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Gerry,
 
A draft of the alt selection process.  Also a PDF that shows a matrix comparing the selected action
alternatives and some env issues for Palmyra as an example.
 
If you want to forward to Barbara for comment/ review please do.  Maybe we can review while on
the phone today to speed things up,
 
Brad
 
Bradford S. Keitt
Director of Conservation
Island Conservation
100 Shaffer Road  LML
University of California
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
831.359.4787 ext. 107 office
831.459.1476 fax
831.420.7115 cell
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Prepared by Jacob Sheppard for Island Conservation, 7/13/11



Objectives

1. Collaboratively identify a set of reasonable alternatives to meet the Purpose & Need for the proposed action

2. Systematically justify each alternative to be considered, according to a set of agreed-upon environmental and operational issues

3. Systematically justify the dismissal of additional alternatives from further consideration

4. Set the groundwork for any future decisions with respect to alternatives to be considered

5. Fully document the alternatives development process



Process Summary

1. Consensus on Purpose Statement

· The Purpose Statement serves to focus the scope of alternatives to be considered

· The Purpose Statement will be set beforehand by core project partners, with relevant FWS staff ultimately responsible for its approval



2. Identify the important general environmental issues on the Farallones, as identified during scoping

· Review environmental issues (independent of specific operational tools) from recent EIS scoping process

· Compare against environmental issues identified & analyzed during previous EA development

· Workshop participant suggestions for additional issues to be brought forward

· Identify the environmental issues that should “drive” alternatives development, and record these issues as column headings in a matrix



3. Identify a full operational toolkit

· Brainstorm all available or potentially available eradication tools, and record each tool as a row heading in the matrix. Tool examples include:

· Rodenticides – sub-elements including:

· Rodenticide types available

· Bait formulation (inert ingredients, physical characteristics)

· Bait delivery methods

· Trapping

· Disease

· Sterilization

· Predator introduction

· Features common to all alternatives, e.g. biosecurity (preventing future introductions)

· Incorporate comments & suggestions from recent EIS scoping process into operational tool list



4. Identify specific environmental issues that may arise from each operational tool, and record these issues as column subheadings in the matrix

· Use general environmental issues to structure the identification of specific issues, e.g.:

· General environmental issue: Seabird breeding habitat

· Specific environmental issue: Trampling seabird burrows (relevant to all operational tools that require extensive travel across island surface)



5. Identify the important operational considerations for the project in general, and record these considerations as column headings in the matrix

· Considerations may include:

· Efficacy (of eradication, risk reduction, etc.)

· Availability of technique

· Regulatory status

· Need for additional research

· Cost

· Operational safety



6. Analyze all operational tools according to their effects on the environmental issues and operational considerations, and record the analysis in the matrix

· Environmental issues:

· To what extent is the tool likely to lead to negative impacts?

· To what extent is the tool likely to reduce negative impacts relative to other tools and/or other project elements?

· Can these impacts be addressed through mitigation actions? If so, record these mitigation actions as additional “operational tools” in the matrix

· Critical operational issues may include:

· Efficacy

· Cost

· Other issues identified

· Review & discuss the basic necessary parameters for an operational tool to warrant further consideration

· An example of basic alternative parameters:

· Bounded in scope by the Purpose & Need, as determined beforehand by core project partners

· “Reasonable”

· High likelihood of success

· Acceptably low environmental risk

· Can be implemented using techniques and funding currently available or procurable in the immediate future

· NOTE: The analysis process above should be iterative, i.e. the basic parameters for full consideration of the operational tools should arise from discussion of each operational tool in turn, but even early discussion of each operational tool will likely include initial assumptions about the basic parameters. Regardless of the order, it is important that operational tools not be dismissed until the basic parameters have been agreed upon.



7. First-pass dismissal of operational tools that do not fit w/in alternative parameters

· Does the tool meet the Purpose & Need?

· Determine the relative importance of each operational issue identified in determining whether an alternative is “reasonable”

· Dismiss operational tools that do not meet the necessary parameters for alternatives to be considered, and record these decisions in the matrix



8. Create & record alternatives

· Create full list of all realistic permutations of the remaining operational tools

· Include mitigation actions identified for specific tools where appropriate

· Identify environmental & operational “trade-offs” for each alternative

· Choose a reasonable subset of alternatives that best addresses these trade-offs

· Alternatives should have easily identifiable differences

· Where trade-offs have been identified (e.g. a higher likelihood of success, but also a higher risk of non-target impacts), alternatives should explore different ways to approach this trade-off

· Create a matrix, based on the matrix of operational tools, that illustrates the effects of each alternative on the environmental issues and operational considerations



Products

1. Lists of important general and tool-specific environmental issues, identification of “driving issues”

2. List of all known tools for meeting the Purpose & Need

3. List of important operational considerations

4. Matrix or matrices showing:

a. Impact of each operational tool with respect to driving environmental issues

b. Impact of each operational tool with respect to operational considerations

5. List of all realistic permutations of project elements into full alternatives

6. Working list of alternatives that best address the trade-offs identified

7. Matrix showing:

a. Impact of each alternative with respect to driving environmental issues (trade-offs)

b. Impact of each alternative with respect to operational considerations (trade-offs)




First-pass Alternatives comparison: Environmental issues 
 Shorebirds Plant 


invasion 
UXO Sooty terns Toxin 


persistence 
WWII 


artifacts 
Total “+” Total   “-“ 


Aerial + 
diphacinone 


+ ++ ++ - + ++ 8 1 


Aerial + 
brodifacoum + 
captive holding 


+ ++ ++ - -- ++ 7 3 


Aerial + 
brodifacoum 


-- ++ ++ - -- ++ 6 5 


Bait stations + 
diphacinone 


++ -- -- -- ++ -- 4 8 


Bait stations + 
brodifacoum 


+ -- -- -- ++ -- 3 8 


++ Alternative would likely address issue 
+ Alternative would likely partially address issue 
- Alternative would likely not address issue 
-- Alternative would likely exacerbate issue 
  






