 
changes are considered to be another 
threat. Hydrology has been altered 
within Long Pine Key due to artificial 
drainage, which lowered ground water, 
and by the construction of roads, which 
either impounded or diverted water. 
Regional water management intended to 
restore the Everglades could negatively 
affect the pinelands of Long Pine Key in 
the future. At this time, we do not know 
whether the proposed restoration and 
associated hydrological modifications 
will have a positive or negative effect on 
pineland sandmat. This narrow endemic 
may be vulnerable to catastrophic 
events and natural disturbances, such as 
hurricanes. Overall, the magnitude of 
threats to this species is moderate; by 
applying regular prescribed fire, the 
National Park Service has kept Long 
Pine Key’s pineland vegetation intact 
and relatively free of exotic plants, and 
partnerships are in place to help address 
the continuing threat of exotics on other 
pine rockland fragments. Overall, the 
threats are nonimminent because fire 
management at the largest occurrence is 
regularly conducted and sea-level rise 
and hurricanes are longer-term threats 
and because regional water management 
actions are only proposed, so they will 
not be implemented in the immediate 
future. Therefore, we assigned a LPN of 
12 to this subspecies. 

Chamaesyce deltoidea ssp. serpyllum 
(Wedge spurge)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Systematic surveys of publicly owned 
pine rockland throughout this plant’s 
range were conducted during 2005– 
2006 and 2007–2008 to determine 
population size and distribution. Wedge 
spurge is a small prostrate herb. It was 
historically, and remains, restricted to 
pine rocklands on Big Pine Key in 
Monroe County, Florida. Pine rocklands 
encompass approximately 580 ha (1,433 
ac) on Big Pine Key, approximately 360 
ha (890 ac) of which are within the 
Service’s National Key Deer Refuge 
(NKDR). Most of the species’ range falls 
within the NKDR, with the remainder 
on State, County, and private properties. 

It is not widely dispersed within the 
limited range. Occurrences are sparser 
in the southern portion of Big Pine Key, 
which contains smaller areas of NKDR 
lands than does the northern portion. 
Wedge spurge inhabits sites with low 
woody cover (e.g., low palm and 
hardwood densities) and usually, 
exposed rock or gravel. 

Pine rockland communities are 
maintained by relatively frequent fires. 
In the absence of fire, shrubs and trees 
encroach on pine rockland, and the 
subspecies is eventually shaded out. 
NKDR has a prescribed fire program, 
although with many constraints on 
implementation. Habitat loss due to 
development was historically the 
greatest threat to the wedge spurge. 
Much of the remaining habitat is now 
protected on public lands. Absence of 
fire now appears to be the greatest of the 
deterministic threats. Given the recent 
increase in hurricane activity, storm 
surges are the greatest of the stochastic 
threats. The small range and patchy 
distribution of the subspecies increases 
risk from stochastic events. Climatic 
changes, including sea-level rise, are 
serious long-term threats. Models 
indicate that even under the best of 
circumstances, a significant proportion 
of upland habitat will be lost on Big 
Pine Key by 2100. Additional threats 
include restricted range, invasive 
nonnative plants, roadside dumping, 
loss of pollinators, seed predators, and 
development. 

We maintain the previous assessment 
that low fire-return intervals plus 
hurricane-related storm surges, in 
combination with a limited, fragmented 
distribution and threats from sea-level 
rise, result in a moderate magnitude of 
threat, in part, because a large part of 
the range is on conservation lands, 
where some threats can be substantially 
controlled. The immediacy of hurricane 
threats is difficult to categorize, but in 
this case threats are imminent given that 
hurricanes (and storm surges) of various 
magnitudes are frequent and recurrent 
events in the area. Sea-level rise remains 
uncontrolled, but over much of the 
range is nonimminent compared to 
other prominent threats. Threats 
resulting from limited fire occurrences 
are imminent. As major threats are 
ongoing, overall, the threats are 
imminent. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 9 for this subspecies. 

Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina 
(San Fernando Valley spineflower)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
the petition we received on December 
14, 1999. Chorizanthe parryi var. 
fernandina is a low-growing, 
herbaceous, annual plant in the 

buckwheat family. Germination occurs 
following the onset of late-fall and 
winter rains and typically represents 
different cohorts from the seed bank. 
Flowering occurs in the spring, 
generally between April and June. 
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina 
grows up to 30 cn in height and 5 to 40 
cn across. The plant currently is known 
from two disjunct localities: One in the 
southeastern portion of Ventura County, 
California, on a site within the Upper 
Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space 
Preserve, formerly known as Ahmanson 
Ranch, and the other in an area of 
southwestern Los Angeles County 
known as Newhall Ranch. Investigations 
of historical locations and seemingly 
suitable habitat within the range of the 
species have not revealed any other 
occurrences. 

The threats facing Chorizanthe parryi 
var. fernandina include threatened 
destruction, modification, or 
curtailment of its habitat or range; 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; and other natural or 
manmade factors. The threats to 
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina from 
habitat destruction or modification are 
slightly less than they were 7 years ago. 
One of the two populations (Upper Las 
Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve) 
is in permanent, public ownership and 
is being managed by an agency that is 
working to conserve the plant; however, 
the use of adjacent habitat for 
Hollywood film productions was 
brought to our attention in 2007, and the 
potential impacts to Chorizanthe parryi 
var. fernandina have not yet been 
evaluated. During a site visit in April 
2012, we noted an abundance of 
nonnative species that, if not managed, 
could degrade the quality of the habitat 
for C. parryi var. fernandina over time. 
It is not clear whether this presents an 
imminent threat at this time. We will be 
working with the landowners to manage 
the site for the benefit of Chorizanthe 
parryi var. fernandina. The other 
population (Newhall Ranch) is under 
the threat of development; however, a 
Candidate Conservation Agreement 
(CCA) is being developed with the 
landowner, and it is possible that the 
remaining plants can also be conserved. 
Until such an agreement is finalized, the 
threat of development and the potential 
damage to the Newhall Ranch 
population still exists, as shown by the 
destruction of some plants during 
installation of an agave farm. 
Furthermore, cattle grazing on Newhall 
Ranch may be a threat but we lack 
information to determine if it is 
currently occurring at a level that would 
threaten this species. Cattle grazing may 
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harm Chorizanthe parryi var. 
fernandina by trampling and soil 
compaction. Grazing activity could also 
alter the nutrient (e.g., elevated organic 
material levels) content of the soils for 
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina 
habitat through fecal inputs, which in 
turn may favor the growth of other plant 
species that would otherwise not grow 
so readily on the mineral-based soils. 
Over time, changes in species 
composition may render the sites less 
favorable for the persistence of 
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina. 
Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina may 
be threatened by invasive nonnative 
plants, including grasses, which could 
potentially displace it from available 
habitat; compete for light, water, and 
nutrients; and reduce survival and 
establishment. 

Chorizanthe parryi var. fernandina is 
particularly vulnerable to extinction due 
to its concentration in two isolated 
areas. The existence of only two areas of 
occurrence, and a relatively small range, 
makes the variety highly susceptible to 
extinction or extirpation from a 
significant portion of its range due to 
random events such as fire, drought, 
and erosion as these threats would 
result in a high level of mortality. We 
retained an LPN of 6 for Chorizanthe 
parryi var. fernandina due to high-
magnitude, nonimminent threats. 

Cirsium wrightii (Wright’s marsh 
thistle)—The following summary is 
based on information from the 12-month 
warranted but precluded finding 
published November 4, 2010 (75 FR 
67925). There are eight general 
confirmed locations of Wright’s marsh 
thistle in New Mexico: Santa Rosa, 
Guadalupe County; Bitter Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge, Chaves County; Blue 
Spring, Eddy County; La Luz Canyon, 
Karr Canyon, Silver Springs, and 
Tularosa Creek, Otero County; and 
Alamosa Creek, Socorro County. The 
Wright’s marsh thistle has been 
extirpated from all previously known 
locations in Arizona, and was 
misidentified and likely not ever 
present in Texas. The status of the 
species in Mexico is uncertain, with few 
verified collections. 

The Wright’s marsh thistle faces 
threats primarily from natural and 
human-caused modifications of its 
habitat due to ground and surface water 
depletion, drought, invasion of 
Phragmites australis, and from the 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms. The species occupies 
relatively small areas of seeps, springs, 
and wetland habitat in an arid region 
plagued by drought and ongoing and 
future water withdrawals. The species’ 
highly specific requirements of 

saturated soils with surface or 
subsurface water flow make it 
particularly vulnerable. 

We consider the threats that the 
Wright’s marsh thistle faces to be 
moderate in magnitude because the 
major threats (habitat loss and 
degradation due to alteration of the 
hydrology of its rare wetland habitat), 
while serious and occurring rangewide, 
do not collectively result in serious 
population declines on a short time 
scale. Still, long-term drought, in 
combination with ground and surface 
water withdrawal, pose a current and 
future threat to Wright’s marsh thistle 
and its habitat. All of the threats are 
ongoing and therefore imminent. In 
addition to their current existence, we 
expect these threats to likely intensify in 
the foreseeable future. Thus, we 
continue to assign an LPN of 8 to this 
species. 

Cordia rupicola (no common name)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Cordia rupicola is a small shrub that has 
been described from southwestern 
Puerto Rico, Vieques Island, and 
Anegada Island (British Virgin Islands). 
All these sites lay within the subtropical 
dry forest life zone overlying a 
limestone substrate. Cordia rupicola has 
a restricted distribution. Currently, 
approximately 227 individuals are 
known from 4 locations: Peñuelas, 
Yauco, Guánica Commonwealth Forests, 
and Vieques National Wildlife Refuge. 
Additionally, the species is reported as 
common in Anegada. 

This species is threatened by 
maintenance of trails and power line 
right-of-way in the Guánica 
Commonwealth Forest, and residential 
and commercial development in 
Peñuelas, Yauco, and Anegada Island. 
Cordia rupicola is also vulnerable to 
natural (e.g., hurricanes) or manmade 
(e.g., human-induced fires) threats. 
Furthermore, the population on 
Anegada Island, which is considered the 
healthiest population, is expected to be 
affected by sea level rise as most of the 
suitable habitat for the species is below 
3 m above sea level. Therefore, even a 
small rise in sea level could devastate 
the healthiest population, and lead to a 
significantly greater likelihood of 
extinction. For these reasons, the 
magnitude of the current threats is high. 
Although the threats faced by this 
species are expected to increase in the 
future if conservation measures are not 
implemented and long-term impacts are 
not averted, we conclude that the 
threats are nonimminent. About 60 
percent of known adult plants are 

located in protected lands managed for 
conservation by the Puerto Rico 
Department of Natural and 
Environmental Resources or the Service. 
The staff from the Royal Botanical 
Garden (Kew) has developed 
germination and cultivation protocols 
for the species and is planning to 
conduct studies to determine the genetic 
variation of the populations. We 
therefore have assigned to Cordia 
rupicola an LPN of 5 for threats that on 
the whole are high in magnitude and 
nonimminent. 

Dalea carthagenensis ssp. floridana 
(Florida prairie-clover)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Dalea carthagenensis var. floridana 
occurs in Big Cypress National Preserve 
(BCNP) in Monroe and Collier Counties 
and at six locations within Miami-Dade 
County, Florida, albeit mostly in limited 
numbers. There are a total of nine extant 
occurrences, seven of which are on 
conservation lands. In addition, 25 
plants were reintroduced to a park in 
Miami-Dade County in 2006, but only 4 
remained after 8 months. 

Existing occurrences are extremely 
small and may not be viable, especially 
some of the occurrences in Miami-Dade 
County. Remaining habitats are 
fragmented. Climatic changes, including 
sea-level rise, are long-term threats that 
are expected to reduce the extent of 
habitat. This plant is threatened by 
habitat loss and degradation due to fire 
suppression, the difficulty of applying 
prescribed fire to pine rocklands, and 
threats from exotic plants. Damage to 
plants by off-road vehicles is a serious 
threat within the BCNP; damage 
attributed to illegal mountain biking at 
the R. Hardy Matheson Preserve has 
been reduced. One location within 
BCNP is threatened by changes in 
mowing practices; this threat is low in 
magnitude. This species is being 
parasitized by the introduced insect 
lobate lac scale (Paratachardina 
pseudolobata) at some localities (e.g., R. 
Hardy Matheson Preserve), but we do 
not know the extent of this threat. This 
plant is vulnerable to natural 
disturbances, such as hurricanes, 
tropical storms, and storm surges. Due 
to its restricted range and the small sizes 
of most isolated occurrences, this 
species is vulnerable to environmental 
(catastrophic hurricanes), demographic 
(potential episodes of poor 
reproduction), and genetic (potential 
inbreeding depression) threats. The 
magnitude of threats is high because of 
the extremely limited number of 
occurrences, the small number of 
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individual plants at each occurrence, 
and poor reproduction. The threats are 
imminent; even though many sites are 
on conservation lands, these plants still 
face significant ongoing threats. 
Therefore, we have assigned an LPN of 
3 to Florida prairie-clover. 

Dichanthelium hirstii (Hirst Brothers’ 
panic grass)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Dichanthelium hirstii is a 
perennial grass that produces erect, 
leafy, flowering stems from May to 
October. The species occurs in coastal 
plain intermittent ponds, usually in wet 
savanna or pine barren habitats, and is 
known to occur at only three sites in 
New Jersey, one site in Delaware, and 
two sites in North Carolina. While all 
six extant D. hirstii populations are 
located on public land or privately 
owned conservation lands, threats to the 
species from encroachment of woody 
and herbaceous vegetation, competition 
from rhizomatous perennials, 
fluctuations in hydrology, and threats 
associated with small population 
number and size are significant. Given 
the naturally fluctuating number of 
plants found at each site and the 
isolated nature of the wetlands (limiting 
dispersal opportunities), even small 
changes in the species’ habitat could 
result in local extirpation. Loss of any 
known sites would constitute a 
significant contraction of the species’ 
range. Therefore, we consider the 
threats to be high in magnitude. Because 
most of the potential threats to D. hirstii 
evolve over a period of years before they 
rise to the level of becoming imminent 
threats, and, in some cases, are being 
managed to some extent, we consider 
the threats to be nonimminent. Based on 
nonimminent threats of a high 
magnitude, we retain an LPN of 5 for 
this species. 

Digitaria pauciflora (Florida pineland 
crabgrass)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. This perennial grass was 
historically found in central to southern 
Miami-Dade County, Florida, most 
commonly in habitat along the border 
between pine rockland and marl prairie. 
Pine rocklands in Miami-Dade County 
have largely been destroyed by 
residential, commercial, and urban 
development and by agriculture. With 
most remaining habitat having been 
negatively altered, this species has been 
extirpated from much of its historical 
range, including extirpation from all 
areas outside of National Parks. Two 
large occurrences remain within 

Everglades National Park and Big 
Cypress National Preserve; plants on 
Federal lands are protected from the 
threat of habitat loss due to 
development. However, any unknown 
plants, indefinite occurrences, and 
suitable habitat remaining on private or 
non-conservation land are threatened by 
development. Continued development 
of suitable habitat diminishes the 
potential for reintroduction into its 
historical range. Extant occurrences are 
in low-lying areas and will be affected 
by climatic changes, including rising sea 
level. 

Fire suppression, the difficulty of 
applying prescribed fire to pine 
rocklands, and threats from nonnative 
plants are ongoing threats. As the only 
known remaining occurrences are on 
lands managed by the National Park 
Service, the threats of fire suppression 
and exotics are somewhat reduced. The 
presence of the exotic Old World 
climbing fern is of particular concern 
due to its ability to spread rapidly and 
reduce the populations of this species. 
In Big Cypress National Preserve, plants 
are threatened by off-road-vehicle use. 
Changes to hydrology are a potential 
threat. Hydrology has been altered 
within Long Pine Key due to artificial 
drainage, which lowered ground water, 
and construction of roads, which either 
impounded or diverted water. Regional 
water management intended to restore 
the Everglades has the potential to affect 
the pinelands of Long Pine Key, where 
a large population occurs. At this time, 
it is not known whether Everglades 
restoration will have a positive or 
negative effect. This narrow endemic 
may be vulnerable to catastrophic 
events and natural disturbances, such as 
hurricanes. Overall, the magnitude of 
threats is high. Only two known 
occurrences remain, and the likelihood 
of establishing a sizable population on 
other lands is diminished due to 
continuing habitat loss. Impacts from 
climatic changes, including sea-level 
rise, are currently low, but expected to 
be severe in the future. The majority of 
threats are nonimminent as they are 
long-term in nature (water management, 
hurricanes, and sea-level rise). 
Therefore, we assigned an LPN of 5 to 
this species. 

Eriogonum corymbosum var. nilesii 
(Las Vegas buckwheat)—We continue to 
find that listing this species is 
warranted but precluded as of the date 
of publication of this notice. However, 
we are working on a proposed listing 
rule that we expect to publish prior to 
making the next annual resubmitted 
petition 12-month finding. In the course 
of preparing the proposed listing rule, 
we are continuing to monitor new 

information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Eriogonum kelloggii (Red Mountain 
buckwheat)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Eriogonum soredium (Frisco 
buckwheat)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files and 
the petition we received on July 30, 
2007. Frisco buckwheat is a low, 
mound-forming, perennial plant with 
oval leaves covered by short, white, 
woolly hairs. Flowers are pink or white 
and grow in tight clusters that resemble 
drumsticks. Frisco buckwheat is a 
narrow endemic restricted to soils 
derived from Ordovician limestone 
outcrops. The range of the species is less 
than 5 mi2 (13 km2) with only four 
known populations. All four 
populations occur exclusively on 
private lands in Beaver County, Utah, 
and each population occupies a very 
small area with large, localized densities 
of plants. Available population 
estimates are highly variable and 
inaccurate due to the limited access for 
surveys associated with private lands. 

The primary threat to Frisco 
buckwheat is habitat destruction from 
precious metal and gravel mining. 
Mining for precious metals historically 
occurred within the vicinity of all four 
populations. Three of the populations 
are currently in the immediate vicinity 
of active limestone quarries. Ongoing 
mining in the species’ habitat has the 
potential to extirpate one population in 
the near future and extirpate all 
populations in the foreseeable future. 
Ongoing exploration for precious metals 
and gravel indicate that mining will 
continue, resulting in the loss and 
fragmentation of Frisco buckwheat 
populations. Other threats to species 
include nonnative species, vulnerability 
associated with small population size, 
climate change, and the overall 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms. We consider threats that 
Frisco buckwheat faces to be moderate 
in magnitude, because while serious 
and occurring rangewide, the threats do 
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not significantly reduce populations on 
a short time scale. The threats are 
imminent because three of the 
populations are currently in the 
immediate vicinity of active limestone 
quarries. Therefore, we have assigned 
Frisco buckwheat an LPN of 8. 

Festuca hawaiiensis (no common 
name)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. This species is a cespitose 
(growing in dense, low tufts) annual 
found in dry forests on the island of 
Hawaii, Hawaii. Festuca hawaiiensis is 
known from 4 populations totaling 
approximately 1,000 individuals in and 
around the Pohakuloa Training Area. 
Historically, this species was also found 
on Hualalai and Puu Huluhulu, but it no 
longer occurs at these sites. In addition, 
Festuca hawaiiensis possibly occurred 
on Maui. This species is threatened by 
pigs (Sus scrofa), goats (Capra hircus), 
mouflon (Ovis musimon), and feral 
sheep (O. aries) that degrade and 
destroy habitat; fire; military training 
activities; and nonnative plants that 
outcompete and displace it. Feral pigs, 
goats, mouflon, and feral sheep have 
been fenced out of a portion of the 
populations of F. hawaiiensis, and 
nonnative plants have been reduced in 
the fenced area, but the majority of the 
populations are still affected by threats 
from ungulates. The threats are 
imminent because they are not 
controlled and are ongoing in the 
remaining, unfenced populations. 
Firebreaks have been established at two 
populations, but fire is an imminent 
threat to the remaining populations that 
have no firebreaks. There are no ex situ 
collections. The threats are of a high 
magnitude because they could adversely 
affect the majority of F. hawaiiensis 
populations, resulting in a high level of 
direct mortality or reduced reproductive 
capacity. Therefore, we retained an LPN 
of 2 for this species. 

Festuca ligulata (Guadalupe fescue)— 
The following summary is based on 
information obtained from the original 
species petition, received in 1975, and 
from our files, on-line herbarium 
databases, and scientific publications. 
Six small populations of Guadalupe 
fescue, a member of the Poaceae (grass 
family), have been documented in 
mountains of the Chihuahuan desert in 
Texas and in Coahuila, Mexico. Only 
two extant populations have been 
confirmed in the last 5 years: one in the 
Chisos Mountains, Big Bend National 
Park, Texas, and one in the privately 
owned Area de Protección de Flora y 
Fauna (Protected Area for Flora and 
Fauna—APFF) Maderas del Carmen in 

northern Coahuila. Despite intensive 
searches, a population known from 
Guadalupe Mountains National Park, 
Texas, has not been found since 1952, 
and is presumed extirpated. In 2009, 
botanists confirmed Guadalupe fescue at 
one site in APFF Maderas del Carmen, 
but could not find the species at the 
original site, known as Sierra El Jardı́n, 
which was first reported in 1973. Two 
additional Mexican populations, near 
Fraile in southern Coahuila, and the 
Sierra de la Madera in central Coahuila, 
have not been monitored since 1941 and 
1977, respectively. A great amount of 
potentially suitable habitat in Coahuila 
and adjacent Mexican states has never 
been surveyed. An historically 
unprecedented period of exceptional 
drought and high temperatures 
prevailed throughout the species’ range 
from October 2010 until November 
2011. We will not know what impacts 
this unusual weather had on Guadalupe 
fescue populations until monitoring is 
completed during the September 2012 
flowering season. 

The potential threats to Guadalupe 
fescue include changes in the wildfire 
cycle and vegetation structure, 
trampling from humans and pack 
animals, possible grazing, trail runoff, 
fungal infection of seeds, small sizes 
and isolation of populations, and 
limited genetic diversity. The Service 
and the National Park Service 
established a candidate conservation 
agreement (CCA) in 2008, to provide 
additional protection for the Chisos 
Mountains population, and to promote 
cooperative conservation efforts with 
U.S. and Mexican partners. The threats 
to Guadalupe fescue are of moderate 
magnitude and are not imminent due to 
the provisions of the CCA and other 
conservation efforts which address 
threats from trampling, grazing, trail 
runoff, and genetic diversity, as well as 
the likelihood that other populations 
exist in mountains of Coahuila and 
adjacent Mexican states that have not 
been surveyed. Thus, we maintained an 
LPN of 11 for this species. 

Gardenia remyi (Nanu)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Gardenia remyi is a tree found in mesic 
to wet forests on the islands of Kauai, 
Molokai, Maui, and Hawaii, Hawaii. 
Gardenia remyi is known from 19 
populations totaling between 85 and 87 
individuals. This species is threatened 
by pigs (Sus scrofa), goats (Capra 
hircus), and deer (Axis axis and 
Odocoileus hemionus) that degrade and 
destroy habitat and possibly forage upon 
the species, and by nonnative plants 

that outcompete and displace it. 
Gardenia remyi is also threatened by 
landslides and reduced reproductive 
vigor on the island of Hawaii. This 
species is represented in ex situ 
collections. On Kauai, G. remyi 
individuals have been outplanted 
within ungulate-proof exclosures in two 
locations. Feral pigs have been fenced 
out of the west Maui populations of G. 
remyi, and nonnative plants have been 
reduced in those areas. However, these 
threats are not controlled and are 
ongoing in the remaining, unfenced 
populations, and are, therefore, 
imminent. In addition, the threat from 
goats and deer is ongoing and imminent 
throughout the range of the species, 
because no goat or deer control 
measures have been undertaken for any 
of the populations of G. remyi. All of the 
threats are of a high magnitude because 
habitat destruction, predation, and 
landslides could significantly affect the 
entire species, resulting in direct 
mortality or reduced reproductive 
capacity, leading to a relatively high 
likelihood of extinction. Therefore, we 
retained an LPN of 2 for this species. 

Gonocalyx concolor (no common 
name)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Gonocalyx concolor is a small 
evergreen epiphytic or terrestrial shrub. 
This species in currently known from 
two populations: one at Cerro La Santa 
and the other at Charco Azul, both in 
the Carite Commonwealth Forest. This 
forest is located in the Sierra de Cayey 
and extends through the municipalities 
of Guayama, Cayey, Caguas, San 
Lorenzo, and Patillas in southeastern 
Puerto Rico. A population previously 
reported in the Caribbean National 
Forest apparently no longer exists. In 
1996, approximately 172 plants were 
reported at Cerro La Santa. However, in 
2006, only 25 individuals were reported 
at this site, and 4 were located in Charco 
Azul. At Cerro La Santa, the species is 
found growing on trees located close to 
communication towers, roads, 
plantations, and trails. 

The Gonocalyx concolor population 
found at Cerro La Santa is threatened by 
habitat destruction and modification 
caused by vegetation clearing around 
telecommunication towers. Although 
the species is located within a 
Commonwealth forest and protected by 
Law No. 133 (‘‘Ley de Bosques de 
Puerto Rico’’ or The Puerto Rico Forest 
Law), unauthorized maintenance of 
existing communication facilities results 
in loss of individuals. Gonocalyx 
concolor is not currently listed in the 
Commonwealth Regulation No. 6766 
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(‘‘Reglamento para Regir las Especies 
Vulnerables y en Peligro de Extinción 
en el Estado Libre Asociado de Puerto 
Rico’’), which provides protection for 
threatened and endangered species. 
However, the Natural Heritage Program 
of the Puerto Rico Department of 
Natural and Environmental Resources 
recognizes Gonocalyx concolor as a 
critical element. In addition, the Carite 
Commonwealth Forest is designated as 
a Critical Wildlife Area by the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Despite 
these conservation efforts, damage to the 
species still occurs due to its location 
near telecommunication facilities. In 
addition, due to its restricted 
distribution, the species is vulnerable to 
the effects of natural events (e.g., 
hurricanes, landslides). Existing laws 
and regulations have not been 
effectively enforced to protect these 
populations. Because of small 
population size and limited 
distribution, any loss of individuals due 
to maintenance of communication 
facilities or natural events could 
significantly affect the entire species, 
leading to a relatively high likelihood of 
extinction. Therefore, the threats to 
Gonocalyx concolor are high in 
magnitude. Overall the threats are 
nonimminent because the damage to the 
species from clearing of land near 
telecommunication facilities and the 
threats from natural events occur only 
periodically. Therefore, we have 
assigned an LPN of 5 to Gonocalyx 
concolor. 

Hazardia orcuttii (Orcutt’s 
hazardia)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files and the petition we received on 
March 8, 2001. Hazardia orcuttii is an 
evergreen shrubby species in the 
Asteraceae (sunflower family). The erect 
shrubs are 50–100 cm (20–40 in) high. 
The only known extant native 
occurrence of this species in the United 
States covers an area of 2 ha (5 ac) in 
the Manchester Conservation Area in 
northwestern San Diego County, 
California. This site is managed by 
Center for Natural Lands Management 
(CNLM). Using material derived from 
the native population, the CNLM 
facilitated the establishment of test 
populations at four additional sites in 
northwest San Diego County, California, 
including sites in the Manchester 
Conservation Area, Kelly Ranch Habitat 
Conservation Area, Rancho La Costa 
Habitat Conservation Area, and San 
Elijo Lagoon. Hazardia orcuttii also 
occurs at a few coastal sites in Mexico, 
where it recently became listed as 
endangered under Mexican 
environmental law. The total number of 

plants at the only native site in the 
United States is approximately 669 
adults, and it is unknown if 
reproduction is occurring. The five 
additional test populations collectively 
support approximately 483 adults, 17 
juveniles, and 322 seedlings, and 
reproduction is occurring in three test 
populations. The population in Mexico 
is estimated to be 1,100 plants. 

The occurrences in Mexico are 
threatened by coastal development from 
Tijuana to Ensenada. The native 
population in the United States is 
within an area that receives public use; 
however, management at this site has 
minimized impacts associated with 
habitat degradation. This species has a 
very low reproductive output, although 
the causes are as yet unknown. 
Competition from invasive, nonnative 
plants may pose a threat to the 
reproductive potential of this species. In 
one limited study, 95 percent of the 
flowers examined were damaged by 
insects or fungal agents or aborted 
prematurely, and insects or fungal 
agents damaged 50 percent of the seeds 
produced. All of the populations in the 
United States are small, and one test 
population is declining. Small 
populations are considered subject to 
random events and reductions in fitness 
due to low genetic variability. Threats 
associated with small population size 
are further exacerbated by the limited 
range and low reproductive output of 
this species. However, if low seed 
production is because of ecosystem 
disruptions, such as loss of effective 
pollinators, there could be additional 
threats that need to be addressed. Due 
to low abundance and a very small area 
of occupancy, any regional fire would 
be a rangewide threat. Furthermore, 
because the soil seed bank is poor and 
seed viability is low, recovery from a 
fire may be especially challenging. The 
response mechanism of this species to 
fire is unknown. Overall, the threats to 
H. orcuttii are of a high magnitude 
because they have the potential to 
significantly reduce the reproductive 
potential of this species. The threats are 
nonimminent overall because invasive, 
nonnative plants and low reproductive 
output are long-term in nature, and it is 
not clear that they have risen to the 
level of becoming imminent threats. 
This species faces high-magnitude 
nonimminent threats; therefore, we 
assigned this species an LPN of 5. 

Hedyotis fluviatilis (Kamapuaa)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Hedyotis fluviatilis is a scandent 
(climbing) shrub found in mixed 

shrubland to wet lowland forests on the 
islands of Oahu and Kauai, Hawaii. This 
species is known from 11 populations 
totaling between 400 and 900 
individuals. Hedyotis fluviatilis is 
threatened by pigs (Sus scrofa) and 
goats (Capra hircus) that degrade and 
destroy habitat, and by nonnative plants 
that outcompete and displace it. 
Landslides and hurricanes are a 
potential threat to populations on Kauai. 
Herbivory by pigs and goats is a likely 
threat. This species is not represented in 
an ex situ collection. We retained an 
LPN of 2 because the severity of the 
threats to the species is high given the 
low number of individuals and the 
potential for whole populations to be 
eliminated, and the threats are ongoing 
and, therefore, imminent. 

Helianthus verticillatus (Whorled 
sunflower)—See above in ‘‘Listing 
Priority Changes in Candidates.’’ The 
above summary is based on information 
contained in our files. 

Ivesia webberi (Webber ivesia)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Joinvillea ascendens ssp. ascendens 
(Ohe)—The following summary is based 
on information contained in our files. 
No new information was provided in 
the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Joinvillea ascendens ssp. 
ascendens is an erect herb found in wet 
to mesic Metrosideros polymorpha-
Acacia koa (ohia-koa) lowland and 
montane forests on the islands of Kauai, 
Oahu, Molokai, Maui, and Hawaii, 
Hawaii. This subspecies is known from 
44 widely scattered populations totaling 
approximately 200 individuals. Plants 
are typically found as only one or two 
individuals, with miles between 
populations. This subspecies is 
threatened by destruction or 
modification of habitat by pigs (Sus 
scrofa), goats (Capra hircus), and deer 
(Axis axis and Odocoileus hemionus), 
and by nonnative plants that 
outcompete and displace native plants. 
Herbivory by pigs, goats, deer, and rats 
(Rattus exulans, R. norvegicus, and R. 
rattus) is a likely threat to this species. 
Landslides are a potential threat to 
populations on Kauai and Molokai. 
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Seedlings have rarely been observed in 
the wild. Seeds germinate in cultivation, 
but most die soon thereafter. It is 
uncertain if this rarity of reproduction is 
typical of this subspecies, or if it is 
related to habitat disturbance. Feral pigs 
have been fenced out of a few of the 
populations of this subspecies, and 
nonnative plants have been reduced in 
those populations that are fenced. 
However, these threats are not 
controlled and are ongoing in the 
remaining, unfenced populations. This 
species is represented in ex situ 
collections. The threats are of high 
magnitude because habitat degradation, 
nonnative plants, and predation result 
in mortality or severely affect the 
reproductive capacity of the majority of 
populations of this species, leading to a 
relatively high probability of extinction. 
The threats are ongoing and thus are 
imminent. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 3 for this subspecies. 

Leavenworthia crassa (Gladecress)— 
The following information is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
This species of gladecress is a 
component of glade flora, occurring in 
association with limestone 
outcroppings. Leavenworthia crassa is 
endemic to a 13-mile radius area in 
north central Alabama in Lawrence and 
Morgan Counties, where only six 
populations of this species are 
documented. Glade habitats today have 
been reduced to remnants fragmented 
by agriculture and development. 
Populations of this species are now 
located in glade-like areas exhibiting 
various degrees of disturbance including 
pastureland, roadside rights-of-way, and 
cultivated or plowed fields. The most 
vigorous populations of this species are 
located in areas which receive full, or 
near full, sunlight with limited 
herbaceous competition. The magnitude 
of threat is high for this species, because 
with the limited number of populations, 
the threats could result in direct 
mortality or reduced reproductive 
capacity of the species. This species 
appears to be able to adjust to periodic 
disturbances, and although competition, 
exotics, and herbicide use are potential 
threats, there is no evidence that they 
are ongoing, and they therefore are 
considered nonimminent. Thus, we 
assigned an LPN of 5 to this species. 

Lepidium ostleri (Ostler’s 
peppergrass)—The following summary 
is based on information in our files and 
the petition we received on July 30, 
2007. Ostler’s peppergrass is a long-
lived perennial herb in the mustard 
family that grows in dense, cushion-like 
tufts. The leaves are hairy and grayish-

green and the flowering stalks have 5 to 
35 white or purple-tinted flowers. 
Ostler’s peppergrass is a narrow 
endemic restricted to soils derived from 
Ordovician limestone outcrops. The 
range of the species is less than 5 mi2(13 
km2) with only four known populations. 
All four populations occur exclusively 
on private lands in the southern San 
Francisco Mountains of Beaver County, 
Utah. Available population estimates 
are highly variable and inaccurate due 
largely to the limited access for surveys 
associated with private lands. 

The primary threat to Ostler’s 
peppergrass is habitat destruction from 
precious metal and gravel mining. 
Mining for precious metals historically 
occurred within the vicinity of all four 
populations. Three of the populations 
are currently in the immediate vicinity 
of active limestone quarries, but mining 
is only currently occurring in the area 
of one population. Ongoing mining in 
the species’ habitat has the potential to 
extirpate one population in the near 
future. Ongoing exploration for precious 
metals and gravel indicate that mining 
will continue, resulting in the loss and 
fragmentation of Ostler’s peppergrass 
populations. Other threats to species 
include nonnative species, vulnerability 
associated with small population size, 
climate change, and the overall 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms. We consider threats that 
Ostler’s peppergrass faces to be 
moderate in magnitude, because while 
serious and occurring rangewide, the 
threats do not collectively result in 
significant population declines on a 
short time scale. The threats are 
imminent because the species is 
currently facing them across its entire 
range. Therefore, we have assigned 
Ostler’s peppergrass an LPN of 8. 

Linum arenicola (Sand flax)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Sand flax is found in pine rockland and 
marl prairie habitats, which require 
periodic wildfires in order to maintain 
an open, shrub-free subcanopy and 
reduce leaf-litter levels. Based upon 
available data, there are 12 extant 
occurrences of sand flax; 11 others have 
been extirpated or destroyed. For the 
most part, only small and isolated 
occurrences remain in low-lying areas 
in a restricted range of southern Florida 
and the Florida Keys. In general, 
viability is uncertain for 10 of 12 
occurrences. 

Sand flax is threatened by habitat loss 
and degradation due to development; 
climatic changes, including sea-level 
rise, which ultimately are likely to 

substantially reduce the extent of 
available habitat; fire suppression and 
difficulty in applying prescribed fire; 
road maintenance activities; exotic 
species; illegal dumping; natural 
disturbances, such as hurricanes, 
tropical storms, and storm surges; and 
the small and fragmented nature of the 
current population. Reduced pollinator 
activity and suppression of pollinator 
populations from pesticides used in 
mosquito control and decreased seed 
production due to increased seed 
predation in a fragmented wildland 
urban interface may also affect sand 
flax; however, not enough information 
is known on this species’ reproductive 
biology or life history to assess these 
potential threats. Some of the threats to 
the species—including fire suppression, 
difficulty in applying prescribed fire, 
road maintenance activities, exotic 
species, and illegal dumping—threaten 
nearly all remaining populations. 
However, some efforts are under way to 
use prescribed fire to control exotics on 
conservation lands where this species 
occurs. 

There are some circumstances that 
may mitigate the impacts of the threats 
upon the species. For example, a survey 
conducted in 2009 showed 
approximately 74,000 plants on a non-
conservation, public site in Miami-Dade 
County; this is far more plants than was 
previously known. Although a portion 
of the plants will be affected by 
development, approximately 60,000 are 
anticipated to be protected and 
managed. Still, this project will need to 
be carefully monitored because impacts 
would affect the largest known 
occurrence of the species. In addition, 
much of the pine rockland on Big Pine 
Key, the location of the largest 
occurrence in the Keys, is protected 
from development. 

Nevertheless, due to the small and 
fragmented nature of the current 
population, stochastic events, disease, 
or genetic bottlenecks may strongly 
affect this species in the Keys. One 
example is Hurricane Wilma, which 
inundated most of the species’ habitat 
on Big Pine Key in 2005, and plants 
were not found 8 to 9 weeks post-storm; 
the density of sand flax declined to zero 
in all management units at The Nature 
Conservancy’s preserve in 2006. In a 
2007 post-hurricane assessment, sand 
flax was found in northern plots, but not 
in any of the southern plots on Big Pine 
Key. More current data are not available. 

Overall, the magnitude of threats is 
high, because the threats affect all 12 
known occurrences of the species and 
can result in a precipitous decline to the 
population levels, particularly when 
combined with the potential impacts 
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from hurricanes or other natural 
disasters. Because development is not 
immediate for the majority of the largest 
population in Miami-Dade County and 
another population in the Keys is also 
largely protected from development 
because much of it is within public and 
private conservation lands, the threat of 
habitat loss remains nonimminent. In 
addition, sea-level rise is a long-term 
threat because we do not have evidence 
that it is present in any population of 
sand flax. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 5 for this species. 

Linum carteri var. carteri (Carter’s 
small-flowered flax)—The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
This plant occupies open and disturbed 
sites in pinelands of Miami-Dade 
County, Florida. Currently, there are 
nine known occurrences. Occurrences 
with fewer than 100 individuals are 
located on three county-owned 
preserves. A site with more than 100 
plants is owned by the U.S. government, 
but the site is not managed for 
conservation. 

Climatic changes, including sea-level 
rise, are long-term threats that will 
likely reduce the extent of habitat. The 
nine existing occurrences are small and 
vulnerable to habitat loss, which is 
exacerbated by habitat degradation due 
to fire suppression, the difficulty of 
applying prescribed fire to pine 
rocklands, and threats from nonnative 
plants. Remaining habitats are 
fragmented. Incompatible management 
practices are also a threat at most 
protected sites; several sites are mowed 
during the flowering and fruiting 
season. In the absence of fire, periodic 
mowing can, in some cases, help 
maintain open, shrub-free understory 
and provide benefits to this plant. 
However, mowing can also eliminate 
reproduction entirely in very young 
plants, delay reproductive maturation, 
and kill adult plants. With flexibility in 
timing and proper management, threats 
from mowing practices can be reduced 
or negated. Carter’s small-flowered flax 
is vulnerable to natural disturbances, 
such as hurricanes, tropical storms, and 
storm surges. This species exists in such 
small numbers at so few sites that it may 
be difficult to develop and maintain 
viable occurrences on the available 
conservation lands. Although no 
population viability analysis has been 
conducted for this plant, indications are 
that existing occurrences are at best 
marginal, and it is possible that none are 
truly viable. As a result, the magnitude 
of threats is high. The threats are 
ongoing, and thus are imminent. 

Therefore, we assigned an LPN of 3 to 
this plant variety. 

Myrsine fosbergii (Kolea)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Myrsine fosbergii is a branched shrub or 
small tree found in lowland mesic and 
wet forests, on watercourses or stream 
banks, on the islands of Kauai and 
Oahu, Hawaii. This species is currently 
known from 14 populations totaling a 
little more than 100 individuals. 
Myrsine fosbergii is threatened by feral 
pigs (Sus scrofa) and goats (Capra 
hircus) that degrade and destroy habitat 
and may forage upon the plant, and by 
nonnative plants that compete for light 
and nutrients. This species is 
represented in an ex situ collection. 
Although there are plans to fence and 
remove ungulates from the Helemano 
area of Oahu, which may benefit this 
species, no conservation measures have 
yet been taken to protect this species 
from nonnative herbivores. Feral pigs 
and goats are found throughout the 
known range of M. fosbergii, as are 
nonnative plants. The threats from feral 
pigs, goats, and nonnative plants are of 
a high magnitude because they pose a 
severe threat throughout the limited 
range of this species, and they are 
ongoing and therefore imminent. We 
retained an LPN of 2 for this species. 

Nothocestrum latifolium (‘Aiea)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Nothocestrum latifolium is a small tree 
found in dry to mesic forests on the 
islands of Kauai, Oahu, Maui, Molokai, 
and Lanai, Hawaii. Nothocestrum 
latifolium is known from 17 declining 
populations totaling fewer than 1,200 
individuals. This species is threatened 
by feral pigs (Sus scrofa), goats (Capra 
hircus), and deer (Axis axis and 
Odocoileus hemionus) that degrade and 
destroy habitat and may forage upon it; 
by nonnative plants that compete for 
light and nutrients; and by the loss of 
pollinators that negatively affect the 
reproductive viability of the species. 
This species is represented in an ex situ 
collection. Ungulates have been fenced 
out of four areas where N. latifolium 
currently occurs, hundreds of N. 
latifolium individuals have been 
outplanted in fenced areas, and 
nonnative plants have been reduced in 
some populations that are fenced. 
However, these ongoing conservation 
efforts for this species benefit only a few 
of the known populations. The threats 
are not controlled and are ongoing in 
the remaining unfenced populations. In 

addition, little regeneration is observed 
in this species. The threats are of a high 
magnitude, as they are severe enough to 
affect the continued existence of the 
species, leading to a relatively high 
likelihood of extinction. The threats are 
imminent, because they are ongoing. 
Therefore, we retained an LPN of 2 for 
this species. 

Ochrosia haleakalae (Holei)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Ochrosia haleakalae is a tree found in 
dry to mesic forests, often on lava, on 
the islands of Hawaii and Maui. This 
species is currently known from 8 
populations totaling between 64 and 76 
individuals. Ochrosia haleakalae is 
threatened by fire; by feral pigs (Sus 
scrofa), goats (Capra hircus), and cattle 
(Bos taurus) that degrade and destroy 
habitat and may directly forage upon it; 
and by nonnative plants that compete 
for light and nutrients. This species is 
represented in ex situ collections. Feral 
pigs, goats, and cattle have been fenced 
out of one wild and one outplanted 
population on private lands on the 
island of Maui and out of one 
outplanted population in Hawaii 
Volcanoes National Park on the island 
of Hawaii. Nonnative plants have been 
reduced in the fenced areas. The threat 
from fire is of a high magnitude and 
imminent because no control measures 
have been undertaken to address this 
threat that could adversely affect O. 
haleakalae as a whole. The threats from 
feral pigs, goats, and cattle are ongoing 
to the unfenced populations of O. 
haleakalae. The threat from nonnative 
plants is ongoing, imminent, and of a 
high magnitude to the wild populations 
on both islands as this threat adversely 
affects the survival and reproductive 
capacity of the majority of the 
individuals of this species, leading to a 
relatively high likelihood of extinction. 
Therefore, we retained an LPN of 2 for 
this species. 

Penstemon scariosus var. albifluvis 
(White River beardtongue)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files and 
the petition we received on October 27, 
1983. This species is restricted to 
calcareous soils derived from oil shale 
barrens of the Green River Formation in 
the Uinta Basin of northeastern Utah 
and adjacent Colorado. There are 20 
occurrences known in Utah and 1 in 
Colorado. Most of the occupied habitat 
of the White River beardtongue is 
within developed and expanding oil 
and gas fields. The location of the 
species’ habitat exposes it to destruction 
from road, pipeline, and well site 
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construction in connection with oil and 
gas development. Grazing by wildlife 
and livestock is an additional threat. A 
future threat (and potentially the 
greatest threat) to the species is oil shale 
development. Traditional oil and gas 
energy development is currently 
occurring and expected to increase 
within habitat areas for this species, and 
therefore the threat is imminent. 
However, the BLM has adopted a 
Special Status Species policy and has 
included in its current Resource 
Management Plan actions to protect this 
species. These protections lessen the 
extent of traditional oil and gas 
development impacts to this species, so 
that although oil and gas development 
will continue to increase within this 
species’ range, the threat is of moderate 
magnitude. The threats are ongoing and 
therefore imminent. Thus, we assigned 
an LPN of 9 to this plant variety. 

Physaria globosa (Desvaux) O’Kane & 
Al-Shehbaz (Short’s bladderpod)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Short’s bladderpod is a perennial 
member of the mustard family that 
occurs in Indiana (1 location), Kentucky 
(6 locations), and Tennessee (22 
locations). It grows on steep, rocky, 
wooded slopes; on talus areas; along 
cliff tops and bases; and on cliff ledges. 
It is usually associated with south- to 
west-facing calcareous outcrops 
adjacent to rivers or streams. Road 
construction and road maintenance 
have played a significant role in the 
decline of P. globosa. Specific activities 
that have affected the species in the past 
and may continue to threaten it include 
bank stabilization, herbicide use, 
mowing during the growing season, 
grading of road shoulders, and road 
widening or repaving. Sediment 
deposition during road maintenance or 
from other activities also potentially 
threatens the species. Because the 
natural processes that maintained 
habitat suitability and competition from 
invasive, nonnative vegetation have 
been interrupted at many locations, 
active habitat management is necessary 
at those sites. Threats associated with 
roadside maintenance activities and 
habitat alterations by invasive plant 
encroachment are imminent because 
they are ongoing. These threats are of 
moderate magnitude as they are not 
affecting all locations of this species at 
this time, the viability of 10 of the 22 
occurrences observed in Tennessee were 
rated as fair or better, and efforts 
undertaken to restore suitable habitat 
conditions at the Indiana site apparently 

have shown early signs of success. 
Therefore, we assigned an LPN of 8 to 
this species. 

Pinus albicaulis (Whitebark pine)— 
The following summary is based on 
information in our files and in the 
petition received on December 9, 2008. 
Pinus albicaulis is a hardy conifer found 
at alpine tree line and subalpine 
elevations in Washington, Oregon, 
Nevada, California, Idaho, Montana, and 
Wyoming, and in British Columbia and 
Alberta, Canada. In the United States, 
approximately 96 percent of land where 
the species occurs is federally owned or 
managed, primarily by the U.S. Forest 
Service. Pinus albicaulis is a slow-
growing, long-lived tree with a life span 
of up to 500 years and sometimes more 
than 1,000 years. It is considered a 
keystone, or foundation, species in 
western North America, where it 
increases biodiversity and contributes to 
critical ecosystem functions. 

The primary threat to the species is 
from disease in the form of the 
nonnative white pine blister rust and its 
interaction with other threats. Pinus 
albicaulis also is currently experiencing 
significant mortality from predation by 
the native mountain pine beetle. We 
also anticipate that continuing 
environmental effects resulting from 
climate change will result in direct 
habitat loss for P. albicaulis. Bioclimatic 
models predict that suitable habitat for 
P. albicaulis will decline precipitously 
within the next 100 years. Past and 
ongoing fire suppression is also 
negatively affecting populations of P. 
albicaulis through direct habitat loss. 
Additionally, environmental changes 
resulting from changing climatic 
conditions are acting alone and in 
combination with the effects of fire 
suppression to increase the frequency 
and severity of wildfires. Lastly, the 
existing regulatory mechanisms are 
inadequate to address the threats 
presented above. The threats that face P. 
albicaulis are high in magnitude 
because the major threats occur 
throughout all of the species’ range and 
are having a major population-level 
effect on the species. The threats are 
imminent because rangewide disease, 
predation, fire and fire suppression, and 
environmental effects of climate change 
are affecting P. albicaulis currently and 
are expected to continue and likely 
intensify in the foreseeable future. Thus, 
we have assigned P. albicaulis an LPN 
of 2. 

Platanthera integrilabia (Correll) Leur 
(White fringeless orchid)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 

Platanthera integrilabia is a perennial 
herb that grows in partially, but not 
fully, shaded, wet, boggy areas at the 
head of streams and on seepage slopes 
in Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee. Historically, there were at 
least 90 populations of P. integrilabia. It 
is presumed extirpated from North 
Carolina and Virginia. Currently there 
are about 60 extant sites supporting the 
species. 

Several populations have been 
destroyed due to road, residential, and 
commercial construction, and to 
projects that altered soil and site 
hydrology such that suitability for the 
species was reduced. Several of the 
known populations are in or adjacent to 
powerline rights-of-way. Mechanical 
clearing of these areas may benefit the 
species by maintaining adequate light 
levels, but can promote development of 
dense, shrubby vegetation due to 
extensive suckering of woody species; 
however, the indiscriminant use of 
herbicides in these areas could pose a 
significant threat to the species. All-
terrain vehicles have damaged several 
sites and pose a threat at most sites. 
Some of the known sites for the species 
occur in areas that are managed 
specifically for timber production. 
Timber management is not necessarily 
incompatible with the protection and 
management of the species, but care 
must be taken during timber 
management to ensure that the 
hydrology of bogs supporting the 
species is not altered. Natural 
succession can result in decreased light 
levels. Because of the species’ 
dependence upon moderate-to-high 
light levels, some type of active 
management to prevent complete 
canopy closure is required at most 
locations. Collecting for commercial and 
other purposes is a potential threat. 
Herbivory (primarily deer) threatens the 
species at several sites. Due to the 
alteration of habitat and changes in 
natural conditions, protection and 
recovery of this species is dependent 
upon active management rather than 
just preservation of habitat. Invasive, 
nonnative plants such as Japanese 
honeysuckle and kudzu also threaten 
several sites. The threats are 
widespread; however, the impact of 
those threats on the species’ survival is 
moderate in magnitude. Several of the 
sites are protected to some degree from 
the threats by being within State parks, 
national forests, wildlife management 
areas, or other protected land and the 
species is spread out over sites in 
several States. The threats, however, are 
imminent because they are ongoing, and 
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we have therefore assigned an LPN of 8 
to this species. 

Potentilla basaltica (Soldier Meadow 
cinquefoil or basalt cinquefoil)—We 
continue to find that listing this species 
is warranted but precluded as of the 
date of publication of this notice. 
However, we are working on a proposed 
listing rule that we expect to publish 
prior to making the next annual 
resubmitted petition 12-month finding. 
In the course of preparing the proposed 
listing rule, we are continuing to 
monitor new information about this 
species’ status so that we can make 
prompt use of our authority under 
Section 4(b)(7) in the case of an 
emergency posing a significant risk to 
the species. 

Pseudognaphalium (= Gnaphalium) 
sandwicensium var. molokaiense 
(Enaena)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Pseudognaphalium 
sandwicensium var. molokaiense is a 
perennial herb found in strand 
vegetation in dry consolidated dunes on 
the islands of Molokai and Maui. 
Historically, this variety was also found 
on Oahu and Lanai. This variety is 
known from 5 populations totaling 
approximately 200 to 20,000 individuals 
(depending upon rainfall) in the 
Moomomi area on the island of Molokai, 
and from 2 populations of a few 
individuals at Waiehu dunes and at Puu 
Kahulianapa on west Maui. 
Pseudognaphalium sandwicensium var. 
molokaiense is threatened by feral goats 
(Capra hircus) and axis deer (Axis axis) 
that degrade and destroy habitat and 
possibly prey upon it, and by nonnative 
plants that compete for light and 
nutrients. Potential threats also include 
collection for lei-making and off-road 
vehicles that directly damage plants and 
degrade habitat. Weed control is 
conducted for one population on 
Molokai; however, no conservation 
efforts have been initiated to date for the 
other populations on Molokai or for the 
individuals on Maui. This species is 
represented in an ex situ collection. The 
ongoing threats from feral goats, axis 
deer, nonnative plants, collection, and 
off-road vehicles are of a high 
magnitude because no control measures 
have been undertaken for the Maui 
population or for four of the five 
Molokai populations, and the threats 
result in direct mortality for a plant that 
already has very low population 
numbers, or significantly reduce 
reproductive capacity for the majority of 
the populations, leading to a relatively 
high likelihood of extinction. Therefore, 

we retained an LPN of 3 for this plant 
variety. 

Ranunculus hawaiensis (Makou)— 
The following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Ranunculus hawaiensis is an erect or 
ascending perennial herb found in 
mesic to wet forests dominated by 
Metrosideros polymorpha (ohia) and 
Acacia koa (koa) with scree substrate 
(loose stones or rocky debris on a slope) 
on the islands of Maui and Hawaii, 
Hawaii. This species is currently known 
from 14 individuals in 6 populations on 
the island of Hawaii. This does not 
include one population on Maui (Kukui 
Planeze) that was not relocated on a 
survey conducted in 2006 or one wild 
population at Waikamoi (also on Maui) 
has not been observed since 1995. 
Ranunculus hawaiensis is threatened by 
direct predation by slugs (Limax 
maximus, Vaginulus plebeius, and 
Milax gagates), feral pigs (Sus scrofa), 
goats (Capra hircus), cattle (Bos taurus), 
mouflon (Ovis musimon), and feral 
sheep (O. aries); by pigs, goats, cattle, 
mouflon, and feral sheep that degrade 
and destroy habitat; and by nonnative 
plants that compete for light and 
nutrients. This species is represented in 
ex situ collections, and three 
populations have been outplanted into 
protected exclosures; however, feral 
ungulates and nonnative plants are not 
controlled in the remaining, unfenced 
populations. In addition, the threat from 
introduced slugs is of a high magnitude 
because slugs occur throughout the 
limited range of this species and no 
effective measures have been 
undertaken to control them or prevent 
them from causing significant adverse 
impacts to this species which currently 
is only known to have a small number 
of individuals. Overall, the threats from 
pigs, goats, cattle, mouflon, feral sheep, 
slugs, and nonnative plants are of a high 
magnitude and are ongoing (imminent) 
for R. hawaiensis. We retained an LPN 
of 2 for this species. 

Ranunculus mauiensis (Makou)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Ranunculus mauiensis is an erect to 
weakly ascending perennial herb found 
in open sites in mesic to wet forests and 
along streams on the islands of Maui, 
Kauai, and Molokai, Hawaii. This 
species is currently known from 14 
populations totaling 198 individuals. 
Ranunculus mauiensis is threatened by 
feral pigs (Sus scrofa), goats (Capra 
hircus), mule deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus), axis deer (Axis axis), and 

slugs (Limax maximus, Vaginulus 
plebeius, and Milax gagates) that 
consume it; by habitat degradation and 
destruction by feral pigs, goats, and 
deer; and by nonnative plants that 
compete for light and nutrients. This 
species is represented in an ex situ 
collection. Feral pigs have been fenced 
out of one Maui population of R. 
mauiensis, and nonnative plants have 
been reduced in the fenced area. One 
individual occurs in the Kamakou 
Preserve on Molokai, managed by The 
Nature Conservancy. However, ongoing 
conservation efforts benefit only two 
populations. The threats are of high 
magnitude because the threats result in 
direct mortality for a plant that already 
has low population numbers, or 
significantly reduce reproductive 
capacity for the majority of the 
populations, leading to a relatively high 
likelihood of extinction. They are 
imminent because they are ongoing in 
the Kauai and the majority of the Maui 
populations. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 2 for this species. 

Rorippa subumbellata (Tahoe yellow 
cress)—The following summary is based 
on information contained in our files 
and the petition we received on 
December 27, 2000. Rorippa 
subumbellata is a small, branching, 
perennial herb with umbel-like 
inflorescences and yellow flowers. 
Rorippa subumbellata is known only 
from the shores of Lake Tahoe in 
California and Nevada. Data collected 
over the last 25 years generally indicate 
that species occurrence fluctuates yearly 
as a function of both lake level and the 
amount of exposed habitat. Records kept 
since 1900 show a preponderance of 
years with high lake levels that would 
isolate and reduce R. subumbellata 
occurrences at higher beach elevations. 
From the standpoint of the species, less 
favorable peak years have occurred 
almost twice as often as more favorable 
low-level years. Annual surveys are 
conducted to determine population 
numbers, site occupancy, and general 
disturbance regime. During the 2003 
and 2004 annual survey periods, the 
lake level was approximately 6,224 ft 
(1,897.08m); 2004 was the fourth 
consecutive year of low water. Rorippa 
subumbellata was present at 46 of the 
60 sites surveyed, up from 31 occupied 
sites in 2001, when the lake level was 
higher at 6,225 ft (1,897.38 m). 
Approximately 25,200 stems were 
present in 2003, whereas during the 
2001 annual survey, the estimated 
number of stems was 6,136. Lake levels 
rose again in 2006, and less habitat was 
available. Lake levels dropped again in 
2008 through 2010, leading to an 

http:1,897.38
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increase in both occupied sites and 
estimated stem counts. During very low 
lake levels in 2009, an estimated 27,522 
stems were observed at 46 sites, equal 
to the highest number of occupied sites 
previously recorded. In 2011, the lake 
level was 6,228.4 ft (1,898.4 m), 3.8 ft 
(1.2 m) higher than in 2010, and an 
estimated 6,494 stems were observed at 
25 sites. 

Many Rorippa subumbellata sites are 
intensively used for commercial and 
public purposes and are subject to 
various activities such as erosion 
control, marina developments, pier 
construction, and recreation. The U.S. 
Forest Service, California Tahoe 
Conservancy, and California Department 
of Parks and Recreation have 
management programs for R. 
subumbellata that include monitoring, 
fenced enclosures, and transplanting 
efforts when funds and staff are 
available. Public agencies (including the 
Service), private landowners, and 
environmental groups collaborated to 
develop a Conservation Strategy 
coupled with a Memorandum of 
Understanding-Conservation 
Agreement. The Conservation Strategy, 
completed in 2003, lays out goals and 
objectives for recovery and survival, 
contains a research and monitoring 
agenda, and serves as the foundation for 
an adaptive management program. 
Because of the continued commitments 
to conservation demonstrated by 
regulatory and land management 
agencies participating in the 
conservation strategy, we have 
determined the threats to R. 
subumbellata from various land uses 
have been reduced to a moderate 
magnitude. In high lake level years such 
as 2011, however, recreational use is 
concentrated within R. subumbellata 
habitat, and we consider this threat in 
particular to be ongoing and imminent. 
Therefore, we are maintaining an LPN of 
8 for this species. 

Schiedea pubescens (Maolioli)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Schiedea pubescens is a reclining or 
weakly climbing vine found in diverse 
mesic to wet forests on the islands of 
Maui, Molokai, and Hawaii, Hawaii. It 
is presumed extirpated from Lanai. 
Currently, this species is known from 8 
populations totaling between 30 and 32 
individuals on Maui, from 4 
populations totaling between 21 and 22 
individuals on Molokai, and from 1 
population of 4 to 6 individuals on the 
island of Hawaii. Schiedea pubescens is 
threatened by feral pigs (Sus scrofa) and 
goats (Capra hircus) that consume it and 

degrade and destroy habitat, and by 
nonnative plants that compete for light 
and nutrients. Feral ungulates have been 
fenced out of the population of S. 
pubescens on the island of Hawaii. Feral 
goats have been fenced out of a few of 
the west Maui populations of S. 
pubescens. Nonnative plants have been 
reduced in the populations that are 
fenced on Maui. However, the threats 
are not controlled and are ongoing in 
the remaining unfenced populations on 
Maui and the four populations on 
Molokai. Additional fenced areas are 
planned at Pohakuloa Training Area on 
the island of Hawaii. Nonnative feral 
ungulates and nonnative plants will be 
controlled within these fenced areas. 
Fire is a potential threat to the Hawaii 
Island population. This species is not 
represented in an ex situ collection. Due 
to the extremely low number of 
individuals of this species, the threats 
from goats and nonnative plants are of 
a high magnitude. These threats cause 
mortality and reduced reproductive 
capacity for the majority of the 
populations, leading to a relatively high 
likelihood of extinction. The threats are 
imminent because they are ongoing with 
respect to most of the populations. 
Therefore, we retained an LPN of 2 for 
this species. 

Sedum eastwoodiae (Red Mountain 
stonecrop)—We continue to find that 
listing this species is warranted but 
precluded as of the date of publication 
of this notice. However, we are working 
on a proposed listing rule that we 
expect to publish prior to making the 
next annual resubmitted petition 12-
month finding. In the course of 
preparing the proposed listing rule, we 
are continuing to monitor new 
information about this species’ status so 
that we can make prompt use of our 
authority under Section 4(b)(7) in the 
case of an emergency posing a 
significant risk to the species. 

Sicyos macrophyllus (‘Anunu)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Sicyos macrophyllus is a perennial vine 
found in wet Metrosideros polymorpha 
(ohia) forests and subalpine Sophora 
chrysophylla-Myoporum sandwicense 
(mamane-naio) forests. Sicyos 
macrophyllus was historically known 
from Kipahulu Valley on Maui and was 
widely distributed on the island of 
Hawaii. Currently, this species is known 
from 10 populations totaling between 24 
and 26 individuals in the Kohala and 
Mauna Kea areas, and in Hawaii 
Volcanoes National Park (Puna area) on 
the island of Hawaii. It appears that a 
naturally occurring population at 

Kipuka Ki in Hawaii Volcanoes National 
Park is reproducing by seeds, but seeds 
have not been successfully germinated 
under nursery conditions. 

This species is threatened by feral 
pigs (Sus scrofa), cattle (Bos taurus), and 
mouflon (Ovis musimon) that degrade 
and destroy habitat, and by nonnative 
plants that compete for light and 
nutrients. This species is represented in 
ex situ collections. Feral pigs have been 
fenced out of some of the areas where 
S. macrophyllus currently occurs, but 
the fences do not exclude mouflon. 
Nonnative plants have been reduced in 
the populations that are fenced. 
However, the threats are not controlled 
and are ongoing in the remaining, 
unfenced populations, and are, 
therefore, imminent. Similarly the threat 
from mouflon is ongoing and imminent 
in all populations, because the current 
fences do not exclude them. In addition, 
all of the threats are of a high magnitude 
because habitat degradation and 
competition from nonnative plants 
present a risk to the species, resulting in 
direct mortality for a species that 
already has very low population 
numbers, or significantly reducing the 
reproductive capacity. Therefore, we 
retained an LPN of 2 for this species. 

Solanum conocarpum (marron 
bacora)—The following summary is 
based on information in our files and in 
the petition we received on November 
21, 1996. Solanum conocarpum is a dry-
forest shrub in the island of St. John, 
U.S. Virgin Islands. Its current 
distribution includes eight localities in 
the island of St. John, each ranging from 
1 to 144 individuals. The species has 
been reported to occur on dry, poor 
soils. It can be locally abundant in 
exposed topography on sites disturbed 
by erosion, areas that have received 
moderate grazing, and around ridgelines 
as an understory component in diverse 
woodland communities. A habitat 
suitability model suggests that the vast 
majority of Solanum conocarpum 
habitat is found in the lower elevation 
coastal scrub forest. Efforts have been 
conducted to propagate the species to 
enhance natural populations, and 
planting of seedlings has been 
conducted in the island of St. John. 

Solanum conocarpum is threatened 
by the lack of natural recruitment, 
absence of dispersers, fragmented 
distribution, lack of genetic variation, 
climate change, and habitat destruction 
or modification by exotic mammal 
species. These threats are evidenced by 
the reduced number of individuals, low 
number of populations, and lack of 
connectivity between populations. 
Overall, we determined the magnitude 
of the threats to be high as shown by the 
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poor quality of the populations. The 
majority of threats are ongoing and, 
therefore, imminent. We assigned an 
LPN of 2 to this species. 

Solanum nelsonii (popolo)—The 
following summary is based on 
information contained in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Solanum nelsonii is a sprawling or 
trailing shrub found in coral rubble or 
sand in coastal sites. This species is 
known from populations on Molokai 
(approximately 300 individuals), the 
island of Hawaii (5 individuals), and the 
northwestern Hawaiian Islands (NWHI), 
Hawaii. The current populations in the 
NWHI are found on Kure (unknown 
number of individuals), Midway 
(approximately 260 individuals), Laysan 
(approximately 490 individuals), Pearl 
and Hermes (unknown number of 
individuals), and Nihoa (8,000 to 15,000 
individuals). On Molokai, S. nelsonii is 
moderately threatened by ungulates that 
degrade and destroy habitat, and may 
eat S. nelsonii. On Molokai and the 
NWHI, this species is threatened by 
nonnative plants that outcompete and 
displace it. Solanum nelsonii is 
threatened by herbivory by a nonnative 
grasshopper (Schistocerca nitens) in the 
NWHI. On Kure, Midway, Laysan, and 
Pearl and Hermes in the NWHI, 
tsunamis are also a potential threat to S. 
nelsonii. This species is represented in 
ex situ collections. Ungulate exclusion 
fences, routine fence monitoring and 
maintenance, and weed control protect 
the population of S. nelsonii on 
Molokai. Limited weed control is 
conducted in the NWHI. These threats 
are of moderate magnitude because of 
the relatively large number of plants, 
and the fact that this species is found on 
more than one island. The threats are 
imminent for the majority of the 
populations because they are ongoing 
and are not being controlled. We 
therefore retained an LPN of 8 for this 
species. 

Solidago plumosa (Yadkin River 
goldenrod)—The following information 
is based on information in our files. No 
new information was provided in the 
petition we received on April 20, 2010. 
The global distribution of Solidago 
plumosa consists of a single population 
that occurs in two discrete locations 
along a 2.5-mile stretch of the Yadkin 
River in North Carolina. 

The availability of suitable habitat 
and the fate of the single known 
population of this species are primarily 
determined by the manner in which two 
hydroelectric projects (the Yadkin River 
and Yadkin-Pee Dee River Hydroelectric 
Projects) are operated. Any detrimental 
effects to S. plumosa resulting from the 

construction of these reservoirs 
occurred decades ago when these 
projects were built (during the years of 
1917 to 1928), and the Service is not 
aware of any plans to construct 
additional reservoirs within the current 
range of this species. However, S. 
plumosa continues to be subject to 
threats from the continued operation of 
these reservoirs (which has reduced the 
frequency and severity of scouring 
floods that help to prevent the 
establishment of other species within 
the species’ limited habitat) and the 
encroachment of nonnative, invasive 
species. Because the species’ global 
distribution consists of a single 
population, its entire range is affected 
by these threats. However, because 
scouring floods (prior to reservoir 
construction) likely only occurred 
episodically, and in light of the 
relatively slow progression of nonnative 
species into areas of occupied habitat 
and efforts to reduce these nonnative 
plants, the magnitude of these threats is 
moderate to low. However, because 
these threats (especially those presented 
by nonnative, invasive plant species) are 
currently occurring, they are imminent. 
Thus, we assigned this species an LPN 
of 8. 

Symphyotrichum georgianum 
(Georgia aster) — The following 
summary is based on information 
contained in our files. No new 
information was provided in the 
petition we received on May 11, 2004. 
Georgia aster is a relict species of post 
oak savanna/prairie communities that 
existed in the Southeast prior to 
widespread fire suppression and 
extirpation of large, native, grazing 
animals. Georgia aster currently occurs 
in the States of Alabama, Georgia, North 
Carolina, and South Carolina. The 
species is presumed extant in 8 counties 
in Alabama, 22 counties in Georgia, 9 
counties in North Carolina, and 15 
counties in South Carolina. The species 
appears to have been eliminated from 
Florida. 

Most remaining populations survive 
adjacent to roads, utility rights-of-way, 
and other openings where current land 
management mimics natural 
disturbance regimes. Most populations 
are small (10 to 100 stems), and because 
the species’ main mode of reproduction 
is vegetative, each isolated population 
may represent only a few genotypes. 
Many populations are currently 
threatened by one or more of the 
following factors: woody succession due 
to fire suppression, development, 
highway expansion or improvement, 
and herbicide application. However, the 
species is still relatively widely 
distributed, and information indicates 

that the species is more abundant than 
when we initially identified it as a 
candidate for listing. Taking into 
account its distribution and abundance, 
and the fact that it is increasing, the 
magnitude of threats is moderate. The 
threats are currently occurring and 
therefore are imminent. Thus we 
assigned an LPN of 8 for this species. 

Trifolium friscanum (Frisco clover)— 
The following summary is based on 
information in our files and the petition 
we received on July 30, 2007. Frisco 
clover is a dwarf mat-forming or tufted 
perennial herb with a woody stem, 
silver hairy leaves, and reddish-purple 
flowers. The species is a narrow 
endemic found only in Utah, with five 
known populations restricted to 
sparsely vegetated, pinion-juniper-
sagebrush communities and shallow, 
gravel soils derived from volcanic 
gravels, Ordovician limestone, and 
dolomite outcrops. The majority (68 
percent) of Frisco clover plants occur on 
private lands, with the remaining plants 
found on Federal and State lands. 

On the private and State lands, the 
most significant threat to Frisco clover 
is habitat destruction from mining for 
precious metals and gravel. Active 
mining claims, recent prospecting, and 
an increasing demand for precious 
metals and gravel indicate that mining 
in Frisco clover habitats will increase in 
the foreseeable future, likely resulting in 
the loss of large numbers of plants. 
Other threats to Frisco clover include 
nonnative, invasive species; 
vulnerability associated with small 
population size; drought associated with 
climate change; and the overall 
inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms. We consider the threats to 
Frisco clover to be moderate in 
magnitude because, while serious and 
occurring rangewide, they are not acting 
independently or cumulatively to have 
a highly significant negative impact on 
its survival or reproductive capacity. 
The threats are imminent because the 
species is currently facing them across 
its entire range. Therefore, we have 
assigned Frisco clover an LPN of 8. 

Ferns and Allies 
Cyclosorus boydiae (no common 

name)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 
in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. This species is a small- to 
medium-sized fern found in mesic to 
wet forests along stream banks on the 
islands of Oahu and Maui, Hawaii. 
Historically, this species was also found 
on the island of Hawaii, but it has been 
extirpated there. Currently, this species 
is known from 7 populations totaling 
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approximately 400 individuals. This 
species is threatened by feral pigs (Sus 
scrofa) that degrade and destroy habitat 
and may eat this plant, and by 
nonnative plants that compete for light 
and nutrients. Feral pigs have been 
fenced out of two populations, 
including the largest population, on 
Maui, and nonnative plants are being 
controlled in the fenced areas at these 
sites. No conservation efforts are under 
way to alleviate threats to the other 
populations on Maui, or the two 
populations on Oahu. This species is 
represented in an ex situ collection. The 
magnitude of the threats acting upon the 
currently extant populations is 
moderate because two of the seven 
populations, including the largest 
population that contains 40 percent of 
the total population for the species, are 
protected from pigs, and nonnative 
plants are being controlled in these 
areas. The threats are ongoing and 
therefore imminent. Therefore, we 
retained an LPN of 8 for this species. 

Huperzia stemmermanniae 
(Waewaeiole)—The following summary 
is based on information contained in 
our files. No new information was 
provided in the petition we received on 
May 11, 2004. This species is an 
epiphytic pendant clubmoss found in 
mesic-to-wet Metrosideros polymorpha-
Acacia koa (ohia-koa) forests on the 
islands of Maui and Hawaii, Hawaii. 
Only 3 populations are known, totaling 
approximately 20 individuals. The Maui 
population has not been observed since 
1995. Huperzia stemmermanniae is 
threatened by feral pigs (Sus scrofa), 
goats (Capra hircus), cattle (Bos taurus), 
and axis deer (Axis axis) that degrade 
and destroy habitat, and by nonnative 
plants that compete for light, space, and 
nutrients. Huperzia stemmermanniae is 
also threatened by randomly occurring 
natural events due to its small 
population size. One individual at 
Waikamoi Preserve may benefit from 
fencing for axis deer and pigs. This 
species is represented in ex situ 
collections. The threats from pigs, goats, 
cattle, axis deer, and nonnative plants 
are of a high magnitude because they are 
sufficiently severe to adversely affect 
the species throughout its limited range, 
resulting in direct mortality for a species 
that already has very low population 
numbers, or significantly reducing 
reproductive capacity and leading to a 
relatively high likelihood of extinction. 
The threats are imminent because they 
are ongoing. Therefore, we retained an 
LPN of 2 for this species. 

Microlepia strigosa var. mauiensis 
(Palapalai)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. No new information was provided 

in the petition we received on May 11, 
2004. Microlepia strigosa var. mauiensis 
is a terrestrial fern found in mesic-to-
wet forests. It is currently found in 
Hawaii on the islands of Maui, Oahu, 
and Hawaii, from at least 9 populations 
totaling at least 50 individuals. There is 
a possibility that the range of this plant 
variety could be larger and include the 
other main Hawaiian Islands. 
Microlepia strigosa var. mauiensis is 
threatened by feral pigs (Sus scrofa) that 
degrade and destroy habitat, and by 
nonnative plants that compete for light 
and nutrients. Pigs have been fenced out 
of some areas on east and west Maui, 
Oahu, and on Hawaii, where M. strigosa 
var. mauiensis currently occurs, and 
nonnative plants have been reduced in 
the fenced areas. However, the threats 
are not controlled and are ongoing in 
the remaining unfenced populations on 
Maui, Oahu, and Hawaii. Therefore, the 
threats from feral pigs and nonnative 
plants are imminent. The threats are of 
a high magnitude because they are 
sufficiently severe to adversely affect 
the species throughout its range, 
resulting in direct mortality for a species 
that already has very low population 
numbers, or significantly reducing 
reproductive capacity and leading to a 
relatively high likelihood of extinction. 
We therefore retained an LPN of 3 for 
M. strigosa var. mauiensis. 

Petitions To Reclassify Species Already 
Listed or To Add to the Listed Range 

We previously made warranted-but-
precluded findings on five petitions 
seeking to reclassify threatened species 
to endangered status. The taxa involved 
in the reclassification petitions are three 
populations of the grizzly bear (Ursus 
arctos horribilis), delta smelt 
(Hypomesus transpacificus), and 
Sclerocactus brevispinus (Pariette 
cactus). Because these species are 
already listed under the ESA, they are 
not candidates for listing and are not 
included in Table 1. However, this 
notice and associated species 
assessment forms or 5-year review 
documents also constitute the 
resubmitted petition findings for these 
species. For the three grizzly bear 
populations, our recently completed 5-
year review serves as our assessment. 
For delta smelt and Sclerocactus 
brevispinus, our updated assessments 
are provided below. We find that 
reclassification to endangered status for 
the three grizzly bear populations, delta 
smelt, and Sclerocactus brevispinus are 
all currently warranted but precluded 
by work identified above (see ‘‘Findings 
for Petitioned Candidate Species’’). One 
of the primary reasons that the work 
identified above is considered to have 

higher priority is that the grizzly bear 
populations, delta smelt, and 
Sclerocactus brevispinus are currently 
listed as threatened, and therefore 
already receive certain protections 
under the ESA. We promulgated 
regulations extending take prohibitions 
for wildlife and plants under section 9 
to threatened species (50 CFR 17.31 and 
50 CFR 17.71, respectively). Prohibited 
actions under section 9 for wildlife 
include, but are not limited to, take (i.e., 
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, 
wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or 
attempt to engage in such activity). For 
plants, prohibited actions under section 
9 include removing or reducing to 
possession any listed plant from an area 
under Federal jurisdiction (50 CFR 
17.61). Other protections that apply to 
these threatened species even before we 
complete proposed and final 
reclassification rules include those 
under section 7(a)(2) of the ESA 
whereby Federal agencies must insure 
that any action they authorize, fund, or 
carry out is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any endangered 
or threatened species. 

Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) 
North Cascades ecosystem, Cabinet-
Yaak, and Selkirk populations (Region 
6)—Between 1986 and 2007, we have 
received and reviewed 10 petitions 
requesting a change in status for 
individual grizzly bear populations (51 
FR 16363, May 2, 1986; 55 FR 32103, 
August 7, 1990; 56 FR 33892, July 24, 
1991; 57 FR 14372, April 20, 1992; 58 
FR 8250, February 12, 1993; 58 FR 
38552, July 19, 1993; 58 FR 43856, 
August 18, 1993; 58 FR 43857, August 
18, 1993; 59 FR 46611, September 9, 
1994; 64 FR 26725, May 17, 1999; 72 FR 
14866, March 29, 2007). Through this 
process, we determined that the 
Cabinet-Yaak, Selkirk, and North 
Cascade ecosystems warrant endangered 
status. On April 18, 2007, the Service 
initiated a 5-year review to evaluate the 
current status of grizzly bears in the 
lower 48 States (72 FR 19549–19551). 
This status review, completed on 
August 29, 2011, and available online 
at: http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/ 
profile/speciesProfile.action? 
spcode=A001, recommended that 
reclassifying as endangered the Cabinet-
Yaak, Selkirk, and North Cascades 
Ecosystems remain warranted but 
precluded. 

Delta smelt (Hypomesus 
transpacificus) (Region 8) (see 75 FR 
17667, April 7, 2010, for additional 
information on why reclassification to 
endangered is warranted but 
precluded)—The following summary is 
based on information contained in our 
files. In April 2010, we completed a 12-

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A001
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A001
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A001
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month finding for delta smelt in which 
we determined a change in status from 
threatened to endangered was 
warranted, although precluded by other 
high-priority listings. The primary 
evidence is the continuing downward 
trend in delta smelt abundance indices 
since the significant decline that 
occurred in 2002. A 2005 population 
viability analysis calculated a 50-
percent likelihood that the species 
could reach effective extinction (8,000 
individuals) within 20 years. 

The primary threats to the delta smelt 
are direct entrainments by State and 
Federal water export facilities, summer 
and fall increases in salinity and water 
clarity resulting from decreases in 
freshwater flow into the estuary, and 
effects from introduced species. 
Ammonia in the form of ammonium 
may also be a significant threat to the 
survival of the delta smelt. Additional 
potential threats are predation by 
striped and largemouth bass and inland 
silversides, entrainment into power 
plants, contaminants, and small 
population size. Existing regulatory 
mechanisms have not proven adequate 
to halt the decline of delta smelt since 
the time of listing as a threatened 
species. 

As a result of our analysis of the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information, we have retained the 
recommendation of uplisting the delta 
smelt to an endangered species with a 
LPN of 2, based on high magnitude and 
imminent threats. The magnitude of the 
threats is high, because the threats occur 
rangewide and result in direct mortality 
for a species that already has low 
population numbers, or significantly 
reduce the reproductive capacity of the 
species. Threats are imminent because 
they are ongoing and, in some cases 
(e.g., nonnative species), considered 
irreversible. 

Sclerocactus brevispinus (Pariette 
cactus) (Region 6) (see 72 FR 53211, 
September 18, 2007, and the species 
assessment form (see ADDRESSES) for 
additional information on why 
reclassification to endangered is 
warranted but precluded)—Sclerocactus 
brevispinus is restricted to clay 
badlands of the Wagon Hound member 
of the Uinta Formation in the Uinta 
Basin of northeastern Utah. The species 
is restricted to one population with an 
overall range of approximately 10 miles 
by 5 miles in extent. The species’ entire 
population is within a developed and 
expanding oil and gas field. The 
location of the species’ habitat exposes 
it to destruction from road, pipeline, 
and well-site construction in connection 
with oil and gas development. The 
species may be collected as a specimen 

plant for horticultural use. Recreational 
off-road vehicle use and livestock 
trampling are additional potential 
threats. The species is currently 
federally listed as threatened by its 
previous inclusion within the species 
Sclerocactus glaucus. The threats are of 
a high magnitude because any one of the 
threats has the potential to severely 
affect this species, a narrow endemic 
with a highly limited range and 
distribution. Threats are ongoing and, 
therefore, are imminent. Thus, we 
assigned an LPN of 2 to this species for 
uplisting. 

Current Notice of Review 
We gather data on plants and animals 

native to the United States that appear 
to merit consideration for addition to 
the Lists of Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants (Lists). This notice 
identifies those species that we 
currently regard as candidates for 
addition to the Lists. These candidates 
include species and subspecies of fish, 
wildlife, or plants, and DPSes of 
vertebrate animals. This compilation 
relies on information from status 
surveys conducted for candidate 
assessment and on information from 
State Natural Heritage Programs, other 
State and Federal agencies, 
knowledgeable scientists, public and 
private natural resource interests, and 
comments received in response to 
previous notices of review. 

Tables 1 and 2 list animals arranged 
alphabetically by common names under 
the major group headings, and list 
plants alphabetically by names of 
genera, species, and relevant subspecies 
and varieties. Animals are grouped by 
class or order. Plants are subdivided 
into two groups: (1) Flowering plants 
and (2) ferns and their allies. Useful 
synonyms and subgeneric scientific 
names appear in parentheses with the 
synonyms preceded by an ‘‘equals’’ 
sign. Several species that have not yet 
been formally described in the scientific 
literature are included; such species are 
identified by a generic or specific name 
(in italics), followed by ‘‘sp.’’ or ‘‘ssp.’’ 
We incorporate standardized common 
names in these notices as they become 
available. We sort plants by scientific 
name due to the inconsistencies in 
common names, the inclusion of 
vernacular and composite subspecific 
names, and the fact that many plants 
still lack a standardized common name. 

Table 1 lists all candidate species, 
plus species currently proposed for 
listing under the ESA. We emphasize 
that in this notice we are not proposing 
to list any of the candidate species; 
rather, we will develop and publish 
proposed listing rules for these species 

in the future. We encourage State 
agencies, other Federal agencies, and 
other parties to give consideration to 
these species in environmental 
planning. 

In Table 1, the ‘‘category’’ column on 
the left side of the table identifies the 
status of each species according to the 
following codes: 

PE—Species proposed for listing as 
endangered. Proposed species are those 
species for which we have published a 
proposed rule to list as endangered or 
threatened in the Federal Register. This 
category does not include species for 
which we have withdrawn or finalized 
the proposed rule. 

PT—Species proposed for listing as 
threatened. 

PSAT—Species proposed for listing as 
threatened due to similarity of 
appearance. 

C—Candidates: Species for which we 
have on file sufficient information on 
biological vulnerability and threats to 
support proposals to list them as 
endangered or threatened. Issuance of 
proposed rules for these species is 
precluded at present by other higher 
priority listing actions. This category 
includes species for which we made a 
12-month warranted-but-precluded 
finding on a petition to list. We made 
new findings on all petitions for which 
we previously made ‘‘warranted-but-
precluded’’ findings. We identify the 
species for which we made a continued 
warranted-but-precluded finding on a 
resubmitted petition by the code ‘‘C*’’ 
in the category column (see ‘‘Findings 
for Petitioned Candidate Species’’ 
section for additional information). 

The ‘‘Priority’’ column indicates the 
LPN for each candidate species, which 
we use to determine the most 
appropriate use of our available 
resources. The lowest numbers have the 
highest priority. We assign LPNs based 
on the immediacy and magnitude of 
threats, as well as on taxonomic status. 
We published a complete description of 
our listing priority system in the 
Federal Register (48 FR 43098, 
September 21, 1983). 

The third column, ‘‘Lead Region,’’ 
identifies the Regional Office to which 
you should direct information, 
comments, or questions (see addresses 
under Request for Information at the 
end of the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 
section). 

Following the scientific name (fourth 
column) and the family designation 
(fifth column) is the common name 
(sixth column). The seventh column 
provides the known historical range for 
the species or vertebrate population (for 
vertebrate populations, this is the 
historical range for the entire species or 
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subspecies and not just the historical 
range for the distinct population 
segment), indicated by postal code 
abbreviations for States and U.S. 
territories. Many species no longer 
occur in all of the areas listed. 

Species in Table 2 of this notice are 
those we included either as proposed 
species or as candidates in the previous 
CNOR (published October 26, 2011, at 
76 FR 66370) that are no longer 
proposed species or candidates for 
listing. Since October 26, 2011, we 
listed 41 species, withdrew a proposed 
rule for one species, and removed 6 
species from candidate status for the 
reason indicated by the code. The first 
column indicates the present status of 
each species, using the following codes 
(not all of these codes may have been 
used in this CNOR): 

E—Species we listed as endangered. 
T—Species we listed as threatened. 
Rc—Species we removed from the 

candidate list because currently 
available information does not support 
a proposed listing. 

Rp—Species we removed from 
because we have withdrawn the 
proposed listing. 

The second column indicates why we 
no longer regard the species as a 
candidate or proposed species using the 
following codes (not all of these codes 
may have been used in this CNOR): 

A—Species that are more abundant or 
widespread than previously believed 
and species that are not subject to the 
degree of threats sufficient to warrant 
continuing candidate status, or issuing a 
proposed or final listing. 

F—Species whose range no longer 
includes a U.S. territory. 

I—Species for which we have 
insufficient information on biological 
vulnerability and threats to support 
issuance of a proposed rule to list. 

L—Species we added to the Lists of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants. 

M—Species we mistakenly included 
as candidates or proposed species in the 
last notice of review. 

N—Species that are not listable 
entities based on the ESA’s definition of 
‘‘species’’ and current taxonomic 
understanding. 

U—Species that are not subject to the 
degree of threats sufficient to warrant 
issuance of a proposed listing or 
continuance of candidate status due, in 
part or totally, to conservation efforts 
that remove or reduce the threats to the 
species. 

X—Species we believe to be extinct. 
The columns describing lead region, 

scientific name, family, common name, 

and historical range include information 
as previously described for Table 1. 

Request for Information 
We request you submit any further 

information on the species named in 
this notice as soon as possible or 
whenever it becomes available. We are 
particularly interested in any 
information: 

(1) Indicating that we should add a 
species to the list of candidate species; 

(2) Indicating that we should remove 
a species from candidate status; 

(3) Recommending areas that we 
should designate as critical habitat for a 
species, or indicating that designation of 
critical habitat would not be prudent for 
a species; 

(4) Documenting threats to any of the 
included species; 

(5) Describing the immediacy or 
magnitude of threats facing candidate 
species; 

(6) Pointing out taxonomic or 
nomenclature changes for any of the 
species; 

(7) Suggesting appropriate common 
names; and 

(8) Noting any mistakes, such as 
errors in the indicated historical ranges. 

Submit information, materials, or 
comments regarding a particular species 
to the Regional Director of the Region 
identified as having the lead 
responsibility for that species. The 
regional addresses follow: 
Region 1. Hawaii, Idaho, Oregon, 

Washington, American Samoa, Guam, 
and Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands. Regional Director 
(TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Eastside Federal Complex, 911 NE. 
11th Avenue, Portland, OR 97232– 
4181 (503/231–6158). 

Region 2. Arizona, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, and Texas. Regional 
Director (TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 500 Gold Avenue SW., Room 
4012, Albuquerque, NM 87102 (505/ 
248–6920). 

Region 3. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, 
and Wisconsin. Regional Director 
(TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
5600 American Blvd. West, Suite 990, 
Bloomington, MN 55437–1458 (612/ 
713–5334). 

Region 4. Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, 
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Tennessee, Puerto Rico, and 
the U.S. Virgin Islands. Regional 
Director (TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 1875 Century Boulevard, 
Suite 200, Atlanta, GA 30345 (404/ 
679–4156). 

Region 5. Connecticut, Delaware, 
District of Columbia, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, 
Virginia, and West Virginia. Regional 
Director (TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, 300 Westgate Center Drive, 
Hadley, MA 01035–9589 (413/253– 
8615). 

Region 6. Colorado, Kansas, Montana, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, South 
Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming. Regional 
Director (TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, P.O. Box 25486, Denver 
Federal Center, Denver, CO 80225– 
0486 (303/236–7400). 

Region 7. Alaska. Regional Director 
(TE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
1011 East Tudor Road, Anchorage, AK 
99503–6199 (907/786–3505). 

Region 8. California and Nevada. 
Regional Director (TE), U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 2800 Cottage Way, 
Suite W2606, Sacramento, CA 95825 
(916/414–6464). 
We will provide information received 

in response to the previous CNOR to the 
Region having lead responsibility for 
each candidate species mentioned in the 
submission. We will likewise consider 
all information provided in response to 
this CNOR in deciding whether to 
propose species for listing and when to 
undertake necessary listing actions 
(including whether emergency listing 
under section 4(b)(7) of the ESA is 
appropriate). Information and comments 
we receive will become part of the 
administrative record for the species, 
which we maintain at the appropriate 
Regional Office. 

Before including your address, phone 
number, email address, or other 
personal identifying information in your 
submission, be advised that your entire 
submission—including your personal 
identifying information—may be made 
publicly available at any time. Although 
you can ask us in your submission to 
withhold from public review your 
personal identifying information, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

Authority 

This notice is published under the 
authority of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.). 

Dated: November 6, 2012. 

Rowan W. Gould, 
Deputy Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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TABLE 1—CANDIDATE NOTICE OF REVIEW (ANIMALS AND PLANTS) 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 


Status Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

Category Priority 

MAMMALS 

PE .......... 2 ............. R4 .......... Eumops floridanus ......... Molossidae ..................... Bat, Florida bonneted .... U.S.A. (FL). 
C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Emballonura 

semicaudata rotensis. 
Emballonuridae .............. Bat, Pacific sheathtailed 

(Mariana Islands sub
species). 

U.S.A. (GU, CNMI). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Emballonura 
semicaudata 
semicaudata. 

Emballonuridae .............. Bat, Pacific sheath-tailed 
(American Samoa 
DPS). 

U.S.A. (AS), Fiji, Inde
pendent Samoa, 
Tonga, Vanuatu. 

C* ........... 6 ............. R2 .......... Tamias minimus 
atristriatus. 

Sciuridae ........................ Chipmunk, Peñasco 
least. 

U.S.A. (NM). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R5 .......... Sylvilagus transitionalis .. Leporidae ....................... Cottontail, New England U.S.A. (CT, MA, ME, 
NH, NY, RI, VT). 

C* ........... 6 ............. R8 .......... Martes pennanti ............. Mustelidae ...................... Fisher (west coast DPS) U.S.A. (CA, CT, IA, ID, 
IL, IN, KY, MA, MD, 
ME, MI, MN, MT, ND, 
NH, NJ, NY, OH, OR, 
PA, RI, TN, UT, VA, 
VT, WA, WI, WV, 
WY), Canada. 

C* ........... 12 ........... R6 .......... Lynx canadensis ............ Felidae ........................... Lynx, Canada (New 
Mexico population). 

U.S.A. (CO, ID, ME, MI, 
MN, MT, NH, NY, OR, 
UT, VT, WA, WI, WY), 
Canada. 

C* ........... 3 ............. R2 .......... Zapus hudsonius luteus Zapodidae ...................... Mouse, New Mexico 
meadow jumping. 

U.S.A. (AZ, CO, NM). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
couchi. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Shelton U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
douglasii. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Brush 
Prairie. 

U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
glacialis. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Roy 
Prairie. 

U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
louiei. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, 
Cathlamet. 

U.S.A. (WA) 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
melanops. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Olympic U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
pugetensis. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Olympia U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
tacomensis. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Tacoma U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
tumuli. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Tenino .. U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Thomomys mazama 
yelmensis. 

Geomyidae ..................... Pocket gopher, Yelm ..... U.S.A. (WA). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R6 .......... Cynomys gunnisoni ....... Sciuridae ........................ Prairie dog, Gunnison’s 
(populations in central 
and south-central Col
orado, north-central 
New Mexico). 

U.S.A. (CO, NM). 

C* ........... 9 ............. R1 .......... Spermophilus brunneus 
endemicus. 

Sciuridae ........................ Squirrel, Southern Idaho 
ground. 

U.S.A. (ID). 

C* ........... 5 ............. R1 .......... Spermophilus 
washingtoni. 

Sciuridae ........................ Squirrel, Washington 
ground. 

U.S.A. (WA, OR). 

C* ........... 9 ............. R1 .......... Arborimus longicaudus .. Cricetidae ....................... Vole, Red (north Oregon 
coast DPS). 

U.S.A. (OR). 

C* ........... 9 ............. R7 .......... Odobenus rosmarus 
divergens. 

Odobenidae ................... Walrus, Pacific ............... U.S.A. (AK), Canada, 
Russia. 

C* ........... 6 ............. R6 .......... Gulo gulo luscus ............ Mustelidae ...................... Wolverine, North Amer
ican (Contiguous U.S. 
DPS). 

U.S.A. (CA, CO, ID, MT, 
OR, UT, WA, WY). 

BIRDS 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Porzana tabuensis ......... Rallidae .......................... Crake, spotless (Amer
ican Samoa DPS). 

U.S.A. (AS), Australia, 
Fiji, Independent 
Samoa, Marquesas, 
Philippines, Society Is
lands, Tonga. 
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TABLE 1—CANDIDATE NOTICE OF REVIEW (ANIMALS AND PLANTS)—Continued 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 


Status 

Category Priority 

Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

C* ........... 3 ............. R8 .......... Coccyzus americanus .... Cuculidae ....................... Cuckoo, yellow-billed 
(Western U.S. DPS). 

U.S.A. (Lower 48 
States), Canada, Mex
ico, Central and South 
America. 

C* ........... 9 ............. R1 .......... Gallicolumba stairi ......... Columbidae .................... Ground-dove, friendly 
(American Samoa 
DPS). 

U.S.A. (AS), Inde
pendent Samoa. 

PT .......... 3 ............. R1 .......... Eremophila alpestris 
strigata. 

Alaudidae ....................... Horned lark, streaked .... U.S.A. (OR, WA), Can
ada (BC). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R5 .......... Calidris canutus rufa ...... Scolopacidae ................. Knot, red ........................ U.S.A. (Atlantic coast), 
Canada, South Amer
ica. 

C* ........... 8 ............. R7 .......... Gavia adamsii ................ Gaviidae ......................... Loon, yellow-billed ......... U.S.A. (AK), Canada, 
Norway, Russia, 
coastal waters of 
southern Pacific and 
North Sea. 

C* ........... 8 ............. R7 .......... Brachyramphus 
brevirostris. 

Alcidae ........................... Murrelet, Kittlitz’s ........... U.S.A. (AK), Russia. 

C* ........... 5 ............. R8 .......... Synthliboramphus 
hypoleucus. 

Alcidae ........................... Murrelet, Xantus’s .......... U.S.A. (CA), Mexico. 

C* ........... 8 ............. R6 .......... Anthus spragueii ............ Motacillidae .................... Pipit, Sprague’s .............. U.S.A. (AR, AZ, CO, KS, 
LA, MN, MS, MT, ND, 
NE, NM, OK, SD, TX), 
Canada, Mexico. 

C* ........... 2 ............. R2 .......... Amazona viridigenalis .... Psittacidae ..................... Parrot, red-crowned ....... U.S.A. (TX), Mexico. 
C* ........... 2 ............. R2 .......... Tympanuchus 

pallidicinctus. 
Phasianidae ................... Prairie-chicken, lesser ... U.S.A. (CO, KA, NM, 

OK, TX). 
C* ........... 8 ............. R6 .......... Centrocercus 

urophasianus. 
Phasianidae ................... Sage-grouse, greater ..... U.S.A. (AZ, CA, CO, ID, 

MT, ND, NE, NV, OR, 
SD, UT, WA, WY), 
Canada (AB, BC, SK). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R8 .......... Centrocercus 
urophasianus. 

Phasianidae ................... Sage-grouse, greater 
(Bi-State DPS). 

U.S.A. (AZ, CA, CO, ID, 
MT, ND, NE, NV, OR, 
SD, UT, WA, WY), 
Canada (AB, BC, SK). 

C* ........... 6 ............. R1 .......... Centrocercus 
urophasianus. 

Phasianidae ................... Sage-grouse, greater 
(Columbia Basin DPS). 

U.S.A. (AZ, CA, CO, ID, 
MT, ND, NE, NV, OR, 
SD, UT, WA, WY), 
Canada (AB, BC, SK). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R6 .......... Centrocercus minimus ... Phasianidae ................... Sage-grouse, Gunnison U.S.A. (AZ, CO, NM, 
UT). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R1 .......... Oceanodroma castro ..... Hydrobatidae .................. Storm-petrel, band-
rumped (Hawaii DPS). 

U.S.A. (HI), Atlantic 
Ocean, Ecuador (Ga
lapagos Islands), 
Japan. 

C* ........... 11 ........... R4 .......... Dendroica angelae ......... Emberizidae ................... Warbler, elfin-woods ...... U.S.A. (PR). 

REPTILES 

C* ........... 3 ............. R2 .......... Thamnophis eques 
megalops. 

Colubridae ...................... Gartersnake, northern 
Mexican. 

U.S.A. (AZ, NM, NV), 
Mexico. 

C* ........... 8 ............. R3 .......... Sistrurus catenatus ........ Viperidae ........................ Massasauga (= rattle
snake), eastern. 

U.S.A. (IA, IL, IN, MI, 
MN, MO, NY, OH, PA, 
WI), Canada. 

C* ........... 3 ............. R4 .......... Pituophis melanoleucus 
lodingi. 

Colubridae ...................... Snake, black pine .......... U.S.A. (AL, LA, MS). 

C* ........... 5 ............. R4 .......... Pituophis ruthveni .......... Colubridae ...................... Snake, Louisiana pine ... U.S.A. (LA, TX). 
C* ........... 3 ............. R2 .......... Chionactis occipitalis 

klauberi. 
Colubridae ...................... Snake, Tucson shovel-

nosed. 
U.S.A. (AZ). 

C* ........... 5 ............. R2 .......... Gopherus morafkai ........ Testudinidae .................. Tortoise, Sonoran desert U.S.A. (AZ, CA, NV, 
UT). 

C* ........... 8 ............. R4 .......... Gopherus polyphemus ... Testudinidae .................. Tortoise, gopher (east
ern population). 

U.S.A. (AL, FL, GA, LA, 
MS, SC). 

C* ........... 6 ............. R2 .......... Kinosternon sonoriense 
longifemorale. 

Kinosternidae ................. Turtle, Sonoyta mud ...... U.S.A. (AZ), Mexico. 
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TABLE 1—CANDIDATE NOTICE OF REVIEW (ANIMALS AND PLANTS)—Continued 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 


Status Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

Category Priority 

AMPHIBIANS 

C* ........... 9 ............. R8 .......... Rana luteiventris ............ Ranidae .......................... Frog, Columbia spotted 
(Great Basin DPS). 

U.S.A. (AK, ID, MT, NV, 
OR, UT, WA, WY), 
Canada (BC). 

C* ........... 3 ............. R8 .......... Rana muscosa ............... Ranidae .......................... Frog, mountain yellow-
legged (Sierra Nevada 
DPS). 

U.S.A (CA, NV). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Rana pretiosa ................ Ranidae .......................... Frog, Oregon spotted .... U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA), 
Canada (BC). 

C* ........... 8 ............. R8 .......... Lithobates onca ............. Ranidae .......................... Frog, relict leopard ......... U.S.A. (AZ, NV, UT). 
C* ........... 8 ............. R4 .......... Notophthalmus 

perstriatus. 
Salamandridae ............... Newt, striped .................. U.S.A. (FL, GA). 

PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Eurycea waterlooensis ... Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, Austin blind U.S.A. (TX). 
C* ........... 8 ............. R4 .......... Gyrinophilus gulolineatus Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, Berry Cave U.S.A. (TN). 
PE .......... 8 ............. R2 .......... Eurycea naufragia .......... Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, George

town. 
U.S.A. (TX). 

PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Plethodon neomexicanus Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, Jemez 
Mountains. 

U.S. A. (NM). 

PE .......... 8 ............. R2 .......... Eurycea tonkawae ......... Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, Jollyville 
Plateau. 

U.S.A. (TX). 

PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Eurycea chisholmensis .. Plethodontidae ............... Salamander, Salado ...... U.S.A. (TX). 
C* ........... 11 ........... R8 .......... Anaxyrus canorus .......... Bufonidae ....................... Toad, Yosemite .............. U.S.A. (CA). 
C ............ 3 ............. R2 .......... Hyla wrightorum ............. Hylidae ........................... Treefrog, Arizona 

(Huachuca/Canelo 
DPS). 

U.S.A. (AZ), Mexico (So
nora). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R4 .......... Necturus alabamensis ... Proteidae ........................ Waterdog, black warrior 
(= Sipsey Fork). 

U.S.A. (AL). 

FISHES 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 

C ............ 

PE .......... 

C ............ 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 

PT .......... 

PSAT ..... 

C* ........... 

8 ............. 
7 ............. 
9 ............. 

11 ........... 

9 ............. 

2 ............. 

3 ............. 

8 ............. 
3 ............. 

5 ............. 
2 ............. 
5 ............. 
5 ............. 
3 ............. 

3 ............. 

................ 

N/A ......... 

9 ............. 

R2 
R6 
R2 

R6 

R4 

R5 

R4 

R4 
R6 

R4 
R3 
R2 
R2 
R8 

R2 

R4 

R1 

R2 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Gila nigra ....................... 
Iotichthys phlegethontis 
Gila robusta ................... 

Etheostoma cragini ........ 

Etheostoma sagitta 
sagitta. 

Crystallaria cincotta ....... 

Etheostoma sagitta 
spilotum. 

Percina aurora ............... 
Thymallus arcticus ......... 

Moxostoma sp ............... 
Cottus sp ........................ 
Notropis oxyrhynchus .... 
Notropis buccula ............ 
Spirinchus thaleichthys .. 

Catostomus discobolus 
yarrowi. 

Elassoma ....................... 
alabamae ....................... 
Salvelinus malma ........... 

Oncorhynchus clarki 
virginalis. 

Cyprinidae ...................... 
Cyprinidae ...................... 
Cyprinidae ...................... 

Percidae ......................... 

Percidae ......................... 

Percidae ......................... 

Percidae ......................... 

Percidae ......................... 
Salmonidae .................... 

Catostomidae ................. 
Cottidae .......................... 
Cyprinidae ...................... 
Cyprinidae ...................... 
Osmeridae ..................... 

Catostomidae ................. 

Elassomatidae ............... 

Salmonidae .................... 

Salmonidae .................... 

Chub, headwater ........... 
Chub, least ..................... 
Chub, roundtail (Lower 

Colorado River Basin 
DPS). 

Darter, Arkansas ............ 

Darter, Cumberland 
arrow. 

Darter, diamond ............. 

Darter, Kentucky arrow .. 

Darter, Pearl .................. 
Grayling, Arctic (upper 

Missouri River DPS). 

Redhorse, sicklefin ........ 
Sculpin, grotto ................ 
Shiner, sharpnose .......... 
Shiner, smalleye ............ 
Smelt, longfin (San Fran

cisco bay-delta DPS). 
Sucker, Zuni bluehead ... 

Sunfish, spring pygmy ... 

Trout, Dolly Varden ........ 

Trout, Rio Grande cut
throat. 

U.S.A. (AZ, NM). 
U.S.A. (UT). 
U.S.A. (AZ, CO, NM, 

UT, WY). 

U.S.A. (AR, CO, KS, 
MO, OK). 

U.S.A. (KY, TN). 

U.S.A. (KY, OH, TN, 
WV). 

U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (LA, MS). 
U.S.A. (AK, MI, MT, 

WY), Canada, north
ern Asia, northern Eu
rope. 

U.S.A. (GA, NC, TN). 
U.S.A. (MO). 
U.S.A. (TX). 
U.S.A. (TX). 
U.S.A. (AK, CA, OR, 

WA), Canada. 
U.S.A. (AZ, NM). 

U.S.A. (AL). 

U.S.A. (AK, WA), Can
ada, East Asia. 

U.S.A. (CO, NM). 

CLAMS 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 

2 ............. 
2 ............. 

R2 .......... 
R2 .......... 

Lampsilis bracteata ........ 
Truncilla macrodon ........ 

Unionidae ....................... 
Unionidae ....................... 

Fatmucket, Texas .......... 
Fawnsfoot, Texas .......... 

U.S.A. (TX). 
U.S.A. (TX). 
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C* ...........
 8 .............
 R2 ..........
 Popenaias popei ............
 Unionidae .......................
 Hornshell, Texas ............
 U.S.A. (NM, TX), Mex
ico. 

PE .......... 2 .............
 R4 ..........
 Ptychobranchus Unionidae .......................
 Kidneyshell, fluted ..........
 U.S.A. (AL, KY, TN, VA). 
subtentum. 

PE .......... 2 .............
 R4 ..........
 Lampsilis rafinesqueana Unionidae .......................
 Mucket, Neosho .............
 U.S.A. (AR, KS, MO, 
OK). 

C* ........... 8 .............
 R2 ..........
 Quadrula aurea ..............
 Unionidae .......................
 Orb, golden ....................
 U.S.A. (TX). 
PE .......... 2 .............
 R4 ..........
 Lexingtonia dolabelloides Unionidae .......................
 Pearlymussel, slabside .. U.S.A. (AL, KY, TN, VA). 
C* ........... 8 .............
 R2 ..........
 Quadrula houstonensis .. Unionidae .......................
 Pimpleback, smooth ...... U.S.A. (TX). 
C* ........... 2 .............
 R2 ..........
 Quadrula petrina ............
 Unionidae .......................
 Pimpleback, Texas ........
 U.S.A. (TX). 
PT .......... 9 .............
 R4 ..........
 Quadrula cylindrica Unionidae .......................
 Rabbitsfoot .....................
 U.S.A. (AL, AR, GA, IN, 

cylindrica. IL, KS, KY, LA, MS, 
MO, OK, OH, PA, TN, 
WV). 

SNAILS 

C* ........... 8 ............. R4 .......... Elimia melanoides .......... Pleuroceridae ................. Mudalia, black ................ U.S.A. (AL). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R4 .......... Planorbella magnifica .... Planorbidae .................... Ramshorn, magnificent .. U.S.A. (NC). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Ostodes strigatus ........... Potaridae ........................ Sisi snail ......................... U.S.A. (AS). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Pseudotryonia 

adamantina. 
Hydrobiidae .................... Snail, Diamond Y Spring U.S.A. (TX). 

C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Samoana fragilis ............ Partulidae ....................... Snail, fragile tree ............ U.S.A. (GU, MP). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Partula radiolata ............. Partulidae ....................... Snail, Guam tree ............ U.S.A. (GU). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Partula gibba .................. Partulidae ....................... Snail, Humped tree ........ U.S.A. (GU, MP). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R1 .......... Partulina semicarinata ... Achatinellidae ................. Snail, Lanai tree ............. U.S.A. (HI). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R1 .......... Partulina variabilis .......... Achatinellidae ................. Snail, Lanai tree ............. U.S.A. (HI). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Partula langfordi ............. Partulidae ....................... Snail, Langford’s tree ..... U.S.A. (MP). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Cochliopa texana ........... Hydrobiidae .................... Snail, Phantom cave ...... U.S.A. (TX). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R1 .......... Newcombia cumingi ....... Achatinellidae ................. Snail, Newcomb’s tree ... U.S.A. (Hl). 
C* ........... 2 ............. R1 .......... Eua zebrina .................... Partulidae ....................... Snail, Tutuila tree ........... U.S.A. (AS). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Tryonia circumstriata (= 

stocktonensis). 
Hydrobiidae .................... Springsnail, Gonzales .... U.S.A. (TX). 

C* ........... 11 ........... R2 .......... Pyrgulopsis thompsoni ... Hydrobiidae .................... Springsnail, Huachuca ... U.S.A. (AZ), Mexico. 
C* ........... 11 ........... R2 .......... Pyrgulopsis morrisoni .... Hydrobiidae .................... Springsnail, Page ........... U.S.A. (AZ). 
PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Tryonia cheatumi ........... Hydrobiidae .................... Springsnail (= Tryonia), 

Phantom. 
U.S.A. (TX). 

C* ........... 5 ............. R2 .......... Sonorella rosemontensis Helminthoglyptidae ........ Talussnail, Rosemont .... U.S.A. (AZ). 

INSECTS 

C* ...........
 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus anthracinus ...... Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus assimulans .......
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus facilis ................
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus hilaris ...............
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus kuakea .............
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus longiceps ..........
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

C* ........... 2 .............
 R1 ..........
 Hylaeus mana ................
 Colletidae .......................
 Bee, Hawaiian yellow- U.S.A. (HI). 
faced. 

PSAT ..... ................
 R8 ..........
 Plebejus lupine texanus Lycaenidae .....................
 Blue, Lupine ...................
 U.S.A. (AZ, CA, CO, NE, 
NM, NV, TX, UT), 
Mexico. 

PE ..........
 3 .............
 R8 ..........
 Plebejus shasta Lycaenidae .....................
 Blue, Mt. Charleston ...... U.S.A. (NV). 
charlestonensis. 

PSAT ..... ................
 R8 ..........
 Echinargus isola ............
 Lycaenidae .....................
 Blue, Reakirt’s ................
 U.S.A. (AR, AZ, CA, CO, 
IA, IL, IN, KS, LA, MI, 
MN, MO, MS, ND, NE, 
NM, NV, OH, OK, SD, 
TN, TX, UT, WA, WI, 
WY), Mexico. 

PSAT ..... ................
 R8 ..........
 Euphilotes ancilla Lycaenidae .....................
 Blue, Spring Mountains U.S.A. (NV). 
cryptica. dark. 
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PSAT ..... ................ 

PSAT ..... ................ 

C ............ 3 ............. 

C ............ 3 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C* ........... 3 ............. 

C* ........... 2 ............. 

C* ........... 2 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C ............ 5 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C* ........... 11 ........... 

C ............ 5 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C ............ 5 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

C ............ 5 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

PE .......... 3 ............. 

C* ........... 8 ............. 

C ............ 2 ............. 

PE .......... 2 ............. 

C* ........... 11 ........... 
C* ........... 8 ............. 

C ............ 2 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 
C* ........... 5 ............. 

PT .......... 2 ............. 

C* ........... 5 ............. 

R8 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R2 .......... 
R3 .......... 

R3 .......... 

R6 .......... 
R6 .......... 

R6 .......... 

R4 .......... 

Euphilotes ancilla pur
pura. 

Plebejus icarioides 
austinorum. 

Strymon acis bartrami .... 

Anaea troglodyta 
floridalis. 

Hermelycaena [Lycaena] 
hermes. 

Hypolimnas octucula 
mariannensis. 

Vagrans egistina ............ 

Atlantea tulita ................. 

Glyphopsyche 
sequatchie. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
insularis. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
caecus. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
colemanensis. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
fowlerae. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
frigidus. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
tiresias. 

Pseudanophthalmus in
quisitor. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
troglodytes. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
paulus. 

Pseudanophthalmus 
parvus. 

Euphydryas editha 
taylori. 

Megalagrion 
xanthomelas. 

Ambrysus funebris ......... 

Drosophila digressa ....... 

Heterelmis stephani ....... 
Hesperia dacotae ........... 

Oarisma poweshiek ....... 

Capnia arapahoe ........... 
Lednia tumana ............... 

Cicindela albissima ........ 

Cicindela highlandensis 

Lycaenidae ..................... 

Lycaenidae ..................... 

Lycaenidae ..................... 

Nymphalidae .................. 

Lycaenidae ..................... 

Nymphalidae .................. 

Nymphalidae .................. 

Nymphalidae .................. 

Limnephilidae ................. 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Carabidae ...................... 

Nymphalidae .................. 

Coenagrionidae .............. 

Naucoridae ..................... 

Drosophilidae ................. 

Elmidae .......................... 
Hesperiidae .................... 

Hesperiidae .................... 

Capniidae ....................... 
Nemouridae ................... 

Cicindelidae ................... 

Cicindelidae ................... 

Blue, Spring Mountains 
dark. 

Blue, Spring Mountains 
icariodes. 

Butterfly, Bartram’s 
hairstreak. 

Butterfly, Florida 
leafwing. 

Butterfly, Hermes copper 

Butterfly, Mariana eight-
spot. 

Butterfly, Mariana wan
dering. 

Butterfly, Puerto Rican 
harlequin. 

Caddisfly, Sequatchie .... 

Cave beetle, Baker Sta
tion (= insular). 

Cave beetle, Clifton ....... 

Cave beetle, Coleman ... 

Cave beetle, Fowler’s .... 

Cave beetle, icebox ....... 

Cave beetle, Indian 
Grave Point (= Sooth
sayer). 

Cave beetle, inquirer ..... 

Cave beetle, Louisville ... 

Cave beetle, Noblett’s ... 

Cave beetle, Tatum ....... 

Checkerspot butterfly, 
Taylor’s (= Whulge). 

Damselfly, orangeblack 
Hawaiian. 

Naucorid bug (= Furnace 
Creek), Nevares 
Spring. 

fly, Hawaiian Picture-
wing. 

Riffle beetle, Stephan’s .. 
Skipper, Dakota ............. 

Skipperling, Poweshiek .. 

Snowfly, Arapahoe ......... 
Stonefly, meltwater 

lednian. 
Tiger beetle, Coral Pink 

Sand Dunes. 
Tiger beetle, highlands .. 

U.S.A. (NV). 

U.S.A. (NV). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (GU, MP). 

U.S.A. (GU, MP). 

U.S.A. (PR). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (TN). 

U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (OR, WA), Can
ada (BC). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (AZ). 
U.S.A. (MN, IA, SD, ND, 

IL), Canada. 
U.S.A. (IA, IL, IN, MI, 

MN, ND, SD, WI), 
Canada (MB). 

U.S.A. (CO). 
U.S.A. (MT). 

U.S.A. (UT). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

ARACHNIDS 

C* ........... 8 ............. R2 .......... Cicurina wartoni ............. Dictynidae ...................... Meshweaver, Warton’s 
cave. 

U.S.A. (TX). 

CRUSTACEANS 

PE .......... 2 ............. R2 .......... Gammarus hyalleloides Gammaridae .................. Amphipod, diminutive .... U.S.A. (TX). 
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PE .......... ................ R2 .......... Gammarus pecos .......... Gammaridae .................. Amphipod, Pecos ........... U.S.A. (TX). 
C ............ 8 ............. R5 .......... Stygobromus kenki ........ Crangonyctidae .............. Amphipod, Kenk’s .......... U.S.A. (DC). 
C* ........... 5 ............. R1 .......... Metabetaeus lohena ...... Alpheidae ....................... Shrimp, anchialine pool U.S.A. (HI). 
C* ........... 5 ............. R1 .......... Palaemonella burnsi ...... Palaemonidae ................ Shrimp, anchialine pool U.S.A. (HI). 
C* ........... 5 ............. R1 .......... Procaris hawaiana ......... Procarididae ................... Shrimp, anchialine pool U.S.A. (HI). 
PE .......... 4 ............. R1 .......... Vetericaris chaceorum ... Procaridae ...................... Shrimp, anchialine pool U.S.A. (HI). 

FLOWERING PLANTS 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 
C ............ 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 

PE .......... 

PE .......... 
PE .......... 

PE .......... 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 

C* ........... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 

PE .......... 

C* ........... 

PE .......... 

C* ........... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 

11 ........... 

8 ............. 
8 ............. 
11 ........... 
3 ............. 

2 ............. 
3 ............. 

8 ............. 
8 ............. 
11 ........... 
2 ............. 
3 ............. 

3 ............. 

8 ............. 
................ 

3 ............. 

8 ............. 

8 ............. 
2 ............. 
2 ............. 

11 ........... 
2 ............. 
9 ............. 

12 ........... 

9 ............. 

6 ............. 

2 ............. 

8 ............. 

2 ............. 

5 ............. 
2 ............. 
................ 
................ 
2 ............. 
................ 
................ 
................ 
................ 
................ 
2 ............. 
................ 
................ 
2 ............. 
................ 

R8 

R4 
R4 
R4 
R1 

R6 
R1 

R6 
R6 
R6 
R1 
R1 

R1 

R1 
R1 

R1 

R6 

R4 
R1 
R1 

R8 
R1 
R4 

R4 

R4 

R8 

R4 

R2 

R4 

R4 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Abronia alpina ................ 

Agave eggersiana .......... 
Arabis georgiana ............ 
Argythamnia blodgettii ... 
Artemisia borealis var. 

wormskioldii. 
Astragalus anserinus ..... 
Astragalus cusickii var. 

packardiae. 
Astragalus microcymbus 
Astragalus schmolliae .... 
Astragalus tortipes ......... 
Bidens amplectens ........ 
Bidens campylotheca 

pentamera. 
Bidens campylotheca 

waihoiensis. 
Bidens conjuncta ........... 
Bidens hillenbrandiana 

hillebrandina. 
Bidens micrantha 

ctenophylla. 
Boechera (Arabis) pusilla 

Brickellia mosieri ............ 
Calamagrostis expansa 
Calamagrostis 

hillebrandii. 
Calochortus persistens .. 
Canavalia pubescens .... 
Chamaecrista lineata 

var. keyensis. 
Chamaesyce deltoidea 

pinetorum. 
Chamaesyce deltoidea 

serpyllum. 
Chorizanthe parryi var. 

fernandina. 
Chromolaena frustrata ... 

Cirsium wrightii .............. 

Consolea corallicola ....... 

Cordia rupicola ............... 
Cyanea asplenifolia ....... 
Cyanea duvalliorum ....... 
Cyanea horrida .............. 
Cyanea kunthiana .......... 
Cyanea magnicalyx ....... 
Cyanea maritae ............. 
Cyanea mauiensis ......... 
Cyanea marksii .............. 
Cyanea munroi .............. 
Cyanea obtusa ............... 
Cyanea profuga ............. 
Cyanea solanacea ......... 
Cyanea tritomantha ....... 
Cyrtandra ferripilosa ...... 

Nyctaginaceae ............... 

Agavaceae ..................... 
Brassicaceae ................. 
Euphorbiaceae ............... 
Asteraceae ..................... 

Fabaceae ....................... 
Fabaceae ....................... 

Fabaceae ....................... 
Fabaceae ....................... 
Fabaceae ....................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 

Asteraceae ..................... 

Asteraceae ..................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 

Asteraceae ..................... 

Brassicaceae ................. 

Asteraceae ..................... 
Poaceae ......................... 
Poaceae ......................... 

Liliaceae ......................... 
Fabaceae ....................... 
Fabaceae ....................... 

Euphorbiaceae ............... 

Euphorbiaceae ............... 

Polygonaceae ................ 

Asteraceae ..................... 

Asteraceae ..................... 

Cactaceae ...................... 

Boraginaceae ................. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 

Sand-verbena, 
Ramshaw Meadows. 

No common name ......... 
Rockcress, Georgia ....... 
Silverbush, Blodgett’s .... 
Wormwood, northern ..... 

Milkvetch, Goose Creek 
Milkvetch, Packard’s ...... 

Milkvetch, skiff ............... 
Milkvetch, Schmoll ......... 
Milkvetch, Sleeping Ute 
Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 
Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 

Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 

Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 
Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 

Ko‘oko‘olau .................... 

Rockcress, Fremont 
County or small. 

Brickell-bush, Florida ..... 
Reedgrass, Maui ............ 
Reedgrass, Hillebrand’s 

Mariposa lily, Siskiyou ... 
‘Awikiwiki ........................ 
Pea, Big Pine partridge 

Sandmat, pineland ......... 

Spurge, wedge ............... 

Spineflower, San Fer
nando Valley. 

Thoroughwort, Cape 
Sable. 

Thistle, Wright’s ............. 

Cactus, Florida sema
phore. 

No common name ......... 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
‘Aku ................................ 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (VI). 
U.S.A. (AL, GA). 
U.S.A. (FL). 
U.S.A. (OR, WA). 

U.S.A. (ID, NV, UT). 
U.S.A. (ID). 

U.S.A. (CO). 
U.S.A. (CO). 
U.S.A. (CO). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (WY). 

U.S.A. (FL). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (CA, OR). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (AZ, NM), Mex
ico. 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (PR), Anegada. 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
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TABLE 1—CANDIDATE NOTICE OF REVIEW (ANIMALS AND PLANTS)—Continued 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 


Status Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

Category Priority 

PE .......... 
PE .......... 

PE .......... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 

PE .......... 

PT .......... 

C* ........... 

C ............ 

C* ........... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
PT .......... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 
C ............ 

PE .......... 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C ............ 

PE .......... 

C* ........... 
PE .......... 
C* ........... 
C* ........... 
PE .......... 

PT .......... 
C* ........... 

PE .......... 
C ............ 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 
PE .......... 

2 ............. 
................ 

2 ............. 
................ 
3 ............. 

5 ............. 

5 ............. 

3 ............. 

2 ............. 

6 ............. 

5 ............. 

5 ............. 

8 ............. 
2 ............. 
11 ........... 
................ 
2 ............. 
8 ............. 
8 ............. 
5 ............. 
2 ............. 

5 ............. 
2 ............. 
2 ............. 
2 ............. 

5 ............. 
3 ............. 

5 ............. 
3 ............. 

2 ............. 

8 ............. 
5 ............. 
3 ............. 

3 ............. 

................ 

2 ............. 
2 ............. 
2 ............. 
2 ............. 
3 ............. 

2 ............. 
9 ............. 

2 ............. 
5 ............. 
2 ............. 
8 ............. 
................ 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R5 .......... 

R4 .......... 

R2 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R6 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R2 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R8 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 
R2 .......... 

R8 .......... 
R1 .......... 

R4 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R2 .......... 

R6 .......... 
R4 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R8 .......... 

R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R2 .......... 

R6 .......... 
R6 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R8 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 

Cyrtandra filipes ............. 
Cyrtandra 

nanawaleensis. 
Cyrtandra oxybapha ...... 
Cyrtandra wagneri ......... 
Dalea carthagenensis 

var. floridana. 
Dichanthelium hirstii ....... 

Digitaria pauciflora ......... 

Echinomastus 
erectocentrus var. 
acunensis. 

Eriogonum codium ......... 

Eriogonum corymbosum 
var. nilesii. 

Eriogonum diatomaceum 

Eriogonum kelloggii ....... 

Eriogonum soredium ...... 
Festuca hawaiiensis ...... 
Festuca ligulata .............. 
Festuca molokaiensis .... 
Gardenia remyi .............. 
Geranium hanaense ...... 
Geranium hillebrandii ..... 
Gonocalyx concolor ....... 
Harrisia aboriginum ........ 

Hazardia orcuttii ............. 
Hedyotis fluviatilis .......... 
Helianthus verticillatus ... 
Hibiscus dasycalyx ........ 

Ivesia webberi ................ 
Joinvillea ascendens 

ascendens. 
Leavenworthia crassa .... 
Leavenworthia exigua 

var. laciniata. 
Leavenworthia texana .... 

Lepidium ostleri .............. 
Linum arenicola ............. 
Linum carteri var. carteri 

Mimulus fremontii var. 
vandenbergensis. 

Mucuna sloanei var. 
persericea. 

Myrsine fosbergii ............ 
Myrsine vaccinioides ...... 
Nothocestrum latifolium 
Ochrosia haleakalae ...... 
Pediocactus 

peeblesianus var. 
fickeiseniae. 

Penstemon grahamii ...... 
Penstemon scariosus 

var. albifluvis. 
Peperomia subpetiolata 
Phacelia stellaris ............ 
Phyllostegia bracteata ... 
Phyllostegia floribunda ... 
Phyllostegia haliakalae .. 

Gesneriaceae ................. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 

Gesneriaceae ................. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 
Fabaceae ....................... 

Poaceae ......................... 

Poaceae ......................... 

Cactaceae ...................... 

Polygonaceae ................ 

Polygonaceae ................ 

Polygonaceae ................ 

Polygonaceae ................ 

Polygonaceae ................ 
Poaceae ......................... 
Poaceae ......................... 
Poaceae ......................... 
Rubiaceae ...................... 
Geraniaceae .................. 
Geraniaceae .................. 
Ericaceae ....................... 
Cactaceae ...................... 

Asteraceae ..................... 
Rubiaceae ...................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 
Malvaceae ...................... 

Rosaceae ....................... 
Joinvilleaceae ................ 

Brassicaceae ................. 
Brassicaceae ................. 

Brassicaceae ................. 

Brassicaceae ................. 
Linaceae ........................ 
Linaceae ........................ 

Phrymaceae ................... 

Fabaceae ....................... 

Myrsinaceae ................... 
Myrsinaceae ................... 
Solanaceae .................... 
Apocynaceae ................. 
Cactaceae ...................... 

Scrophulariaceae ........... 
Scrophulariaceae ........... 

Piperaceae ..................... 
Hydrophyllaceae ............ 
Lamiaceae ..................... 
Lamiaceae ..................... 
Lamiaceae ..................... 

Ha‘iwale ......................... 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 

Ha‘iwale ......................... 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 
Prairie-clover, Florida ..... 

Panic grass, Hirst Broth
ers’. 

Crabgrass, Florida pine-
land. 

Cactus, Acuna ............... 

Buckwheat, Umtanum 
Desert. 

Buckwheat, Las Vegas .. 

Buckwheat, Churchill 
Narrows. 

Buckwheat, Red Moun
tain. 

Buckwheat, Frisco ......... 
No common name ......... 
Fescue, Guadalupe ....... 
No common name ......... 
Nanu .............................. 
Nohoanu ........................ 
Nohoanu ........................ 
No common name ......... 
Pricklyapple, aboriginal 

(shellmound 
applecactus). 

Orcutt’s hazardia ............ 
Kampua‘a ....................... 
Sunflower, whorled ........ 
Rose-mallow, Neches 

River. 
Ivesia, Webber ............... 
‘Ohe ............................... 

Gladecress, unnamed .... 
Gladecress, Kentucky .... 

Gladecress, Texas gold
en. 

Peppergrass, Ostler’s .... 
Flax, sand ...................... 
Flax, Carter’s small-flow

ered. 
Monkeyflower, Vanden

berg. 
Sea bean ....................... 

Kolea .............................. 
Kolea .............................. 
‘Aiea ............................... 
Holei ............................... 
Cactus, Fickeisen plains 

Beardtongue, Graham’s 
Beardtongue, White 

River. 
‘Ala ‘ala wai nui .............. 
Phacelia, Brand’s ........... 
No common name ......... 
No common name ......... 
No common name ......... 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (DE, GA, NC, 
NJ). 

U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (AZ), Mexico. 

U.S.A. (WA). 

U.S.A. (NV). 

U.S.A (NV). 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (UT). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (TX), Mexico. 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (PR). 
U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (CA), Mexico. 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (AL, GA, TN). 
U.S.A. (TX). 

U.S.A. (CA, NV). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (AL). 
U.S.A. (KY). 

U.S.A. (TX). 

U.S.A. (UT). 
U.S.A. (FL). 
U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (AZ). 

U.S.A. (CO, UT). 
U.S.A. (CO, UT). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (CA), Mexico. 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
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TABLE 1—CANDIDATE NOTICE OF REVIEW (ANIMALS AND PLANTS)—Continued 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 


Status 

Category Priority 

Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

PE .......... ................ 
PT .......... 9 ............. 

C* ........... 8 ............. 
C* ........... 2 ............. 

PE .......... ................ 
PE .......... ................ 
C* ........... 8 ............. 

PE .......... 2 ............. 
PE .......... 2 ............. 
C* ........... 11 ........... 

PE .......... ................ 
C* ........... 3 ............. 

C* ........... 2 ............. 
C* ........... 2 ............. 
C* ........... 8 ............. 
PE .......... ................ 

PE .......... ................ 
PE .......... ................ 
PE .......... ................ 
C* ........... 2 ............. 
PE .......... 2 ............. 
C* ........... 5 ............. 

C* ........... 2 ............. 
C ............ 12 ........... 

C* ........... 2 ............. 
C* ........... 8 ............. 
C* ........... 8 ............. 
PE .......... 2 ............. 
PE .......... 2 ............. 
PE .......... ................ 
C ............ 8 ............. 
C* ........... 8 ............. 

C* ........... 8 ............. 
PE .......... ................ 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 

R4 .......... 
R6 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R8 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R8 .......... 
R1 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R8 .......... 

R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R4 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R4 .......... 
R2 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R1 .......... 
R2 .......... 
R4 .......... 

R6 .......... 
R1 .......... 

Phyllostegia pilosa ......... 
Physaria douglasii 

tuplashensis. 
Physaria globosa ........... 
Pinus albicaulis .............. 

Pittosporum halophilum 
Pittosporum hawaiiense 
Platanthera integrilabia .. 

Platydesma remyi .......... 
Pleomele fernaldii .......... 
Potentilla basaltica ......... 

Pritchardia lanigera ........ 
Pseudognaphalium (= 

Gnaphalium) 
sandwicensium var. 
molokaiense. 

Ranunculus hawaiensis 
Ranunculus mauiensis ... 
Rorippa subumbellata .... 
Schiedea diffusa 

macraei. 
Schiedea hawaiiensis .... 
Schiedea jacobii ............. 
Schiedea laui ................. 
Schiedea pubescens ..... 
Schiedea salicaria .......... 
Sedum eastwoodiae ...... 

Sicyos macrophyllus ...... 
Sideroxylon reclinatum 

austrofloridense. 
Solanum conocarpum .... 
Solanum nelsonii ........... 
Solidago plumosa .......... 
Sphaeralcea gierischii .... 
Stenogyne cranwelliae ... 
Stenogyne kauaulaensis 
Streptanthus bracteatus 
Symphyotrichum 

georgianum. 
Trifolium friscanum ........ 
Wikstroemia villosa ........ 

Lamiaceae ..................... 
Brassicaceae ................. 

Brassicaceae ................. 
Pinaceae ........................ 

Pittosporaceae ............... 
Pittosporaceae ............... 
Orchidaceae ................... 

Rutaceae ........................ 
Agavaceae ..................... 
Rosaceae ....................... 

Arecaceae ...................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 

Ranunculaceae .............. 
Ranunculaceae .............. 
Brassicaceae ................. 
Caryophyllaceae ............ 

Caryophyllaceae ............ 
Caryophyllaceae ............ 
Caryophyllaceae ............ 
Caryophyllaceae ............ 
Caryophyllaceae ............ 
Crassulaceae ................. 

Cucurbitaceae ................ 
Sapotaceae .................... 

Solanaceae .................... 
Solanaceae .................... 
Asteraceae ..................... 
Malvaceae ...................... 
Lamiaceae ..................... 
Lamiaceae ..................... 
Brassicaceae ................. 
Asteraceae ..................... 

Fabaceae ....................... 
Thymelaeaceae ............. 

No common name ......... 
Bladderpod, White Bluffs 

Bladderpod, Short’s ....... 
Pine, whitebark .............. 

Hoawa ............................ 
Hoawa ............................ 
Orchid, white fringeless 

No common name ......... 
Hala pepe ...................... 
Cinquefoil, Soldier 

Meadow. 
Loulu .............................. 
‘Ena‘ena ......................... 

Makou ............................ 
Makou ............................ 
Cress, Tahoe yellow ...... 
No common name ......... 

No common name ......... 
No common name ......... 
No common name ......... 
Ma‘oli‘oli ......................... 
No common name ......... 
Stonecrop, Red Moun

tain. 
‘Anunu ............................ 
Bully, Everglades ........... 

Bacora, marron .............. 
Popolo ............................ 
Goldenrod, Yadkin River 
Mallow, Gierisch ............ 
No common name ......... 
No common name ......... 
Twistflower, bracted ....... 
Aster, Georgia ................ 

Clover, Frisco ................. 
Akia ................................ 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (WA). 

U.S.A. (IN, KY, TN). 
U.S.A. (CA, ID, MT, NV, 

OR, WA, WY), Can
ada (AB, BC). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (AL, GA, KY, MS, 

NC, SC, TN, VA). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (NV). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (CA, NV). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (FL). 

U.S.A. (PR). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (NC). 
U.S.A. (AZ, UT). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (TX). 
U.S.A. (AL, FL, GA, NC, 

SC). 
U.S.A. (UT). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

FERNS AND ALLIES 

C* ........... 
C* ........... 

C* ........... 

C ............ 

8 ............. 
2 ............. 

3 ............. 

3 ............. 

R1 
R1 

R1 

R4 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Cyclosorus boydiae ....... 
Huperzia (= 

Phlegmariurus) 
stemmermanniae. 

Microlepia strigosa var. 
mauiensis (= 
Microlepia mauiensis). 

Trichomanes punctatum 
floridanum. 

Thelypteridaceae ........... 
Lycopodiaceae ............... 

Dennstaedtiaceae .......... 

Hymenophyllaceae ........ 

No common name ......... 
Wawae‘iole ..................... 

Palapalai ........................ 

Florida bristle fern .......... 

U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (FL). 
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TABLE 2—ANIMALS AND PLANTS FORMERLY CANDIDATES OR FORMERLY PROPOSED FOR LISTING 

[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 

Status Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

Code Expl. 

REPTILES 

Rp .......... U ............ R2 .......... Sceloporus arenicolus ... Iguanidae ....................... Lizard, sand dune .......... U.S.A. (TX, NM). 

AMPHIBIANS 

E 

E 

............ 

............ 

L ............. 

L ............. 

R3 .......... 

R4 .......... 

Cryptobranchus 
alleganiensis bishopi. 

Eleutherodactylus 
juanariveroi. 

Crytobranchidae ............. 

Leptodactylidae .............. 

Hellbender, Ozark .......... 

Coqui, Llanero ............... 

U.S.A. (AR, MO). 

U.S.A. (PR). 

CLAMS 

E ............
 L .............
 R4 ..........
 Villosa choctawensis ......
 Unionidae .......................
 Bean, Choctaw ..............
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 
E ............ L .............
 R3 ..........
 Villosa fabalis .................
 Unionidae .......................
 Bean, rayed ...................
 U.S.A. (IL, IN, KY, MI, 

NY, OH, TN, PA, VA, 
WV), Canada (ON). 

E ............
 L .............
 R4 ..........
 Fusconaia rotulata .........
 Unionidae .......................
 Ebonyshell, round ..........
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 
E ............ L .............
 R4 ..........
 Ptychobranchus jonesi ... Unionidae .......................
 Kidneyshell, southern .... U.S.A. (AL, FL). 
E ............ L .............
 R3 ..........
 Plethobasus cyphyus ..... Unionidae .......................
 Mussel, sheepnose ........
 U.S.A. (AL, IA, IL, IN, 

KY, MN, MO, MS, OH, 
PA, TN, VA, WI, WV). 

E ............
 L .............
 R4 ..........
 Margaritifera marrianae
 Margaritiferidae ..............
 Pearlshell, Alabama .......
 U.S.A. (AL). 
T ............. L .............
 R4 ..........
 Pleurobema strodeanum Unionidae .......................
 Pigtoe, fuzzy ..................
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 
T ............. L .............
 R4 ..........
 Fusconaia escambia ...... Unionidae .......................
 Pigtoe, narrow ................
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 
T ............. L .............
 R4 ..........
 Fusconaia (= Unionidae .......................
 Pigtoe, tapered ..............
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 

Quincuncina) burkei. 
T ............. 5 .............
 R4 ..........
 Hamiota (= Lampsilis) Unionidae .......................
 Sandshell, southern .......
 U.S.A. (AL, FL). 

australis. 
E ............ L .............
 R3 ..........
 Epioblasma triquetra ...... Unionidae .......................
 Snuffbox .........................
 U.S.A. (IN, MI, NY, OH, 

PA, WV), Canada 
(ON). 

E ............
 L .............
 R3 ..........
 Cumberlandia Margaritiferidae ..............
 Spectaclecase ................
 U.S.A. (AL, AR, IA, IN, 
monodonta. IL, KS, KY, MO, MN, 

NE, OH, TN, VA, WI, 
WV). 

E ............
 L .............
 R4 ..........
 Elliptio spinosa ...............
 Unionidae .......................
 Spinymussel, Altamaha U.S.A. (GA). 

SNAILS 

E ............ 

E ............ 
Rc .......... 

E ............ 

L ............. 

L ............. 
U ............ 

L ............. 

R2 

R2 
R8 

R2 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Pyrgulopsis bernardina .. 

Pyrgulopsis chupaderae 
Pyrgulopsis notidicola .... 

Pyrgulopsis trivialis ........ 

Hydrobiidae .................... 

Hydrobiidae .................... 
Hydrobiidae .................... 

Hydrobiidae .................... 

Springsnail, San 
Bernardino. 

Springsnail, Chupadera 
Springsnail, elongate 

mud meadows. 
Springsnail, Three Forks 

U.S.A. (AZ), Mexico (So
nora). 

U.S.A. (NM). 
U.S.A. (NV). 

U.S.A. (AZ). 

INSECTS 

E ............ 

E ............ 

E ............ 

Rc .......... 

L ............. 

L ............. 

L ............. 

U ............ 

R1 

R1 

R1 

R1 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Megalagrion 
nigrohamatum 
nigrolineatum. 

Megalagrion leptodemas 

Megalagrion oceanicum 

Polites mardon ............... 

Coenagrionidae .............. 

Coenagrionidae .............. 

Coenagrionidae .............. 

Hesperiidae .................... 

Damselfly, blackline Ha
waiian. 

Damselfly, crimson Ha
waiian. 

Damselfly, oceanic Ha
waiian. 

Skipper, Mardon ............ 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (HI). 

U.S.A. (CA, OR, WA). 

FLOWERING PLANTS 

E ............ 

Rc .......... 
E ............ 
E ............ 
E ............ 
E ............ 
E ............ 
E ............ 

L ............. 

U ............ 
L ............. 
L ............. 
L ............. 
L ............. 
L ............. 
L ............. 

R8 

R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 
R1 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

.......... 

Arctostaphylos 
franciscana. 

Castilleja christii ............. 
Cyanea calycina ............ 
Cyanea lanceolata ......... 
Cyanea purpurellifolia .... 
Cyrtandra gracilis ........... 
Cyrtandra kaulantha ...... 
Cyrtandra sessilis .......... 

Ericaceae ....................... 

Scrophulariaceae ........... 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Campanulaceae ............. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 
Gesneriaceae ................. 

Manzanita, Franciscan ... 

Paintbrush, Christ’s ........ 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Haha .............................. 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 
Ha‘iwale ......................... 

U.S.A. (CA). 

U.S.A. (ID). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
U.S.A. (HI). 
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TABLE 2—ANIMALS AND PLANTS FORMERLY CANDIDATES OR FORMERLY PROPOSED FOR LISTING—Continued 
[Note: See end of SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for an explanation of symbols used in this table.] 

Status 

Code Expl. 

Lead 
region Scientific name Family Common name Historical range 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Cyrtandra waiolani ......... Gesneriaceae ................. Ha‘iwale ......................... U.S.A. (HI). 
Rc .......... A ............ R2 .......... Erigeron lemmonii .......... Asteraceae ..................... Fleabane, Lemmon ........ U.S.A. (AZ). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Korthalsella degeneri ..... Viscaceae ...................... Hulumoa ......................... U.S.A. (HI). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Melicope 

christophersenii. 
Rutaceae ........................ Alani ............................... U.S.A. (HI). 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Melicope hiiakae ............ Rutaceae ........................ Alani ............................... U.S.A. (HI). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Melicope makahae ......... Rutaceae ........................ Alani ............................... U.S.A. (HI). 
Rc .......... A ............ R5 .......... Narthecium americanum Liliaceae ......................... Asphodel, bog ................ U.S.A. (DE, NC, NJ, NY, 

SC). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Platydesma cornuta var. 

cornuta. 
Rutaceae ........................ No common name ......... U.S.A. (HI). 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Platydesma cornuta var. 
decurrens. 

Rutaceae ........................ No common name ......... U.S.A. (HI). 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Pleomele forbesii ........... Agavaceae ..................... Hala pepe ...................... U.S.A. (HI). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Psychotria hexandra 

oahuensis. 
Rubiaceae ...................... Kopiko ............................ U.S.A. (HI). 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Pteralyxia macrocarpa ... Apocynaceae ................. Kaulu .............................. U.S.A. (HI). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Tetraplasandra lydgatei Araliaceae ...................... No common name ......... U.S.A. (HI). 
E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Zanthoxylum oahuense Rutaceae ........................ A‘e .................................. U.S.A. (HI). 

FERNS AND ALLIES 

E ............ L ............. R1 .......... Doryopteris takeuchii ..... Pteridaceae .................... No common name ......... U.S.A. (HI). 

[FR Doc. 2012–28050 Filed 11–20–12; 8:45 am] 
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