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Subject: ARD brief presentation
Date: Tuesday, January 9, 2018 11:46:30 AM
Attachments: Farallones Restoration Project_R8 ARD brief_2018-01-11_DRAFT2.pptx

Anne, Chris and Doug,
Attached is a revised presentation for your review. I made changes based on suggestions as
well as some other edits/additions I thought might be useful. I'd suggest viewing in Slide
Show so you can see the animations. May be a bit long so let me know if you'd like it cut
down a bit. 

-- 
Gerry

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Gerry McChesney
Manager, Farallon Islands National Wildlife Refuge and
Common Murre Restoration Project
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge Complex
1 Marshlands Road
Fremont, CA 94555
Phone: 510-792-0222, ext. 222, cell: 510-435-9151
Email: Gerry_McChesney@fws.gov
https://www.fws.gov/refuge/farallon_islands/
http://www.fws.gov/sfbayrefuges/murre/murrehome.htm
Follow us on Facebook!
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Meeting Goals

Presentation on Farallon Islands house mouse eradication NEPA process

Discuss selection of preferred alternative













Partnership Project

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region 

   - San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge Complex

   - San Francisco Bay-Delta Fish and Wildlife Office

   - Planning

DOI NRDAR Restoration Support Unit

Point Blue Conservation Science









DOI Office of the Solicitor (Pacific Southwest Region)















Brief explanation of partner roles.

Island Conservation prevents extinctions by removing invasive species from islands.
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Location of the South Farallon Islands, California



Approx. 30 miles west of San Francisco
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120 acres (49 ha)

350 feet high (113 m)

Rugged

Some islands are designated wilderness



South Farallon Islands

(Farallon Islands NWR)
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~350,000 Breeding Seabirds

13 Species













Brandt’s Cormorant

Ashy Storm-Petrel

Western Gull

Common Murre

Pigeon Guillemot

Tufted Puffin

Cassin’s Auklet

Rhinoceros Auklet

South Farallon Islands

















- Refuge supports the largest seabird colony in the contiguous U.S., with nearly 350,000 breeding birds of 13 species (200,000 on South Farallones);

World’s largest colonies of Ashy Storm-Petrel, Brandt’s Cormorant, and Western Gull.

Yet the numbers of breeding seabirds are only ~1/3 or so of what they were before human impacts, The breeding seabirds formerly numbered over 1 million! 

- Extensive data collection on the islands’ seabird community since the early 1970s has made the Farallones one of the foremost natural laboratories for monitoring changes in the North Pacific Ocean ecosystem.
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Five Species of Pinnipeds

~3,000 – 6,000 Animals

California Sea Lion

Steller Sea Lion

Northern Elephant Seal

Harbor Seal

Northern Fur Seal

South Farallon Islands

















-  Islands provide important breeding and resting habitat.

-  Pinnipeds were formerly decimated by seal hunters. 

-  Though recovery has occurred for some species such as the now abundant California sea lion, threatened Stellar sea lions are declining and Northern Fur Seals are just a fraction of historic numbers.
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Extensive Human History
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House Mouse Introduction
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Purpose Statement

The purpose of this project is to meet the Service’s management goal of eradicating invasive house mice (Mus musculus) from the South Farallon Islands in order to eliminate their negative impacts on the native ecosystem of the Farallon Islands National Wildlife Refuge while minimizing impacts to non-target resources.





















Background on the process that has been followed to date



Scoping phase – April to June 2011



More recently Alternative Selection process used to develop alternatives. Input from other agencies and the public taken into account during this process



Now in the last stages of preparing an EIS which we hope will be released in August
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Project History

2004: Feasibility report

2006: Began developing draft EA

2011: Decision to change from EA to EIS; EIS scoping

2011-12: Alternatives Selection Process

2013: Draft EIS released for public comment

Late 2016-present: Drafting FEIS

















Background on the process that has been followed to date



Scoping phase – April to June 2011



More recently Alternative Selection process used to develop alternatives. Input from other agencies and the public taken into account during this process



Now in the last stages of preparing an EIS which we hope will be released in August
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Project Communications

2 Public Scoping Mtgs: EA (2008) and EIS (2011)

Interagency scoping mtg (2011)

Public Comment Mtg Draft EIS (2013)

Periodic Inter-Agency Briefings 

Refuge Media Tour (2011): (NY Times, SF Chronicle, NBC-TV Bay Area, etc.) 

Notification of Bay Area elected officials on Draft EIS

Presentation in 2013 to Greater Farallones National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Council

Multiple media interviews by Refuge Complex staff and project partners

















Background on the process that has been followed to date



Scoping phase – April to June 2011



More recently Alternative Selection process used to develop alternatives. Input from other agencies and the public taken into account during this process



Now in the last stages of preparing an EIS which we hope will be released in August
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Island Extinctions

68-94% of historic bird, mammal, reptile & plant extinctions are on islands;

55-67% of island extinctions are due to invasive species introductions;

Invasive rodents cause ~2/3 of all bird & reptile extinctions on islands.



















Background on the process that has been followed to date



Scoping phase – April to June 2011



More recently Alternative Selection process used to develop alternatives. Input from other agencies and the public taken into account during this process



Now in the last stages of preparing an EIS which we hope will be released in August
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Benefits to Farallon Islands Biodiversity

























Ashy Storm-Petrel: 50% of world population at Farallones. Species of FWS Management concern, CA Species of Special Concern.
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Small world population

~ 50% breed on Farallon Islands

USFWS Species of Management  Concern

California Species of Special Concern

IUCN Red-listed

Ashy Storm-Petrel
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Burrowing Owl



Indirect Impacts of Mice to Storm-Petrels:

Hyperpredation

Ashy Storm-Petrel





Adult

Feather pile















Relationship of Mouse and Owl 

Abundance with Storm-Petrel Predation




























Relationship of Mouse and Owl 

Abundance with Storm-Petrel Predation
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Relationship of Mouse and Owl 

Abundance with Storm-Petrel Predation


















Result: Hundreds of storm-petrels killed per year by burrowing owls.
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Ashy Storm-Petrel Trends With and Without Owl Reduction

Pt. Blue Conservation Science (in prep.)







A) Observed Decline

B) Moderate Decline

C) Near Stable

80% reduction

50% reduction

No change

Owl Population Change:

Storm-petrel trend scenario:















Pt. Blue modelled ASSP population change based on potential changes in burrowing owl numbers and three storm-petrel population trend scenarios. 

Under all scenarios, no reduction in owl numbers leads to decline in ASSP population.

50% reduction results in slightly declining (observed decline scenario) to increasing (near stable scenario).

80% owl reduction results in stable (observed decline scenario) to increasing (moderate decline and near stable scenarios).

Take home: Even 50% reduction in owls has benefits to storm-petrels. 
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 Deliver a highly palatable lethal bait to all potential  rodent territories

 Time when rodent population is food-stressed; 	ideally during non-reproductive period 

 Minimize non-target exposure risks

Rodenticides are the only tool proven to successfully eradicate rodents from islands







Principles of Rodent Eradication
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49 possible methods examined:



6 Non-rodenticide methods



15 Rodenticides  
(most with multiple delivery methods)

Aerial broadcast

Hand broadcast

Bait Stations





All reasonable potential alternatives were considered in initial process.

EIS Alternatives Development Process
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Live-trapping

Snap-trapping

Introduced predators

Contraception

Disease

Genetically engineered mice





Non-Rodenticide Methods 

















Consistent with Service policies 


including protection of wildlife and habitats



Feasible to implement



Protect human safety



Minimum Operational Criteria

















Alternative A: 

No Action; allow mice to remain.

Alternative B:

Aerial broadcast of Brodifacoum-25D Conservation.

Alternative C: 

Aerial broadcast of Diphacinone-50 Conservation. 





(No preferred alternative)

Alternatives in Draft EIS

















Action Alternatives

Brodifacoum 25D 
Conservation

Highly potent

2 Applications

10-21 days between applications

Single feeding

Trace amounts in soil after 6 months

Diphacinone D50 
Conservation

Low to moderately potent

3 Applications 

7 days between applications

Multiple, continuous feedings

Undetectable in soil after 2 months





















CI-25

 FOR CONTROL OF RODENTS FOR CONSERVATION PURPOSES

For use by or in cooperation with the 

National Park Service.



FOR DISTRIBUTION AND USE ONLY WITHIN THE 

CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL PARK



 

ACTIVE INGREDIENT: 



Brodifacoum (3-[3-(4’-Bromo-[1,1’-biphenyl]-4-yl)-1,2,3,4-tetrahydro-1-napthalenyl] 4-hydroxy-2H-1-benzopyran-one)……………………………………………………..0.0025%

INERT INGREDIENTS:……………………………...99.9975%

                         TOTAL:……………………………..100.000%



Manufactured By:

Bell Laboratories

Madison, Wisconsin
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Accurate Distribution of Bait using 

Differential GPS



TrackMap GPS Guidance System:

Amount of bait spread over a measured area (kg/ha)



















29





Protection of Marine Environment

Precision bait placement (use deflector & skirt)

Bait pellets disintegrate quickly in water

Low rodenticide concentration (25 ppm)

Rapid dilution to below measurable levels
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Successful Eradications





 >600 successful rodent eradications worldwide (>80% success rate)

 5 eradications in U.S. (all rats): 


Anacapa Island (Channel Islands NP)

Midway Atoll NWR

Rat Island (Alaska Maritime NWR)

Palmyra Atoll NWR

Desecheo NWR

61 successful mouse eradications worldwide (70% success rate)















Acknowledge those in U.S. and on NWRs: e.g., Anacapa I. (NPS), Rat I. (Alaska), Palmyra Atoll, Desecheo Island (Puerto Rico – still waiting for confirmation of success)
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Compliance

Non-Target Species

Anti-rodenticide Groups:

Wildcare

Change.org

Bait Delivery

Challenges





















Federal

ESA: Sec. 7 consultation 



MMPA: IHA



NOAA: Sanctuary Manager's Permit



CZMA: Consistency Determination



NHPA: Sec. 106 consultation



MBTA: Special Permit



FWS: Pesticide Use Permit



WA: Minimum Requirements Analysis



CWA: NPDES Permit



NMFS: Essential Fish Habitat

State

CA Pesticide Applicator License



Cal ASBS: Discharge Permit



CDFW: Special Closure permit



CDFW: Collection permits



CDFW: Marine Take permits











Required Permits













Permits required in addition to NEPA
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Project Feasibility and Non-target Risk Trial

Alternatives Selection Process

Bait Degradation Trial

Gull Hazing Trial

Western Gull Risk Assessment

Western Gull Population Viability Analysis

Impacts of Mice and Burrowing Owls on Ashy Storm-Petrels

Farallon House Mouse Diet

Farallon burrowing owl diet

Wilderness Act Minimum Requirements Analysis

Impacts of Rodenticides to Arboreal Salamanders

Decision Support Tools

















Studies were peer reviewed.
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Gull hazing

Seasonal timing

Capture birds of prey

Capture salamanders

Carcass removal

Mitigation

Precision bait application 

(marine environment)

Monitoring and contingency

plans

















Eradication proposed to be undertaken in the fall when most seabird species not present, pinnipeds not breeding and mice are hungry.



A number of western gulls will still be present on the islands.



A lot of time and energy invested in quantifying the risk to Western gulls and potential means for mitigating this risk. Comprehensive hazing trial undertaken in 2012 provides confidence that the risk to western gulls can be effectively mitigated. Some gulls still likely to be killed but numbers below the threshold that might have any long term impact on the population.



Translocation – burrowing owls, hawks, corvids



Captive management – Falcon, salamanders
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Summary of DEIS Public Comments

553 correspondences received

212 PETA call to action letters (duplicated)

Wildcare petition – ca. 500 signatures

Change.org – 88 signatures (thousands more signatures since)





















Reviewed and addressed recent literature

Adding section on how lessons learned addressed

Revising bait application plans

Addition of contingency plans

Revising analyses of sublethal effects of rodenticides

Revising economic analyses for tour boats

Revising sections on potential impacts to fisheries

Adding information on salamander toxicology study

Revised section on implementation monitoring

Major Changes for FEIS

















 Alternative B: Aerial broadcast of Brodifacoum-25D Conservation:

Mouse impacts on the South Farallon Islands need to be eliminated

Alternative C: Diphacinone, while less toxic with lower risk to non-targets, has a high risk of eradication failure because of its demonstrated lack of palatability to mice

Proposed mitigation measures are expected to reduce impacts to non-targets from brodificoum to acceptable levels

Potentially only one endangered species on the islands (black abalone); low risk of non-target take



Core Team Recommendation for Preferred Alternative



















Next Steps

Select Preferred Alternative  (now)

Finalize EIS (mid-2018)

Issue Record of Decision (by late 2018)

*Communications (public, agency support)

*Acquire Necessary Permits (late 2018-2019)

*Acquire Funding for implementation (if action alternative selected; 2018-2019)





* Assumes an action alternative is selected.















Thank you!

















Acknowledge those in U.S. and on NWRs: e.g., Anacapa I. (NPS), Rat I. (Alaska), Palmyra Atoll, Desecheo Island (Puerto Rico – still waiting for confirmation of success)
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Summary of Public Comments

DEIS lacks objectivity  (contractor is biased)

DEIS does not describe lessons learned from previous projects

Rodenticide could persist in the island ecosystem for long-term

The risk to the environment was not properly evaluated

Threats to gulls have not been properly evaluated

Gull hazing effectiveness is overestimated

Economic impacts were not properly evaluated





















Summary of Public Comments (con’t)

Social impacts were not properly evaluated

The bait application plan is not appropriate (supplemental label needed)

DEIS needs detailed monitoring and mitigation plans

Anticipated effects rely on predicted outcomes

Sublethal effects were not properly evaluated

Mouse removal is not a guarantee that impacts to petrels will decrease

Do not use rodenticide to remove invasive mice























Funding: Implementation & Monitoring

Implementation: ~$1.5 million

Possible sources

NRDAR funds: $173,000 

FWS Large Invasives Fund: $1 million

????: ~$330,000



Post-eradication monitoring: ~$340,000
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