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Comment Summary 2/16/2012

Farallon Mouse Eradication Draft EIS Alternatives Selection Process Written Comments Received-

FWS: Sonce Devries, Acting National IPM Coordinator; Patricia Roberson, NEPA Coordinator;  Sallie Hejl, Regional Refuge Biologist

USDA-APHIS Wildlife Services: Dr. William Pitt, John Eisemann and Peter Dunlevy

California Department of Fish and Game: Conrad Jones

Summary of Comments-

USFWS

· Generally the Service thought that a great deal of work had been invested into researching alternatives and developing a screening process for alternatives.

· Given the filters used, the selection of diphacinone D50 and Brodifacoum 25D are the best alternatives currently available, which seems reasonable. 

· It is recommended that we reformat the document to a scientific journal style rather than a model report, if it is to be distributed to the public.

· Purpose statement is still weak with regard to justifying the need for the project.

· The longevity of bait availability may be understated.

· Identify the experts, their expertise and their contribution to developing the model.

· Overall, the Service thought that the process for selecting alternatives for the EIS was rigorous and well researched, the methods were sound and there were no disagreements with the result.



Cal Fish and Game 

· The Alternatives Selection Process Report satisfies the Cal Dep of Fish and Game’s concerns regarding the analysis of a sufficient range of alternatives

· A few structural changes of the report were suggested, but nothing major.

· Overall, Cal Fish and Game thought that the process was sufficient to move forward with the EIS process.



USDA APHIS (No Briefing)

· USDA agrees on the use of a toxicant as the only viable method to eradicate mice on the Farallones.

· USDA agrees with the results of the alternative development process. However, they have concerns about the process used and question the legitimacy of the model (not weighted) from a scientific standpoint. 

· They would like to see references to the information and supporting data upon which rankings within the model were made.

· They recommend the use of LC50’s as the basis for assessing toxicity. 

· They agree that aerial broadcast is the best way to distribute bait onto the island

· They indicate that the available research raises questions about the effectiveness of diphacinone D50 for eradicating mice.    They recommend conducting trials with the toxicants chosen for EIS analysis on mice from the Farallones. 

· Many of their comment are more appropriate for the EIS than this analysis regarding the nature and use of toxicants. 

· Although they do not dispute the result they feel that the model underestimated the impacts of brodifacoum and overestimated those of diphacinone.  Additionally, they feel that the model overestimated the efficacy of brodifacoum and underestimated that of diphacinone.

· They are looking for a more specific and detailed analysis of the alternatives. For example, they suggest using a finer scale to be able to address some of the subtler differences between toxicants

· They have concerns about discriminating between toxicants and bait products in the model.

· They have concerns that the impacts on fish and other marine resources were underestimated for which they quoted unpublished Palmyra results.

· They disagree that cholecalciferol is a sub-acute rodenticide.

· They suggest that cholecalciferol and chlorophacinone should be included for consideration despite not being registered for the proposed use.

· They suggest including a category that assesses public acceptance.

· They believe that contraception–sterilization is not currently a viable option.









