From: Gabrielle Feldman

To: Gerry_McChesney@fws.gov

Cc: Dan Grout

Subject: Alternatives Development Process for the Mouse EIS
Date: 08/19/2011 03:42 PM

Attachments: Environmental Concerns Matrix 8-19-11.xlsx

Draft Alternatives Development Process Summary only 8-19-11.docx

Hi Gerry,

| wanted to follow up with you about your availability to meet with Dan and | next week to review
the alternatives development process. We had a very productive meeting with Russ and Melissa
from PRBO on Monday; and | have been working to make all of the revisions to the process since
then. | have attached the current version of the draft summary and the first two matrices (the
biological resources worksheets for short term negative impacts and long term positive impacts)

for you to review. Dan and | are available to meet with you in Fremont on Wednesday August 24th

or Friday August 26, Additionally, Dan wanted me to apologize for his absence this week; he had
a family emergency and had to return to Wisconsin. He is expecting to return on Monday and will
be available Wednesday in person or via conference call. Thank you and have a terrific weekend.

Gabrielle


mailto:gabrielle.feldman@islandconservation.org
mailto:Gerry_McChesney@fws.gov
mailto:dan.grout@islandconservation.org
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		Values (Negative Impacts):		0 = negligible				      1=low				2=medium						3=high								T= toxicant risk								D= disturbance risk										H= habitat alteration



		Product 5a						Biological Resources Worksheet (Short Term Negative Impacts)

		General Resource		Seabirds																																				Shorebirds						Raptors																														Vegetation												Marine Mammals																		Invertebrates																		Nearshore fish						Human Health and Safety						Salamanders





		Resource category		ASSP/ LESP						WEGU						surface nesters						 Cavity Nesters						CAAU						Other Gulls						All						BUOW						 PEFA						CORA						Others						Passerines						Native/Endemic						Introduced						Steller Sea Lions						Elephant Seals						Others						terrestrial						Cave Cricket						marine						All?						Island Personnel						F. AB

																																																																																																																																														Total Score



		Impact Type		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H

		Primary Delivery Method

		Rodenticide Aerial		1		0		0		3		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		3		1		0		2		1		0		3		1		0		3		1		0		3		1		0		3		1		0		2		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		37

		Rodenticide Bait Station

		Rodenticide Hand 

		Rodenticide Combined aerial and bait station

		Rodenticide Combined aerial and hand 

		Eradibait

		Snap Trap

		Live Trap

		Sterilization

		Disease

		Introduced predators

		No Action



		Tools and Methods

		Aerial Brodifacoum-25 

		Aerial/bait station Brodifacoum-25

		Aerial/hand Brodifacoum-25

		Aerial Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial/bait station Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial/hand Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial Bromethalin

		Aerial/bait station Bromethalin

		Aerial/hand Bromethalin

		Aerial Zinc phosphide

		Aerial/bait station Zinc Phosphide

		Aerial/hand Zinc Phosphide

		Aerial Cholecalciferol

		Aerial/bait station Cholecalciferol

		Aerial/hand Cholecalciferol

		Aerial Chlorophacinone

		Aerial/bait station Chlorophacinone

		Aerial/hand Chlorophacinone

		Aerial Diphacionone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial/bait station Diphacinone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial/hand Diphacinone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial Warfarin

		Aerial/bait station Warfarin

		Aerial/hand Warfarin

		Aerial Difethialone

		Aerial/bait station Difethialone

		Aerial/hand Difethialone

		Aerial Bromadiolone

		Aerial/bait station Bromadiolone

		Aerial/hand Bromadiolone
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		Values (Positive Impacts):		0 = negligible				      1=low				2=medium						3=high						T= toxicant risk				D= disturbance risk						H=Habitat alteration



		Product 5b						Biological Resources Worksheet (Long Term Positive Impacts)

		General Resource		Seabirds																																				Shorebirds						Raptors																														Vegetation												Marine Mammals																		Invertebrates																		Nearshore fish						Human Health and Safety						Salamanders





		Resource category		ASSP/ LESP						WEGU						surface nesters						 Cavity Nesters						CAAU						Other Gulls						All						BUOW						 PEFA						CORA						Others						Passerines						Native/Endemic						Introduced						Steller Sea Lions						Elephant Seals						Others						terrestrial						Cave Cricket						Marine						All						Island Personnel						F. AB

																																																																																																																																														Total Score



		Impact Type		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H		T		D		H

		Primary Delivery Method

		Rodenticide Aerial

		Rodenticide Bait Station

		Rodenticide Hand 

		Rodenticide Combined aerial and bait station

		Rodenticide Combined aerial and hand 

		Eradibait

		Snap Trap

		Live Trap

		Sterilization

		Disease

		Introduced predators

		No Action



		Tools and Methods

		Aerial Brodifacoum-25 

		Aerial/bait station Brodifacoum-25

		Aerial/hand Brodifacoum-25

		Aerial Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial/bait station Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial/hand Diphacinone-50 (Hacco)

		Aerial Bromethalin

		Aerial/bait station Bromethalin

		Aerial/hand Bromethalin

		Aerial Zinc phosphide

		Aerial/bait station Zinc Phosphide

		Aerial/hand Zinc Phosphide

		Aerial Cholecalciferol

		Aerial/bait station Cholecalciferol

		Aerial/hand Cholecalciferol

		Aerial Chlorophacinone

		Aerial/bait station Chlorophacinone

		Aerial/hand Chlorophacinone

		Aerial Diphacionone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial/bait station Diphacinone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial/hand Diphacinone (non-Hacco)

		Aerial Warfarin

		Aerial/bait station Warfarin

		Aerial/hand Warfarin

		Aerial Difethialone

		Aerial/bait station Difethialone

		Aerial/hand Difethialone

		Aerial Bromadiolone

		Aerial/bait station Bromadiolone

		Aerial/hand Bromadiolone
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Draft Alternatives Development Process 

For the Farallon Mouse Eradication DEIS 



Objectives



1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Identify a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the Purpose & Need for action based on input from internal/external scoping (and in conformance with 40 CFR 1502.14 & 43 CFR 46.415)



2. Rigorously explore and objectively assess each alternative to be considered according to a set of established Minimum Operational Criteria, Environmental Concerns, and Operational Considerations.

a. Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated (§1502.14(a)).

b. Use the NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize the adverse effects of these actions on the quality of the human environment (§1502(e)).

c. The range of alternatives discussed in EIS shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision-maker (§1505.1(e), §1502.2(e)).



3. Systematically accept or dismiss alternatives from further consideration for development in the DEIS based on whether they meet the Minimum Operational Criteria for success. 



4. Objectively assess the remaining alternatives to assist in deciding which alternatives will be developed as Action Alternatives in the Draft EIS for the Farallon Mouse Eradication Project.



5. Fully document the alternatives development process and the rationale used to select alternatives based on Environmental Concerns and Operational Considerations.



Process Summary



1. Identify the Minimum Operational Criteria for the Project (Product 1) 

A. The Minimum Operational Criteria identify the necessary characteristics that an alternative must have to be fully vetted in the Draft EIS.  



2. Purpose and Need Statement

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

The Purpose Statement has been defined by core project partners, with USFWS Refuge staff responsible for its approval

B. Receive input on the justification for the Purpose and Need Statement from cooperating agencies.  USFWS will consider whether to incorporate these into the selection process.

C. Purpose & Need = 



3. Compile a List of All Available Operational Tools and Methods (Product 2)

· Record each tool and method as a row heading in the matrix.   

· Tool examples include:

I. Trapping

II. Predator introduction

III. Non-rodenticide bait products i.e. eradibait

IV. Rodenticides 

· Method examples include:

V. Aerial broadcast

VI. Bait Stations

VII. Hand Broadcast



4. Identify the major Environmental Concerns, Operational Considerations, and Mitigation Measures to be analyzed in the matrices (Product 3)

A. Review Environmental Issues, Operational issues, and  potential Mitigation Measures from EIS scoping and the EA planning process

B. Synthesize results of recent EIS scoping with issues identified and analyzed during previous EA development and scoping process

C. Add suggestions for additional issues brought forward by cooperating agencies

D. Identify the Environmental Concerns, Operational Considerations, and Mitigation Measures that should “drive” the alternatives development 



5. For each Tool/Method, assess their effects on Environmental Concerns, Operational Considerations, and potential Mitigation Measures, as well as, determine if they meet all of the Minimum Operational Criteria (Products 5 - 10)



A. Analysis of Control vs. Eradication (Product 4)

I. Analyze the differences between a mouse control project and a mouse eradication project.

II. Determine if both control and eradication projects meet the Purpose and Need of the project



B. Assess Environmental Concerns:

I. To what extent is the tool/method likely to lead to negative impacts to environmental concerns?

II. How will Environmental Concerns be evaluated for each alternative?



C. Assess Operational Considerations:

I. To what extent is the tool/method likely to lead to negative impacts to environmental concerns?

II. How will Operational Considerations be evaluated each alternative?



D. Assess if Meet the Minimum Operational Criteria to Warrant Further Consideration

· All Minimum Operational Criteria (1A-1G) must be met in order to fully vet alternatives in the EIS



E. Determine Mitigation Measures that could address the Environmental Concerns 

· Assess the extent to which they could reduce the impacts to each resources category

· Examples:

· Carcass removal

· Gull hazing

· Raptor capture/relocation

· Determine the scoring system for mitigation measures

· Determine the extent of the mitigation potential for each mitigation measure



F. Combine scores from the Environmental Concerns, Operational Considerations, and Mitigation Measures to obtain an Overall Score for each alternative



G. Rank the Alternatives based on their Overall Scores   



H. Write a qualitative description of the decision criteria and scoring rational for each alternative 



Matrix Method Summary

1. Analyze the difference between a mouse control project and a mouse eradication project (Product 4)

A. Develop a matrix to evaluate the general impacts of a control project compared with an eradication project.

B. Determine if both control and eradication projects have the potential to meet the goals of the Purpose and Need statement; if they do create a list of potential control alternatives to consider in this analysis. 

C. Dismiss control alternatives from further consideration if they do not meet the objectives of the Purpose and Need.

 

2. Develop Matrices (short term and long term) that evaluate the tools/methods for Environmental Concerns (Product 5) 

A. Identify all of the environmental concerns for the matrix

B. Develop matrices for short term impacts to the island population and long term impacts to the global population for each species or group of species

C. Determine how each environmental concern will be evaluated and scored within the matrix (short term and long term benefits)

D. Score each tool and delivery method for environmental concerns

· First we will assess the delivery methods available for eradication and narrow down the options by ruling out delivery methods that do not have an acceptable level of risk from disturbance to the island resources.  We will then score each alternative (tool with delivery method) within the Biological Resources Worksheet and the Environmental Concerns matrix.

E. Total scores for each implementation tool and delivery method

F. Provide justification for scores



3. Develop a Matrix that evaluates the tools/methods for Operational Considerations (Product 6)

A. Identify all of the operational issues for the matrix

B. Determine how each operational consideration will be evaluated and scored within the matrix

C. Score each implementation tool and delivery method for operational Considerations

D. Total scores for each implementation tool and delivery method

E. Provide justification for scores



4. Develop a Matrix that combines scores for Operational Considerations and Environmental Concerns (short term impacts) matrices and determines if each tool/method  meets the Minimum Operational Criteria (Product 7)

A. Combine scores from the Operational Consideration and Environmental Concerns matrices for each implementation tool and delivery method

B. Determine if each alternative meets the Minimum Operational Criteria to be considered further

C. Provide justification for dismissing alternatives that do not meet the Minimum Operational Criteria



5. Develop a Final Matrix that includes the alternatives that meet the minimum Operational Criteria and determine if the impacts can be mitigated and to what level for each of the identified Environmental Concerns and Operational Considerations (Product 8)  

A. Create a list of alternatives that meet the Minimum Operational Criteria

B. For each Environmental Concern and Operational Consideration determine if mitigation is warranted and possible

C. Determine and justify the amount of relief (score) each mitigation measure will have on the overall impact to the Environmental Concerns and Operational Considerations

D. Score each mitigation measure 

E. Combine scores from the combined matrix and the mitigation measures to determine the Overall Score of the alternative (subtract Mitigation Score from the Combined Score to get the Overall Score)



6. Develop a ranked list of alternatives based on their Overall Score and determine which of the alternatives will be dismissed or considered and evaluated fully within the EIS (Product 9)

A. Rank the alternatives using their scores from the Final Matrix

B. FWS will determine which alternatives will be developed fully in the EIS from the ranked list

C. From this list determine what field studies will be needed to fully develop each of the identified alternatives



7. Write a qualitative analysis of the decision criteria and the rational for scoring each alternative (Product 10)

A. Analysis should be a direct reflection of the matrices 

B. Analysis should provide a justification and explanation for how each alternative was scored throughout the process 

C. Careful analysis and review of the rational for all dismissed alternatives will be the priority



Products:

1. Analysis of Control vs. Eradication alternatives



2. List of Minimum Operational Criteria



3. List of all known Operational Tools and Methods 



4. List of Important Operational Considerations, Environmental Concerns, and potential Mitigation Measures to evaluate in Matrices  



5. Matrices evaluating the implementation tools and methods for Environmental Concerns

a. Biological resources worksheet (short term negative impacts)

b. Biological resources worksheet (long term positive impacts)

c. Overall Environmental Concerns matrix



6. Matrix evaluating implementation tools and methods for Operational Considerations



7. Matrix comparing scores from the Operational Considerations and Environmental Concerns matrices with Minimum Operational Criteria



8. Matrix that includes a subset of alternatives that meet the Minimum Operational Criteria and are evaluated for mitigation potential



9. Ranked list of alternatives based on the Overall Scores from the above 4 matrices.  FWS will choose from this list the alternatives that will be fully vetted in the EIS.



10. Qualitative description of each alternative and how it was scored





Alternative Development Selection Products: 

· (Product 1) - Minimum Operational Criteria

I. Must meet the Purpose and Need of the Project 

J. Must be Consistent with the USFWS Farallon Refuge CCP 

K. Must have a High/Reasonable Likelihood of Success in Achieving the Project Purpose

· Efficacy:   Is the alternative likely to eliminate all (100%) mice from the islands? 

· Demonstrated History of Success: Number of successful past uses of the technique/product on mouse-infested islands elsewhere (% success/failure?)

L. Tool is or likely will be available within the implementation time-frame 

· Current Regulatory Status –Is the tool/method legally available for use within the implementation time-frame?

· Physical Availability of tool – Can the tool/method be obtained for use within the implementation time-frame?

M. Implementation of the Alternative is Economically Feasible

· Will the costs of implementing this alternative be feasible or practical from a financial perspective?  Will the FWS or their contractors be able to obtain the necessary funding to implement this alternative?

N. Alternative Meets with Personnel Safety and Logistical Guidelines  

· Is alternative safe, and can it be done without accessing the entire island by foot?

O. Long Term Benefits to the Farallon Environment outweigh any Short Term Impacts 

· The alternative must have an acceptable level of risk to non-target species and the island ecosystem?

· An acceptable risk level to non-target species is considered to be one that has no impact to the global population of the species. 

· An acceptable risk level to the island ecosystem is one that does not permanently alter the island ecosystem.





· (Product 2) – Operational Tools and Methods

· Tools include:

· Live Trapping

· Snap Trapping

· Disease

· Sterilization

· Predator introduction

· Non-rodenticide bait products 

·  Eradibait

· Rodenticides:

· Tools

· Brodifacoum 25

· Diphacinone 50 (Hacco)

· Bromadiolone

· Difethialone

· Zinc phosphide

· Bromethalin

· Cholecalciferol

· Warafin

· Chlorophacinone

· Diphacinone (non-Hacco)

· Methods Include:

· Aerial broadcast

· Bait Stations

· Hand Broadcast

· Combined aerial and bait station

· Combined aerial and hand broadcast



· (Product 3) – List of Environmental Concerns, Operational Considerations, and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Resources of Concern

Physical Resources

· Water- drinking water and ocean

· Soil

· Wilderness



Issues to Consider



· Risk of water contamination

· Risks to “wilderness character”

· Risk of soil contamination



Biological Resources		

· Seabirds – Western gulls, ASSP/LESP, Cassin’s auklet, other cavity nesters, and surface nesters, other gulls

· Shorebirds

· Raptors – BUOW, PEFA, CORA, all others

· Passerines

· Salamanders

· Vegetation – introduced, endemic/native

· Terrestrial invertebrates – FCC, all others

· Marine invertebrates 

· Marine mammals – Stellar sea lions, elephant seals, all others

· Nearshore fish

· Human health and safety





Issues to Consider

· T = Risks from toxicants

· D = Risks from disturbances (e.g. trampling vegetation, wildlife flushing, etc.)

· H = Risks from habitat alteration/destruction (e.g. habitat alterations that would preclude use for normal island activities by species under consideration)



Social/Historical Resources

· Historical features – buildings and artifacts

· Fisheries and tourism – recreational and commercial



 Issues to Consider

· Impacts to recreation

· Impacts to historical features

· Impacts to commercial fisheries



	

Operational Considerations

1. Efficacy

2. Legal availability of technique

3. Physical availability of technique

4. Economic feasibility

5. Personnel safety

6. Logistical feasibility

7. Research needs

8. Implementation will occur during the ideal window (November – December)



· (Product 4) – Analysis of Control vs. Eradication




