43098

Federal Register / Vol. 48, No. 184 / Wednesday, September 21, 1983. / Notices

Upon disqualification of the apparent
high bidder, the next high bid will be
honored.

2. The authorized officer may reject
the highest qualified bid and release the
bidder from his obligation and withdraw

® the tract for sale, if he determines that
consummation of the sale would be
inconsistent with the provisions of any
existing law or collusive or other
activities have hindered or restrained
free and open bidding or consummation
of the sale would encourage or promote
speculation in public lands.

3. All bidss will be either returned,
accepted, or rejected within 30 days of
the sale date.

4. A right-of-way is reserved for
ditches and canals constructed by the
authority of the United States under the
act of August 30, 1890 (26 Stat. 391; 43
U.S.C. 945).

5. The patent will be subject to road
right-of-way held by the county and all
other valid existing rights.

6. All minerals will be reserved to the
United States.

Detailed information concerning the
sale, including the environmental
assessment, and the decision document
is available for review at the Richfield
District Office.

For a period of 45 days from the date
of this Notice, interested parties may
submit comments to the District
Manager, Bureau of Land Management,
150 East 900 North, Richfield, Utah
84701. Any adverse comments will be

. evaluated by the District Manager, who
may vacate or modify this notice. In the
absence of any action by the District
Manager, this realty action will become
the final determination of the
Department of the Interior.

Dated: September 12, 1983.

Donald L. Pendleton,
District Manager.

[FR Doc. 83-25677 Filed 8-20-83; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

[W-46102] -

Wyoming; Proposed Reinstatement of
Terminated Qil and Gas Leases

Pursuant to the provisions of Pub. L.
31-245 and Title 43 Code of Federal
Regulations, § 3108.2-1(c), and Pub. L.
97-451, a petition for reinstatement ofoil
and gas lease W—46102 for lands in
Natrona County, Wyoming has been
timely filed and was accompanied by all
the required rentals accruing from their
respective dates for termination.

The lessees have agreed to new lease
terms for rentals and royalties at rates
of $10.00 per acre, and 16%s percent,
royalty, computed on a sliding scale

‘based on average productlon per well

per day.

The lessees have paid the required
$500 administrative fee and will
reimburse the Department of the cost of
this Federal Register notice.

The lessees having met all the
requirements for reinstatement of the
leases as set out in Section 31 (d) and (e)
of the Mineral Lands Leasing Act of 1920
(30 U.S.C. 188), the Bureau of Land
Management is proposing to reinstate
lease W-46102 effective August 31, 1979,
subject to the original terms and
conditions of the lease and the
increased rental and royalty rates cited
above.’

Harold G. Stinchcomb,

Chief, Branch of Fluid Minerals.
|JFR Doc. 83-25679 Filed 9-20-83; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Fish and Wildiife Service

Endangered and Threatened Species
Listing and Recovery Priority
Guidelines

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has developed guidelines
governing the assignment of priorities to
species for listing as Endangered and
Threatened under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act}
and development and implementation of
recovery plans for species that are listed
under the Act. The guidelines aid in
determining how to make the most
appropriate use of resources available
to implement the Act.

EFFECTIVE DATE: The guidelines are
adopted as of September 21, 1983.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. John L. Spinks, Jr., Chief, Office of
Endangered Species, U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.
20240, (703/235-2771).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
General

The Service recognizes that it is
necessary to assign priorities to listing,
delisting, reclassification, and recovery
actions in order to make the most
appropriate use of the limited resources
available to implement the Act. The
following priority systems are based on

- an analysis of such factors as degree

and immediacy of threat faced by a
species, needs for furhter information,
and species' recovery potentials.
Inasmuch as such assessments are
subjective to some degree, and
individual species may not be

comparable in terms of all
considerations, the priority systems
presented must be viewed as guides and
should not be looked upon as inflexible
frameworks for determining resource
allocations. Draft guidelines were
published on April 19, 1983 (49 FR
16756). These final guidelines are based
on that draft.

Summary of Comments and
Recommendations

Comments were received from the
following organizations: the Center for
Environmental Education (also
representing Defenders of Wildlife,
Humane Society of the United States,
and Natural Resources Defense
Council); Chevron U.S.A,, Inc.; The
Ecological Society of America;
Environmental Defense Fund; the law

firm of McCarty, Noone and Williams

(representing the Colorado River Water
Conservation District); Pacific Legal
Foundation; Western Timber
Association; and Wildlife Legislative
Fund of America. Three of the comments
expressed general support for the
guidelines as proposed, without offering
any recommendations for change.
Substantive recommendations are
addressed below:

Comments on Listing, Dehstmg. and
Reclassification Priorities

Because of the detailed and specific
nature of comments on the listing
portion of the guidelines, they are’
addressed individually. The Center for
Environmental Education et a/. (CEE)
recommended that the Service
emphasize listing of qualified species
over delisting of species no longer in
need of protection, and also stated that
delisting should be undertaken only for
species with no present need for
protection and unlikely to need such
protection in the future. The Service
agrees in principal with this comment. It
should be recognized, however, that the
retention of recovered or extinct species
on the lists undermines the overall
credibility of the lists, and the Service
believes that it is justifiable to devote
resources to the removal of such species
when they are identified.

CEE also expressed concern that
consideration of degree and immediacy
of threat be tempered by a consideration
of benefit from listing and availability of
information. They.favored subsuming
immediacy within degree of threat and
adding the other two considerations as
“pragmatic” criteria in the system. The
Service continues to believe that
separate consideration of immediacy is
warranted in order to help ensure that
the system is most effective in
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forestalling imminent extinctions.
Although, as noted by CEE, this may
result in listing resources being devoted
to species whose recovery would be
“difficult and costly, such considerations
are addressed in the recovery priority
system, where recovery potential is
expressly considered. Inasmuch as
listing is an identification process, it
appears to be most appropriate to
proceed on a “worst-first” basis and list
those species in greatest immediate
danger of extinction first. Inclusion of a
“benefit from listing” criterion would
not, in the opinion of the Service,
improve the priority system. The Service
believes that all listed species derive
some benefit from their identification as
Endangered or Threatened. The
magnitude of such benefits, however,
are often largely unpredictable at the
time of listing and would be difficult to
quantify within the framework of a
simple, workable priority system. The
Service also rejects the inclusion of an

“availability of information” criterion in -

the priority system because this seems
unnecessary. Availability of information
adequate to determine a species’ status
is necessary before any assessment of
the appropriateness of listing can be
addressed. To this extent, availability of
information is implicit in any priority
system that might be adopted, and its
statement as an explicit criterion adds
little, if anything, to the effectiveness of
the system. CEE also expresses concern
that, if information were to become
available on a group of species in a
particular area indicating that some
were eligible for listing as Endangered
and others as Threatened, the proposed
system might preclude listing of all the
eligible species in the area. The Service
believes that it retains sufficient
flexibility under the proposed system to
proceed with listings of all the
appropriate species in such a situation
when this would increase the overall ©
efficiency of the listing process by
avoiding duplicative regulations. It
should be recognized that the setting of
listing priorities is an intermittent, rather
than continuous, activity, and that .
information developed on a species
believed to have a high priority may
indicate that a lower priority is justified,
but that this situation would not
necessarily preclude its being listed
while the status information was
available and current. CEE further takes
issue with the proposed system's
“taxonomy” criterion, stating:

It may be true that certain monotypic .
genera of plants such as the three redwoods
that dominate particular ecosystems make an
important and irreplaceable contribution to
maintenance of the diversity of those
ecosystems, but it doesn't follow that

subspecies of coyote bush are any more
interchangeable or less important in
chaparral ecosystems. An ecological
preference for preserving monotypic genera
of animals makes even less sense. It appears
that the California condor, a monotypic
genus, may have less ecosystem impact that
any of several butterfly subspecies.

The Service believes that the CEE
comment confounds two different
concepts. Taxonomy is included in the
proposed system as a crude reflection of

- genetic distinctness in an attempt to

provide for the preservation of
maximum genetic diversity, in
ecosystems. Genetic distinctness of a
taxon, however, may have little bearing
on the importance of the taxon's impact
on the functioning of the ecosystem to
which it belongs. Judging a taxon’s
functional contribution to its ecosystem
is generally much more difficult and
does not lend itself to the framework of
a simple priority system. The Service
recognizes that there are aspects of
species’ biology, such as this one, that
are not appropriately incorporated
within the listing priority system, and it
is for this reason that the system is not
designed to be used in a rigid fashion.
The Service has attempted to use the
system flexibly so that important
biological considerations that fall
outside the scope of consideration of the
system can figure into particular
decisions on an ad hoc basis. '

The CEE comment further disputes the
appropriateness of giving consideration
to monotypic genera in setting listing
priorities, citing the large number of
monotypic genera of hummingbirds and
the apparent lack of accompanying
genetic diversity in the group. The
Service recognizes that the
consideration given monotypic genera is
only an approximate measure of genetic
distinctness and that taxonomic
concepts and standards vary among
different groups of organisms.
Nevertheless, if used with proper
understanding of this lack of taxonomic
uniformity, the criterion appears to be
useful and is retained in the priority
system. In practical terms, the Service
expects to only rarely have need for the
priority categories reflecting monotypic
genera, because there are relatively few
such taxa among the candidate species
now recognized, but believes that such
taxa generally reflect a level of genetic
distinctiveness worth noting in the

- gystem. It should also be recognized that

the system only sets relative priorities
and that this is the lowest order of
priority-setting, so that a species would
at most move up one level in priority by
virtue of its representing a monotypic
genus, and species not representing
monotypic genera would only rank

below monotypic genera facing equally -
serious and immediate threats.

" Finally, the CEE comment cites the
1982 Senate Committee Report on
amendments to the Endangered Species
Act and its stated preference only for
listing species before subspecies and
subspecies before populations as
justification for deleting consideration
for monotypic genera. CEE notes that
the importance attached to monotypic
genera in the proposed system appears
to imply a value of species not provided
for in Section 2 of the Act, which refers
to “esthetic, ecological, educational,
historical, recreational, and scientific”
values of species. The Service believes
that the Act's provision that species are
of educational and scientific value more

" than adequately justifies the modest

consideration proposed to be given
monotypic genera, which may represent
highly distinct gene-pools deserving of
continuing scientific and educational
attention.

The Ecological Society of America
(ESA) expressed general support for the
proposed system, but made several
recommendations for changes. ESA
recommended that greater emphasis be
placed on listing candidate species than
on delisting species no longer in need of
protection, noting that the possibility of
removing a species from the list is .
always open, whereas extinction may
foreclose the option of listing some
species. The Service agrees in principal
with this comment, as explained below

.in response to a similar comment from

the Environmental Defense Fund.

ESA also observed that the average
number of species’per genus is generally
lower among higher organisms, e.g.,
mammals and birds, than among various
invertebrate groups and plants, because
of differing taxonomic concepts and
standards. They expressed concern that
the consideration afforded monotypic
genera in the proposed system could
thus work to favor vertebrate species, as
in the former system that was expressly
rejected by Congress. The Service
believes that the benefit of affording
consideration to taxonomic distinctness,

-if the consideration is applied flexibly

and with due appreciation of differing
taxonomic standards, outweighs any
bias that might be introduced into the
priority-setting process.

In a related observation, ESA pointed-
out that there are highly distinct
organisms that are nevertheless not
placed in monotypic genera, and that the
taxonomic criteria contained in the
system are inflexible. The Service, as
has been pointed out previously, does
not view any facet of the system as
inflexible, and will reserve the
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discretion to assign appropriate
priorities to highly distinct and
genetically isolated organisms whether
or not they constitute monotypic genera.

Finally, ESA requested a clarification
of the applicability of the proposed
system to unnamed populations. The
Actincludes populations of vertebrate
animals in its definition of “species.”
Because this portion of the definition

- applies only to vertebrates, it appears
inadvisable to incorporate it formally
into the priority system. The Service
intends to generally afford vertebrate
populations the same consideration as
subspecies, but when a candidate
subspecies and a candidate population
have the same numerical priority, the
candidate subspecies will generally
have priority.

The Environmental Defense Fund
(EDF) expressed-concern that too much
time might be devoted to setting of
species priorities, and that this might
detract from actual implementing of
listing tasks. The Service agrees that no
more time than is necessary should be
devoted to the assigning of priorities.
Because of this consideration, the
Service has deliberately attempted to
formulate a system that is simple and
that assigns species priorities ina

- straightforward manner without the
need for.complex analysis. EDF .also
expressed concern over the
interrelationship of the three systems
contained In Tables 1., 2., and 3. As
explained below in the summary of
comments on the recovery priority
system, Tables 1. and 2. are largely
independent of Table 3. Further, 1t is not
possible, in the opinion of the Service, to
formulate a direct relationship between
the systems-in Tables 1. and 2. As is
explained in the narrative portion of the
guidelines, it is anticipated that the need
to delist species or reclassify them from
Endangered to Threatened will be
identified largely through mandated 5-
year reviews or through petitions. Once
such actions have been identified and
assigned priorities, they will be
considered for possible action within the
Service's annual planning process.

Establishing specific criteria for
ranking the priorities of listing proposals
versus delisting proposals would take
away the flexibility needed by the
Service to efficiently apportion its
resources. Although the same statutory
criteria apply to make the listing and
delisting determinations, the factual
considerations for settinglisting and
delisting priorities are quite different.
General rules cannot govern this
complex mesh of priorities. However, it
would generally be found that candidate
species facing immediate, critical threats

should have priority for listing over
competing delisting proposals under
consideration at the time. Likewise, a
delisting proposal for a recovered
species that would eliminate
unwarranted restrictions on significant,
identifiable activities may, in )
appropriate instances, take precedence
over listing proposals for species not
facing severe, imminent threats. In
deciding on which proposals will receive
priority, the Service must examine the
overall *mix” of potential listings and"
delisting and assess the relative
priorities of the various proposals in
light of that “mix."” Of course, this
assessment process will constantly
change as new candidate species are
brought to the Service's attention and as

listed species attain recovery or become

extinct.

EDF also recommended that terms
used in the proposed system be more
precisely defined and, in particular,
recommended that the “degree of
threat” criterion be quantified in a way
that parallels ‘the standards for finding
“jeopardy” under Section 7 of the Act.
The Service believes that the
circumstances applying to most species
are individualistic enough as to be
incapable of precise definition or
quantification beyond the level
proposed. In particular, with regard to
determinations of degree of threat, the
parallel with considerations under
Section 7 of the Act seems faulty.
Consultations under Section 7 address
known and carefully identified actions
that may affect the survival of a species.
Degree-of-threat considerations for
listing -a species may address highly
speculative future actions, or more
frequently, documented decline of a
species for poorly-known or unknown
reasons. Such considerations often
cannot be quantified, and an attempt to
do so might only serve to make priority-
setting, rather than listing, the main

. activity of the program, as feared by

EDF {see above). The Service believes
that it has access to sufficient biological
expertise to permit the admittedly loose
definitions of terms to be interpreted
appropriately.

EDF also recommended that “degree”
be replaced by “magnitude” under
“threat.” The Service agrees that the
latter term is somewhat more precise,
and has altered the final guidelines
accordingly.

‘EDF expressed concern that the
“immediacy" criterion for threat not'be
applied so rigidly that Endangered
species would always be listed in
preference to Threatened species, which
might be more recoverable. In general,
the Service intends that species judged

Endangered should be listed before
those judged Threatened. Once again, it
is worth noting that listing is.an
identification process and, other
considerations being equal, should
proceed on a “worst-first” basis.
Nevertheless, the Service intends that
species originally judged to be faced
with immediate threats, but which prove
not to face such immediate threats when
sufficiently complete status information
is developed, may be listed nevertheless
in order that current status information
need not be gathered again later on.
EDF supported the concept of
immediacy of threat as a useful addition
to the priority system but observed that:

Specifically, we are concerned that the
immediacy of ‘threat criterion may ultimately
rely on and be distinguished by the
availability of scientific information about
such threats. Because such threats are not
well-known, however, a dearth of
information may preclude necessary and
expeditious action'by the Service. We
therefore suggest that the immediacy of
threat criterion should be defined and
delimited by what are necessarily somewhat
subjective best judgments about the expected
temporal sequence and realization of a
threat; not just the known or unknown
occurrance of such threats. We believe the
Service recognizes this in its attempt to
distinguish two categories {"actual
identifiable” versus “potential, intrinsically
vulnerable"”) but falls short in that effort by
distinguishing “latent” from *potential” ‘by
the presence or absence of information
available about such threats (e.g., “known .
occurrence or lack of * * *."). Hence, to the
maximum extent possible, judgments about
the immediacy of threat-should be guided by
how quickly the threat posed by any one of
the five statutory factors may-affect those
populations of a candidate species at rigk.

The Service believes that such a
recommendation, if adopted, would
render the system unworkable. It could
make priorities reponsive to highly
speculative but rapidly-realized threats
such as earthquake or volcanic eruption.
The Service prefers in setting priorities
to.rely on known or reasonably
predictable threats to a species’ survival
and known vulnerability to reasonably
probable future conditions.

Because they believe that all threats
are by definition potential, EDF
recommends that “potential” be
replaced by “non-imminent” in the
system. Insomuch as a threat'in this
context is one of extinction, and is only
realized when a species is extinct, this is
a point well taken by the Service. The
final system is altered accordingly.

EDF also recommended that an
“ecosystem” criterion be incorporated
into the system, similar to the *‘conflict”
criterion in Table 3. This would be
intended to identify species:of ecologic
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importance and to accommodate the
provision of the Senate Environmental
and Public Works Committee's report on
the 1982 amendments to the Act:

Biologically it makes sense to treat all
taxonomic groups equally or even to place
some special emphasis on protecting plants
and invertebrates since they form the bases
of ecosystems and food chains upon which
all other life depends.

S. Rep. No. 418, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 14
(1982).

The Service fully appreciates the
importance of species that are
ecologically significant, and intends to
give this importance due consideration
in determining listing goals, but does not
consider this an appropriate element in
the listing priority system. This kind of
information is seldom available at the
time a species is considered for listing
and, if included, would only raise it in
priority. above species that were equal in
all other respects under the system. In
addition, the Service believes that all
species are of some importance to
ecosystems, so that a simple *“yes-or-no”
decision would rarely be possible. Thus,
it appears most reasonable to consider
“ecosystem importance” on an.ad hoc
basis outside the formal priority system,
when such importance is identifiable.
EDF also requests clarification of the
consideration to be given vertebrate
populations under the priority system.
As explained above in reply to a similar
enquiry from ESA, the Service intends
that vertebrate populations.generally be
accorded the same consideration as that
given subspecies.

Finally, EDF suggests that species
may be identified for delisting or
reclassification from Endangered to
Threatened by virtue of their having met
objectives for such action in recovery
plans. The Service certainly intends to
consider identified recovery goals in
planning delistings or reclassifications,
but will assign priority for such actions
according to the criteria in Table 2.

The Pacific Legal Foundation (PLF)
supported development of priority
guidelines, expressing the opinion that
. the Endangered Species Act* * * *
has been misused by some as a vehicle
by which major construction projects
and reasonable development of our
natural resources have been delayed or
stopped.” The Service agrees that
guidelines are desirable as a method of
helping to ensure appropriate use of
resources. The Service has always
attempted to proceed on the basis of the
best scientific knowledge available in
implementing the Act, whether through
the listing or recovery of Endangered
and Threatened species. PLF also
recommends that all listing, delisting, or

reclassification actions be undertaken in
strict compliance with the guidelines
and that, for every species that is listed,
reclassified, or delisted, a discussion of
each of the criteria in the relevant
priority system table should be supplied.
The Service, as has been mentioned
above, does not view the priority
systems as dictating actions so much as
providing flexible guides in making
rational decisions. In this light, it is
counterproductive to explain how each
action fita the priority system so long as
species subject to the actions qualify
under the conditions of the Act.

PLF also expressed the opinion that is
redundant to consider both “degree”
and “immediacy” of threat. As has been
explained above, the Service continues
to believe that the distinction is a useful
one.

Finally, PLF requested a clarification
to indicate that,“ * * * no protection is
afforded individual gene pools below
the taxonomical level of subspecies.”
The Service notes that, in the case of
vertebrate animals the Act specifically
provides for the listing of populations.
The recommendation of PLF in this
instance would thus contradict the Act.
As explained above, the Service intends
to generally assign vertebrate
populations the same priority of
consideration as that afforded
subspecies.

Comments on recovery priorities.
Several of the comments on the recovery
priority system are conveniently
categorized and addressed topically

below:

1. Taxonomy. Some concern (two
comments) was expressed concerning
the use of taxonomic uniqueness as a
criterion for determining recovery
priority. This issue has been addressed
in the above section for listing priority.

In one comment, it was recommended .
that a better measure than taxonomy

would be the species’ ecological
significance. For this purpose, a species
with “high” ecological significance
would be one for which recovery
measures would likely benefit the
conservation of the listed or candidate
species as well. It was recommended
that Ecological Significance should
substitute for Taxonomy in Table 3.

To the extent possible, the Service has
adhered to this philosophy of
considering ecosystems in its recovery
plans. This is evident by the following
recovery plans (includes both draft and
approved plans) which utilize an
ecosystem or multi-species approach:
Antioch Dunes (three species), Eureka
Valley Dunes (two species), Hawaiian
Forest Birds (four species), Hawaiian
Sea Birds (four species), Hawaiian
Water Birds {three species), Kauai
Forest Birds (six species), San Bruno
Mountain (two species), San Clemente
Island (seven species), NW Hawaiian
Islands Passerine Birds (three species),
and the San Marcos River Endangered
and Threatened species (four species),
(technical review draft stage).

Because ecosystems are already
considered and it is difficult to quantify
“Ecosystem Significance,” the Service
elects not to substitute Ecosystem
Significance for Taxonomy in Table 3.

2. Recovery potential and associated
costs of recovery. Two comments
expressed concerns about the recovery
potential of a species and an efficient
investment of resources. The Service is
in agreement with the concerns
expressed and will expand the narrative
of the guidelines to accommbodate this
concern. Priority will be given to those
species and projects that offer the
greatest potential for success. The
recovery potential of a species will be
determined by consideration of the
following criteria:

High recovery potentiat Low recovery potential
Biological and ecological | Well und d Poorty und 4.
fimiting factors. N
Threats to species exist- | Well undi d easily alleviated Poorly und: d or pervasive and difficuit to
ence, alleviate.

M Aad 1 Intanci d

gement needed "......... manag

of success.

niques well doeumemed with high probability

d, or tech- | Intensive management with uncertain probabii-
ity of success, or techniques unknown or sti

experimental.

'When possible and blologvcally feasible, data pertinent to the recovery of a parucular taxon will be extrapolated from known

acological reg;

{s] technigy

Regardless of this recovery potential,
the Service will strive to undertake for
every high threat species those minimum
survival efforts which will at least -

" stabilize its status and prevent its

extinction. Once such “emergency”
measures have been taken, further
recovery work designed to eventually
lead to delisting of the species will be
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or closely related taxa.

evaluated according to the recovery
potential described above.

Several specific comments are
addressed below:

Chevron expressed a desire to have
greater public involvement in the
preparation of recovery plans. This has
been done to a limited degree in the past
for those plans where a conflict, or
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potential conflict, has been known to
exist, e.g., Northern Rocky Mountain
wolf, San Bruno Mouritain, San Marcos
River Endangered and Threatened
species,.and the small whorled pogonia.
The Service will continue %o invite
public participation for those species
where conflicts or controversies are
known to exist.

PLF stated that it is unclear (in Table
3) if there is any differing treatment
between Endangered and Threatened
species. The distinction between
Endangered and Threatened species
occurs in the Degree of Threat criterion.
1t is generally understood that the
Degree of Threat is greater for
Endangered species than for Threatened
species. .

PLF also suggested that an additional
column be added to Table 3 that would
give greater priarity in the preparation
of recovery plans to those species which
are Endangered throughout all their
range over those species that are
Endangered throughout a portion of their
range. Although it is not specifically
stated, this concern is reflected in the
first criterion (Degree of Threat) of
Table 3. A species which is Endangered
throughout its range would be listed
higher on the degree of threat scale than
would be a species Endangered
throughout a portion of its range. In
reality, most species which are listed are
Endangered throughout their ranges.
Even though it is legally acceptable to
. list populations of vertebrates, this
practice represents the exception rather
than the rule.

ESA recommended that for listing and
recovery efforts, populations and named
subspecies should have the same
priority, since the possession of a name
is often based mare on tradition than on
any meaningful measure of
distinctiveness. This issue is addressed
in the above Listing Section. In addition,

the above reply to a comment fram PLF -

indicates that priority be given to
species which are Endangered
throughout all their range rather than

just to a population. Populations willbe

addressed when there is sufficient
justification, but this is the exception
rather than the rule.

EDF expressed the hope that the
Service will devote most of its resources
to implementing listing and recovery
plannirig efforts and not to priaritizing
such tasks. The listing portion of this
concern is addressed in the earlier
section of this article. The Service is
mandated by the Endangered Species
Act, as amended, to the preparation of
. recovery plans giving priority to those
species most likely to benefit from such

plans. In doing so, the Service will also
focus on'those species that are, or may
be, in conflict with construction or other
development projects or other forms of
economic activity. The proposed
guidelines are intended to provide a
means to identify, and rank, those
species most likely to benefit from such

. plans. It is also necessary that the

limited resources for the implementing
of recovery actions be allocated in the
most judicious fashion possible. This
can-only be possible by having a sound
system for ranking proposed recovery
actions.

‘EDF commiented that it remains-
unclear specifically how the three
priority models (Tables 1, 2, and 3}
relate to one another. Table 3, Recovery
Priority, is-independent of Tables 1 and
2. It is'to ‘be expected that many species
would have .a similar ranking when
evaluated by Tables 1.and 3. However,
differences between species, or recovery
potential could reduce these similarities
of ranking. This concern is also
addressed under listing comments,
above.

EDF also found the tasks priority—
recovery priority system somewhat
confusing. They -agreed that.the
Service's limited resources should be
distributed equitably to all listed
species, but were not sure specifically
how this will be accomplished. They
requested clarification of this situation.
They commented that, “‘presumably
recovery plans for species facing the
highest degree of threat will designate
more priority 1 tasks than those plans
for species jeopardized by a lower
degree of threat.”

Generally, plans Tor species facing the
highest degree of threat will designate
more Priority 1 tasks than those plans
for species jeopardized by a lower
degree of threat. However, exceptions
may occur. For example, a highly-
Threatened isolated desert fish may be
in imminent danger from siltation
associated with adjacent cattle grazing.
Possibly only one task, i.e., fencing,
would warrant a Priority 1 designation.

Furthermore, as indicated in the
earlier summary of tomments on
recovery potential and associated costs
regardless of the recovery potential, the
Service will strive to undertake for
every high-threat species those
minimum survival-efforts which will at
least stabilize its status and prevent its
extinction. Once such “emergency”
measures have been taken, further
recovery work designed to eventualy
lead to delistingof species will be
evaluated-according to the recovery
potential described above. To ensure
consistency in the utilization of the

recovery priority system, all draft
recovery plans will be reviewed by the
same office at the Washington level.
Additionally, all funding proposals for
implementation of recovery actions will
also be reviewed by the same office at
the Washington level.

Priority Guidelines

Listing, Delisting, and
Reclassification Priorities. In the past,
the Service has informally assigned
priorities for listing species as
Endangered or Threatened on the basis
of several different systems. In 1979, a
report to Congress (General Accounting
Office, 1979) recommended that the
Service officially adopt a listing priority
system based primarily on consideration
of the degree of threat faced by a
species. Following this report, the 1979
Amendments to the Endangered Species
Act (Pub. L. 96-159, 93 Stat, 1241)
required that guidelines be established
and published in the Federal Register,
including “* * * a ranking system to
assist in the identification of species .
that should receive priority review for
listiig * * *.” Such.a system was
adopted (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
1980), but not published in the Federal
Register. This system was subsequently
revised (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
1981} so that priority for listing would be
assigned within a given category of
Degree of threat so as to generally favor
vertebrate animals (“higher life forms™)
in the following order: mammals, birds,
fishes, reptiles, amphibians, vascular
plants, invertebrates.

The 1982 Amendments-to the
Endangered Species Act (Pub. L. 97-304)
retained the requirement that guidelines
be published. However, the amendments
and the accompanying Conference ~
Report necessitated revision of the 1981
system. Specifically, the amended Act
requires that the priority system address
delisting as well as listing of species and
the Conference Report stated opposition
to the adoption of any system that N
would give consideration to whether s
species were “higher or lower life
forms.” The present system is intended
to satisfy the requirements of the
amended Act.

1. Listing and reclassification from
Threatened to Endangered. In

‘considering species to be listed or

reclassified from Threatened to
Endangered, three criteria would be
applied to establish 12 priority
categories as follows (Table 1):
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TABLE 1.—PRIORITIES FOR LISTING OR RE-
CLASSIFICATION FROM: THREATENED TO EN-
DANGERED

Threat

Taxonomy Prior-

Magnitude Immediacy ity

High Imminent Manotypic genus...
Species........cuenns
Subspecies.............
Non-imminent ..... Monotypic genus...
SPecies....ccrmnr
Subspecies.............

Monotypic genus...

Moderate to
low.

Imminent .............
Species........cccen
Subspecies............
Non-imminent..... Monotypic genus...

Subspecies............

Explanation. In keeping with the
-recommendation of the General

Accounting Offiee (GAO) and the -
Service’s previous policy, the first
criterior would be magnitude of threat.
Species facing the greatest threats to
their continued existence would receive
highest listing priority.

The second criterion, immediacy of
threat, is intended to assure that species
facing actual, identifiable, threats are
given priority over those for which
threats are only potential or that are
intrinsically valnerable to certain types
of threat but not known to be presently
facing such threats. In assigning a
species to a priority category under
immediacy of threat, the Service would

consider the known occurance or lack of

documented detrimental trade or
harvest, habitat modification,
significantly detrimental disease or
predation, and other present or potential
threats.

The- third criterion is intended to
devote resources on a priority basis to
those spectes representing highly
distinctive or isolated gene pools, as
reflected by the taxonomic level at
which they are recognized. The more
isolated or distinctive a gene pool, the
greater contribution its conservation is
likely to make to the maintenarce of
ecosystem diversity. This final criterion
implements the Act’s stated coneern for
ecosystem conservation by recognizing
the distinctness denoted by assignment
of a species to a monotypic genus, as
well as the relative distinctness denoted
by the recognition of a taxon at the level
of species or subspecies.

2. Delisting and Reclassification from
Endangered to Threatened—The Service
curréntly reviews listed species every 5
years in accerdance with Section 4{c)(2)
of the Act to identify any that might
qualify for removal from the lists, or
reclassification. When species are
identified in the curse of these periodic
reviews as warranting deletion from the
lists or reclassification from Endangered

- -

to Threatened, priority for preparation
of regulations would be assigned
according to the system below {Table 2),
employing two criteria to yield six
categories. It should be pointed out that
the priority numbers in Table 1 and 2
are not comparable.

TABLE 2.—PRIORITIES FOR DELISTING AND RE-
CLASSIFICATION FROM ENDANGERED TO
THREATENED

Management impact | Petition status :r?ty
HIGP..coeccrecnenienrecenennserces Petitioned action............ceu.... 1
Unpetitioned action 2

Moderate........ouvrmereesens Petitioned action..... 3
| Unpetitioned action 4

LOW oot Petitioned action..... § 5
Unpetitioned action................ 6

Explanation. In considering species
for possible delisting or reclassification
from Endangered to Threatened, this
system is intended to focus on species
whose original classification has
become inappropriate due to changed
circumstances or new information.
Priority considerations would concern
whether or not maximum protection
under the Act is necessary any longer
and whether the listing causes an
unwarranted management burden or
unnecessarily restricts human activities.

The first consideration of the system
accounts for the management burden
entailed by the species’ being listed,
which, if the current listing is o longer
accurate, could divert resources from
species more deserving of conservation
efforts.

Because the Act mandates timely
response to petitions, the system _
secondly considers whether the Service
has been petitioned to remove a species
from either of the lists or to reclassify it
from Endangered to Threatened. This
consideration is also intended to assign
highest priority to those species whose
delisting is likely to remove the greatest
impacts on human activities inasmuch
as such species would also be likely to
be subjects of petitions.

It is not intended that existence of a
petition or identified management
impact with regard to a given species
would automatically direct or mandate
any particular decision regarding its
removal from the lists or its
reclassification. The priority system is
intended only to set priorities for the
development of rules for species that no
longer satisfy the listing criteria for their
particular designation under the Act.
The decision regarding whether a
species will be retained on the lists or in
the Endangered category must still be
based on the considerations contained
in Section 4{a)(1) of the Act and 50 CFR
424.11.

Recaovery Plan Preparation and
Implementation Priorities. The
importance of recovery plans as guiding
documents forrecovering species has
been recognized since 1972, when the
Service developed its first draft recovery
plan. Although the Service strongly
encouraged their development, and
some plans were developed, preparing a
recovery plan for a species was elective
until the 1978 Amendments to the Act
required the development of a recovery
plan for every listed Endangered and
Threatened species, except when the
Secretary determines that “* * * such a
plan will not promate the ¢enservation
of the species.” .

Through fiscal year 1977, recovery
plan development was not based on any
established priority system. During
fiscal year 1977, the Service developed a
draft recovery priority system to be used
as a guide for recovery planning and
resource allocation. The system
included three eriteria—degree of threat,
recovery potential, and taxonomic
status, arranged in a matrix of 12
categories. The 1979 GAO report
recommended that this draft recovery
priority system be approved and
implemented.

The present system expands the
taxonomy criterion to include
“monotypic genus.” This would expand
the matrix to yield 18 species recovery
numbers {see Table 3). As described in
the preceding section on listing, this
addition is intended to devote resources
on a priority basis to these species
representing highly distinctive or
isolated gene pools. -

The previous system (as referenced in
the 1979 GAO report) was adopted in
1980 {U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
1980). This system was subsequently
revised to give priority within the
existing matrix to taxonomic groups
(higher life forms) as i the 1981 listing
priority system. The system presently
adopted deletes this preference for
higher life forms and adds a new
criterion on conflict required by the 1982
Amendments. .

In particular, the 1982 Amendments
specify that recovery plans shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, give
priority to those Endangered species or
Threatened species most likely to
benefit from such plans, particularly
those species that are, or may be, in
conflict with construction or other
development projects or other forms of
economic activity. The present system is
intended to satisfy the requirements of
the amended Act. It utilizes a
modification of the three-factor system
originally adopted by the FWS in 1980
but includes a fourth factor, conflict,

Hei nOnline -- 48 Fed. Reg. 43103 1983



43104

Federal Registef / Vol. 48, No. 184 /| Wednesday, September 21, 1983 / Notices

which, if applicable, elevates the species
in priority for development of a recovery
plan and is to be an additional element
in determining what actions are to be
implemented for the recovery ofa
species. This fourth factor gives priority
within each category in the preparation
of recovery plans to those species that
are, or may be, in conflict with
construction or other development
projects or other forms of economic
activity. Thus, the species will retain its
numerical rank and will acquire the
letter designation of “C" indicating
conflict, e.g., priority 7 would become
7C. The categories would be assigned as
follows: :

TaBLE 3.—RECOVERY PRIORITY

Degn:’ee of threat . T P | onfiiot
and recove n ; nfti
potemiai'y axonomy ority | - ¢
High:
High..oeonmneceaneas Monotypic genus......... . 1[1C 1.
High Species 212C, 2
High Subspeci 313C 3.
LOW..iieisannnns Monotypic genus.......... 4 | 4C, 4.
Low. Species 5{5C, 5.
Low. Sub i 6 | 6C, 6.
Moderate
High..ornans Monotypic genus........... 717C.7
High Species 8]8C,8
High Subspeci 9]9C 9
CLowe Monotypic genus .......... 10 |, t0C, 10.
Low. Speci . 11 1€, 1.
Low. Subspeci 12 | 12C, 12
13 | 13C, 13.
14 | 14C, 14,
15 | 15C, 15.
...| Monotypic genus R 16 | 16C, 16.
Spaci 17 | 17¢, 17.
Subspeci 18 | 18C, 18

Explanation. The first step for the
conservation of any species is to prevent
its extinction. Thus the species with the
highest degree of threat have the highest
priority for preparing and implementing -
recovery plans. A species can be put in
either a high, moderate, or low category,
which represents the degree of threat.
The high category means extinction is
almost certain in the immediate future
because of a rapid population decline or
habitat destruction. Moderate means the
species will not face extinction if
recovery is temporarily held off,
although there is continual population
decline or threat to its habitat. A species
in the low category is rare, or is facing a
population decline which may be a
short-term, self-correcting fluctuation, or
the impacts of threats of the species’
habitat are not fully known.

Within the above categories,
resources should be used in the most
cost-effective manner. Priority for
preparing and implementing recovery
plans would go to species with the
greatest potential for success. Recovery
potential is based on how well -
biological and ecological limiting factors
and threats to the species’ existence are

understood, and how much management
is needed.

Priority will be given to those species
and projects that offer the greatest
potential for success. The recovery
potentia)l of a species will be determined
by consideration of the following
criteria:

High recovery Low recovery
potential potential

Biological and Well understood....... Poorly understood.
acological
limiting factors.

Threats to Well understood Poorly understood
species’ easily alleviated. or pervasive and
existence. difficult to

alleviate.
. Management Intensive intansive
needed '. management not management
needed, or with uncertain
techniques well probability or
documsnted with success, of
high probability techniques
of success. unknown or still
experimental.

'When possible and biologically teasible, data pertinent to
the recovery ot a particular taxon will be extrapolated from
known ecological requirements or management technigues
for closely related taxa.

Taxa that are most genetically distinct
should receive priority within any given
category of degree of threat. Monotypic
genera will be given priority over
species, subspecies, or populations. This
last criterion is in recognition that the
loss of the most genetically distinct taxa
is of greater significance than the loss of
less genetically distinct taxa. That is, for
example, the loss of a full genus is of
greater significance than the loss of a
single species or population of that
species.

The second requirement concerning
recovery plans mandated by the 1982
Amendments is that priority be given to
those species “that are, or may be, in
conflict with construction or other
development projects or other forms of
economic activity.” This requirement
will be satisfied by having any listed
species or subspecies, lacking a
recovery plan, and identified as being,
or having a recognizable potential for
being, in conflict with a construction or
development project, automatically
qualify for the conflict column of the
matrix. This species would then be
considered high priority for having a
recovery plan developed.

Conlflict with construction or other
development projects would be
identified in large part by consultations
conducted with Federal agencies under
Section 7 of the Act. Any species
identified through Section 7
consultations as having generated a
negative biological opinion which
concluded that a given proposed project
would violate Section 7(a)(2) of the
Endangered Species Act or resulted in
the recommendation of reasonable and

prudent alternatives to avoid a negative
biological opinion, would be assigned to
the conflict category and would be given
priority over all other candidates for
recovery plan preparation and
implementation in the same numerical
category not involving a conflict. The -
Service would also contact other
Federal agencies for their identification
of listed species that are, or may be. in
conflict with construction or other
development projects or other forms of
economic activity. Any species
identified by this process would be

. assigned to the conflict category and

would also be given priority over other
candidates for recovery plan
preparation and implementation within
the same numerical category (see Table
3) not involving a conflict.

A task priority (1-3) is used in
conjunction with species recovery
numbers (1-18 or 1C-18C) in ranking
those tasks that need to be
accomplished for the recovery of a
species. This combination results in a
two-tiered priority system (species
recovery number-task priority number)
which serves to distribute the resources
of the program equitably for all listed

-species. Recovery tasks will be assigned

priorities based on the following:

1. Priority 1. An action that must be
taken to prevent extinction or to prevent
the species from declining irreversibly.

2, Priority 2. An action that must be
taken to prevent a significant decline in
species population/habitat quality, or
some other significant negative impact
short of extinction.

3. Priority 3. All other actions
necessary to provide for full recovery of
the species. (Recognizing that the
ultimate success of the Program is
species recovery, priority 3 action likely

" to lead to full recovery and delisting of a

species in the foreseeable future will
tend to rank higher than other priority 3
actions.)

The highest priority activity (research
proposal, permit proposal, etc.) is a 1C-1
priority (species recovery number 1C;
task priority number 1).

This is an action necessary to prevent
extinction for a monotypic genus, with a
high recovery potential, under a high
degree of threat and in conflict with a
construction or other development
project. If resources were channeled into
activities based solely on the recovery
priority of a species, these resources
would be utilized primarily for species
with a recovery priority of 1C to 6.
However, when the species’ priority is
viewed in conjunction with the task
priority, we are able to identify the most
critical activities for all species. This
system would insure that resources are
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distributed to the most critically
Endangered species and would
recognize those species approaching
recovered status.
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BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

' Asian Elephant; Emergency
Exemption, Issuance

On September 13, 1983, a letter
waiving the 30-day public comment
period was issued to Hawthorn
Corporation, Grayslake, Illinois,
authorizing emergency action to
enhance the survival of one female
Asian elephant (Elephas maximus). This
waiver was granted to allow the
interstate commerce of one Asian
elephant from Gentle Jungle, Inc.,
Burbank, California (being held at the
Animal Wayside Station, Riverside,
California) to Hawthorn Corporation.

It was determined by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service that an emergency
does in fact exist, that the health and
life of the elephant is threatened and
that no.reasonable alternative to the
proposed action is available to the
applicant.

A copy of the letter of waiver is
herewith presented. This emergency
waiver is provided in accordance with
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended by Pub. L. 94--359 (90 Stat. 911).

Dated: September 14, 1983.
R. K. Robinson,
Chief, Branch of Permits, Federal Wildlife
Permit Office.
In reply refer to: FWS/WPO PRT 2-11086.
Mr. John F. Cuneo, Jr.,
President, Hawthorn Corporation, 23675 W.
Chardon Road.,
Grayslake, lllinois 60030, September 13, 1963.

Dear Mr. Cuneo: This letter will serve to

waive the 30-day public comment period

- required prior to issuance of a permit

subsquent to your application to purchase in
intergtate commerce oné female Asian
elephant (Elephas maximus) from Gentle
Jungle, Inc., Burbank, California.

This is an emergency exemption from the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) of 1973 (re: ESA Sec. 10[c]}. It has been
determined by the Service that an emergency
exists, that the health and life of the elephant,
identified as “Misty”, is threatened and that
no reasonable alternative is available for
placement of the elephant. This animal killed
a man in California and was ordered
destroyed by local authorities unless
removed from the State prior to September
15, 1983. Hawthorn Corporation has other
Asian elephants and has shown that they
have the expertise and facilities to care for
the animal.

The enclosed permit, PRT 2-11086,
authorizes you to purchase this elephant
under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The
emergency exemption is granted conditional
to the provisions of the permit. A copy of the
permit has been sent to the Twin Cities,
Minnesota Office, Division of Law
Enforcement.

Any questions you may have should be
directed to Maggie Tieger of the Federal
Wildlife Permit Office, P.O. Box 3654,
Arlington, Virginia 22203 (703/235-1903).

Sincerely,
Roman H. Koenings,
Acting Director.
Enclosure.
[FR Doc. 83-25734 Filed 9-20-83; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4310-55-M

Minerals Management Service
[DES 83-6511] '

Alaska OQuter Continental Shelf;
Availability of a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Proposed Oil
and Gas Lease Offering in the Diapir
Field Region of the Beaufort Sea

" Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of the

" National Environmental Policy Act of

1969, the Minerals Management Service
(MMS) has prepared a draft
environmental impact statement (EIS)
relating to a proposed June 1984 offshore
oil and gas lease offering in the Diapir
Field off the northern coast of Alaska.

Single copies of the draft EIS can be
obtained from the Regional Manager,
Alaska OCS Region, P.O. Box 10-1159,
Anchorage, Alaska 99510.

Copies of the draft EIS will also be
available for inspection in the following
public libraries: Alaska Federation of
Natives, Suite 304, 1577 O Street,
Anchorage, AK 99501; Anchor Point
Public Library, Anchor Point, AK 99556;
Department of the Interior Resources
Library, Box 36, 701 C Street,

-

Anchorage, AK 99513; Cordova Public
Library, Box 472, Cordova, AK 99574;
Kenai Community Library, Box 157,
Kenai, AK 99611; Elim Learning Center,
Elim, AK 99739; Haines Public Library,
P.O. Box 36, Haines, AK 99827; North
Star Borough Library, Fairbanks, AK
99701; University of Alaska, Institute of
Social and Economic Research Library,
Fairbanks, AK 99801; Homer Public
Library, Box 356, Homer, AK 99603; Z. .
Loussac Public Library, 427 F Street,
Anchorage, AK 99801; Juneau Memorial
Library, 114 W. 4th Street, Juneau, AK
99824; Alaska State Library, Documents
Librarian, Pouch G, Juneau, AK 99811;
Ketchikan Public Library, 629 Dock
Street, Ketchikan, AK 99901; Department
of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers
Library, P.O. Box 7002, Anchorage, AK
99501; Kodiak Library, P.O. Box 985,
Kodiak, AK 99615; Metlakatla Extension
Center, Metlakatla, AK 99926;
Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Mines Library, AF-F.Q. Center, P.O. Box
550, Juneau, AK 99802; Petersburg
Extension Center, Box 289, Petersburg,
AK 99833; Seldovia Public Library,
Drawer D, Seldovia, AK 99663; Seward
Community Library, Box 5§37, Seward,
AK 99664; University of Alaska Juneau
Library, P.O. Box 1447, Juneau, AK
91447; Sitka Community Library, Box
1090, Sitka, AK 99835; Douglas Public
Library, Box 469, Douglas, AK 99824;
University of Alaska Anchorage Library,
3211 Providence Drive, Anchorage, AK
99504; University of Alaska Elmer E.
Rasmusson Library, Fairbanks, AK
99701; Wrangell Extension Center, Box
651, Wrangell, AK 99929.

In accordance with 30 CFR 256.26, the
MMS will hold a public hearing in order
to receive comments and suggestions
relating to the EIS. The exact location
and date of this hearing will be
announced at a later date. Comments
concerning the draft EIS will be
accepted until Thursday, November 10,
1983, and should be addressed to the
Regional Manager, Alaska OCS Region,
Minerals Management Service, P.O. Box
10-1159, Anchorage, Alaska 99510.

Gary Bennethum,
Acting Director, Minerals Management
Service.

August 28, 1983.

Approved: September 18, 1983. .

Bruce Blanchard,

Director Environmental Project Heview.
[FR Doc. 83-25724 Filed 9-20-83; 8:45 am)-

BILLING CODE 4310-MR-M:
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realty action and will issue a final
determination.

Detailed information concerning the
proposed lease is available for review at
the Price River Resource Area office at
P.O. Drawer AB, 900 North 700 East,
Price, Utah 84501.

Dated: November 7, 1983.

Gene Nodine,
District Manager.

[FR Doc. 83-30730 Filed 11-14-83; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Bureau Form Submitted to Office of
Management and Budget for Review

SUMMARY: The proposal for the
collection of information listed below
has been submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget for approval
under the provisions of the Paperwork
Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35).
Copies of the proposed information
collection requirement and related forms
and explanatory material may be
obtained by contacting the Bureau's
clearance officer at the phone number
listed below. Comments and suggestions
on the requirement should be made
directly to the Bureau clearance officer
and the Office of Management and
Budget reviewing official, Mr. Richard
Otis, at 202-395-7340.
Title: Offer to Lease and Lease for Qil
and Gas
Bureau Form Number: 3100-11
Frequency: On occasion
Description of Respondents: General
public, small businesses , and oil
companies
Annual Responses: 25,000
Annual Burden Hours: 12,500
Bureau Clearance Officer (alternate):
Linda Gibbs 202-653-8853

.Dated: August 12, 1983.
James M. Parker,
Acting Director.
{FR Doc. 83-30742 Filed 11-14-83; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-84-M

Fish and Wildlife Service

Endangered and Threatened Species Listing and Recovery Priority Guidelines -

Correction

In FR Doc. 83-25716 beginning on page 43098 of the issue of Wednesday,
September 21, 1983, make the following correction: On page 43104, first column,
Table 3 should read as set forth below:

Table 3. Recovery Priority

Degree of Recovery ,
Threat Potential Taxonomy Priority Conflict
_High Monotypic genus 1 1C
High ‘Species 2 ]ZC
High Subspecies 3 gc
High Low Monotypic genus 4 30
Low "Species 5 gC
Low Subspecies 6 EC
High Monotypic genus 7 . 7C
High Species 8 %
High Subspecies . 9 o
Moderate | Low Monotypic genus 10 130
' Low Species - 1 }?C
Low Subspecies 12 }IZC
12
High ‘| Monotypic genus 13 13C
High Species 14 :2C
High Subspecies 15 }gc
Low Low Monotypic genus 16 }2C
Low Species 17 }gc
Low Subspecies 18 iéc

BILLING CODE 1505-01-M
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