From: Grizzle, Betty

To: Guinotte, John; Stephen Torbit
Subject: Re: Draft of section so far
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 8:31:14 AM

Thanks. The next section/paragraphs will be the results.

I am working most of this morning on another species (starting another 12-month finding).
My goal is to finish this write-up by the end of the week, if not sooner. I am planning to send
the draft to core team by COB next Friday and I still have a few small sections to finish.

On Wed, Sep 13, 2017 at 7:18 AM, Guinotte, John <john guinotte@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Betty, This looks like a good start to me. I'm cc'ing Steve as he was starting to write this
section yesterday. Attached is most recent table 2-1 on differences between noaa and
mckelvey. The future scenarios column captures the differences in model output. Best, John

On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 5:14 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
John - Here is what I prepared so far. Would appreciate your quick review.

Northern and Southern Rocky Mountains—Glacier and Rocky Mountain National Parks

The Service requested and provided funding support for a fine-scale assessment of snow
extent and depth in order to assess the effects of climate to snow persistence in two
regions of the western United States (Ray ef al. 2017, entire). The primary objective of
this study was to improve upon the scientific understanding of the current extent of spring
snow retention as well as the future temporal and spatial extent of snow retention under a
changing climate (Ray et al. 2017, p. 9). In sum, this involved the following (Ray et al.
2017, p. 10):

e Use of fine-scale models to analyze the topographic effects of snow, including the
effects of slope and aspect (compass direction that slope faces)

e Use of a range of plausible future climate change scenarios

e Analysis of extremes and year-to-year variability by selecting representative wet, dry,
and near normal years (using observed conditions) and then estimating projected changes
under several future climate scenarios

e Assessment of changes in snow persistence by elevation

The study was designed so as to intentionally build on the previous assessment of snow
cover persistence in the western United States presented in McKelvey et al. (2011).
However, given the time, funding, and computational constraints needed for developing a
fine-scale assessment, the study discussed here was limited to two regions (approximately

1,500 to 3,000 km? each) in the northern and southern Rocky Mountains (see Appendix G
for maps). The two study areas were selected as they encompass the latitude and


mailto:betty_grizzle@fws.gov
mailto:john_guinotte@fws.gov
mailto:stephen_torbit@fws.gov
mailto:john_guinotte@fws.gov
mailto:betty_grizzle@fws.gov

elevational range of wolverines within the contiguous United States. Glacier National Park
is representative of a high latitude and relatively low elevation area that is currently
occupied by wolverines, while the Rocky Mountain National Park region represents a
lower latitude and high elevation area, and which is within the wolverine’s historical range
and, more recently, where a wolverine was documented as occupying from 2009 to at least
2012.

We provide here a brief summary of the methods used in this study for both study areas.
Additional details are contained in the full report authored by Ray ef al. (2017). The initial
step of the analysis was a review of the observed climate and variability in order to
provide context relative to trends and year-to-year variability (Section 3 of report). Next,
snow cover extent and variability were analyzed from satellite remote sensing (MODIS)
data from 2000 to 2016 in order to calculate a snow disappearance date for each year at
each pixel (Section 4). Summary statistics include total snow covered area (total area
covered by snow), representation of snow pack by aspect (percent of land areas covered
by snow for each of the 17 years in the historical record by topographic aspect), and
elevation dependence for wet, near-normal, and dry years (with median of all years used
as reference). Future snow pack projections were then conducted using the Distributed
Hydrology Soil Vegetation Model (DHSVM), which was run for the historic period 1998-
2013, and then validated against SNOTEL observing stations. Five scenarios for the future
were selected from CMIPS5 global climate model projections based on the RCP 4.5
(moderate) and RCP 8.5 (high) emissions scenarios. These projections were then
downscaled using the “delta method” (as was done in McKelvey et al. 2011). Analyses
were presented for “light snow cover” (SWE > 5 mm) and “significant” snow (SWE > 0.5
m) for April 15, May 1, and May 15 for previously defined representative years.

Although the methods used in this study have similarities with those presented in
McKelvey et al. (2011), there are several key differences. These are presented in Table 7
below.

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax
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From: Stephen Torbit

To: John Guinotte; Betty Grizzle
Subject: RE: Draft of section so far
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 9:18:46 AM

| have some changes to Betty’s narrative and will include them in my draft. John, | also have some
suggestions for your table. Will send those along too.

Stephen C. Torbit

Assistant Regional Director
Science Applications

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
134 Union Blvd.

Lakewood, Colorado 80228
303-236-4602 — Office
720-626-7504 — Cell

From: Guinotte, John [mailto:john_guinotte@fws.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 8:18 AM

To: Grizzle, Betty; Stephen Torbit
Subject: Re: Draft of section so far

Hi Betty, This looks like a good start to me. I'm cc'ing Steve as he was starting to write this
section yesterday. Attached is most recent table 2-1 on differences between noaa and
mckelvey. The future scenarios column captures the differences in model output. Best, John

On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 5:14 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
John - Here is what I prepared so far. Would appreciate your quick review.

Northern and Southern Rocky Mountains—Glacier and Rocky Mountain National Parks

The Service requested and provided funding support for a fine-scale assessment of snow
extent and depth in order to assess the effects of climate to snow persistence in two regions of
the western United States (Ray et al. 2017, entire). The primary objective of this study was to
improve upon the scientific understanding of the current extent of spring snow retention as
well as the future temporal and spatial extent of snow retention under a changing climate (Ray
etal. 2017, p. 9). In sum, this involved the following (Ray et al. 2017, p. 10):

e Use of fine-scale models to analyze the topographic effects of snow, including the effects
of slope and aspect (compass direction that slope faces)

e Use of a range of plausible future climate change scenarios

e Analysis of extremes and year-to-year variability by selecting representative wet, dry, and
near normal years (using observed conditions) and then estimating projected changes under
several future climate scenarios

e Assessment of changes in snow persistence by elevation
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The study was designed so as to intentionally build on the previous assessment of snow cover
persistence in the western United States presented in McKelvey et al. (2011). However, given
the time, funding, and computational constraints needed for developing a fine-scale
assessment, the study discussed here was limited to two regions (approximately 1,500 to 3,000

km? each) in the northern and southern Rocky Mountains (see Appendix G for maps). The two
study areas were selected as they encompass the latitude and elevational range of wolverines
within the contiguous United States. Glacier National Park is representative of a high latitude
and relatively low elevation area that is currently occupied by wolverines, while the Rocky
Mountain National Park region represents a lower latitude and high elevation area, and which
is within the wolverine’s historical range and, more recently, where a wolverine was
documented as occupying from 2009 to at least 2012.

We provide here a brief summary of the methods used in this study for both study areas.
Additional details are contained in the full report authored by Ray et al. (2017). The initial
step of the analysis was a review of the observed climate and variability in order to provide
context relative to trends and year-to-year variability (Section 3 of report). Next, snow cover
extent and variability were analyzed from satellite remote sensing (MODIS) data from 2000 to
2016 in order to calculate a snow disappearance date for each year at each pixel (Section 4).
Summary statistics include total snow covered area (total area covered by snow),
representation of snow pack by aspect (percent of land areas covered by snow for each of the
17 years in the historical record by topographic aspect), and elevation dependence for wet,
near-normal, and dry years (with median of all years used as reference). Future snow pack
projections were then conducted using the Distributed Hydrology Soil Vegetation Model
(DHSVM), which was run for the historic period 1998-2013, and then validated against
SNOTEL observing stations. Five scenarios for the future were selected from CMIP5 global
climate model projections based on the RCP 4.5 (moderate) and RCP 8.5 (high) emissions
scenarios. These projections were then downscaled using the “delta method” (as was done in
McKelvey et al. 2011). Analyses were presented for “light snow cover” (SWE > 5 mm) and
“significant” snow (SWE > 0.5 m) for April 15, May 1, and May 15 for previously defined
representative years.

Although the methods used in this study have similarities with those presented in McKelvey et
al. (2011), there are several key differences. These are presented in Table 7 below.

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax



From: Grizzle, Betty

To: Snyder, Caitlin

Cc: Bush, Jodi; Justin Shoemaker

Subject: Re: Draft SOW and peer review plan for wolverine peer review
Date: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 3:44:42 PM

Attachments: Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form template.pdf

I am working this week on completing draft SSA Report (so that I can send out by COB
Friday) so have limited time to review the SOW.

But please see a very simple COI form/template that we used in this office.

On Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 2:08 PM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks, all. | revised the draft Statement of Work per your comments/input. | have
a full track changes version and a revised version with today's date. The version
with today's date is cleaned up for the most part, but with several
comments/responses remaining for you to review.

I'm also attaching a conflict of interest form we used for another peer review. We
can revise for wolverine.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673

On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 2:34 PM, Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov> wrote:
Betty and others. My review on top of Betty's. Generally I agree with her suggested
edits. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 11:46 AM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
Please see attached documents with my comments/suggestions.

On Fri, Sep 8, 2017 at 7:36 AM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin _snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
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Hi Justin and Betty,

Attached is a draft Statement of Work for the wolverine peer review and a draft
peer review plan.

The SOW will be submitted to contracting and they will put it out to the
contractor to get a bid on the peer review process. There is template
language in the SOW, so please only look at the specific language related to
wolverine and the schedule (number of days for each task).

The peer review plan will be posted on the Service's Peer Review page -- I'm
assuming it should go under Region 6.

The peer review plan draws from the language in the SOW, so | recommend
focusing your review on the SOW, because | can easily incorporate the
language from the SOW into the peer review plan later.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax



Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax



Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form

Note: A potential or actual conflict of interest exists when commitments and obligations are likely to be
compromised by the nominator(s)’ other material interests, or relationships (especially economic),
particularly if those interests or commitments are not disclosed.

This Conflict of Interest Form should indicate whether the nominator(s) has an economic interest in, or
acts as an officer or a director of, any outside entity whose financial interests would reasonably appear
to be affected by the addition of the nominated condition to the newborn screening panel. The
nominator(s) should also disclose any personal, business, or volunteer affiliations that may give rise to a
real or apparent conflict of interest. Relevant Federally and organizationally established regulations and
guidelines in financial conflicts must be abided by. Individuals with a conflict of interest should refrain
from nominating a condition for screening.

Date:
Name:

Position:

Please describe below any relationships, transactions, positions you hold (volunteer or otherwise), or
circumstances that you believe could contribute to a conflict of interest:

I have no conflict of interest to report.

| have the following conflict of interest to report (please specify other nonprofit and for-profit

boards you (and your spouse) sit on, any for-profit businesses for which you or an immediate family
member are an officer or director, or a majority shareholder, and the name of your employer and any
businesses you or a family member own:

| hereby certify that the information set forth above is true and complete to the best of my knowledge.

Signature:

Date:




From: Bush, Jodi

To: Snyder, Caitlin

Cc: Justin Shoemaker; Grizzle, Betty

Subject: Re: Draft SOW and peer review plan for wolverine peer review

Date: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 4:37:34 PM

Attachments: 20170919 Wolverine peer review Statement of Work revised Jbeds.docx

Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form template (1).pdf

Caitlin. I have reviewed SOW please me comments. Lets finalize this and get it ready to be
awarded asap. I made some changes that are consistent with the SOW we just did with Fisher
earlier this spring regarding the number of reviewers.

I also think the simpler version of Betty's Conflict of interest form works. If you'd like me to
take over finalizing it and getting it to our contracting Office in R6 -1 can do that. Let me
know. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 3:44 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle(@fws.gov> wrote:
I am working this week on completing draft SSA Report (so that I can send out by COB
Friday) so have limited time to review the SOW.

But please see a very simple COI form/template that we used in this office.

On Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 2:08 PM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks, all. | revised the draft Statement of Work per your comments/input. |
have a full track changes version and a revised version with today's date. The
version with today's date is cleaned up for the most part, but with several
comments/responses remaining for you to review.

I'm also attaching a conflict of interest form we used for another peer review. We
can revise for wolverine.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673
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On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 2:34 PM, Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov> wrote:
Betty and others. My review on top of Betty's. Generally I agree with her suggested
edits. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 12,2017 at 11:46 AM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
Please see attached documents with my comments/suggestions.

On Fri, Sep 8, 2017 at 7:36 AM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Justin and Betty,

Attached is a draft Statement of Work for the wolverine peer review and a
draft peer review plan.

The SOW will be submitted to contracting and they will put it out to the
contractor to get a bid on the peer review process. There is template
language in the SOW, so please only look at the specific language related to
wolverine and the schedule (number of days for each task).

The peer review plan will be posted on the Service's Peer Review page --
I'm assuming it should go under Region 6.

The peer review plan draws from the language in the SOW, so | recommend
focusing your review on the SOW, because | can easily incorporate the
language from the SOW into the peer review plan later.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673
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Statement of Work
Peer Review of the Draft Species Status Assessment Report for the North American Wolverine

Date: September19, 2017

//[ Deleted: 7

1. Introduction/Background

The Service has drafted a Species Status Assessment (SSA) report to inform an evaluation of
the status of the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The SSA report is a comprehensive evaluation of the biological
status of the North American wolverine and its viability as a species. The SSA report considers
the ecological needs as well as current and forecasted future conditions for the species. We are
seeking peer review on the SSA report.

In compliance with a Court order that remanded our previous withdrawal of a proposed rule to
list a Distinct Population Segment of the North American wolverine (79 FR 47522; August 13,
2014), the Service will prepare either a revised proposed rule to list as a threatened or
endangered species under the Act, or a revised withdrawal of the previous proposed rule (78 FR

“not warranted” under the Act.

7864; February 4, 2013). The SSA report will be used to inform a decision (to be published in  Deleted:
the Federal Register) to classify the North American wolverine as threatened, endangered or
The wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae. In North America, ( Deleted:
wolverines occur within a wide variety of habitats, primarily boreal forests, tundra, and western
mountains throughout Alaska and Canada; however, the southern portion of the range extends

\/ Deleted:

into the contiguous United States.lCurrently, wolverines are found in the Northern Rocky

Mountains in Idaho, Montana, zind, parts of Washington and Oregon. and Wyoming. Individual

wolverines have recently dispersed into their historical range in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of
California and the Southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, but have not established breeding
populations in these areas.

2. Description of Review

| Deleted: North Cascades in Washington and the

wolverines. Has this changed — are they no longer found in the

o Commented [SC2]: I took this from previous FWS docs on
North Cascades?

Deleted: Oregon

‘ Deleted: (Wallowa Range)

1: Deleted:
As part of the Service’s peer review policy we are requesting peer review of the draft Species
Status Assessment report. The purpose of the peer review is to help us ensure that we are using | Deleted:
the best scientific and commercial information in the SSA report. Thus, we are looking for [ Deleted:
independent scientific perspectives on the draft SSA report.lPeer Reviewers should be advised [ Deleted:

that they are not to provide advice on policy.\

3. Methods, Protocols and/or Scientific Standards

1. Each reviewer must have a Ph.D. or a Master’s with significant experience in Wildlife
Ecology, Ecology, or Wildlife Management; and

2. In combination, the expertise of the qualified reviewers shall include the following:,

| Commented [BIG3]: This is repeated below, delete here?

Commented [SC4R3]: I would keep here.

\/ Deleted: ,
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however, each individual is not required to meet all qualifications:
a. Experience or expertise with carnivore management, especially wolverines;

b. Expert knowledge of wildlife biology, wildlife management, demographic management
of mammals (especially mesocarnivores), genetics, population modeling and/or

Deleted: , small

\ |

scientific literature on wolverines or other mustelids; \[ Deleted: population conservation management ]
Deleted: , ]

c. Expert knowledge of the effects of climate change and climate change modeling, [ Deleted: )

specifically in the Mountain West area of the United States, which includes the

northern Rocky Mountains, hhe North Cascades, or the southern Rocky Mountains; /{ Commented [SC8]: You struck a reference to “North Cascades” }
S above. Should we rephrase here?

d. Expert knowledge of genetics of metapopulations; [ Deleted: )

e. Experience as a peer reviewer for scientific publications;

f. Knowledge of wolverine management in Canada, Alaska, and/or Europe.
The Contractor shall ensure the peer review process complies with the Service’s July 1, 1994 peer
review policy (59 FR 34270), the Service's August 22, 2016 Director's Memo on the Peer Review
Process, and the Office of Management and Budget’s December 16, 2004 Final Information
Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. For example, potential conflicts of interest should be avoided, if | Deleted: \
possible and disclosed if not possible. Potential conflicts of interest would likely include: { Deleted: )
employment or affiliation with the Service, the States of California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, or Wyoming, or the Canadian Federal
government; and peer reviewers. who have been or are directly or indirectly employed by any
organization that has either litigated the federal government concerning wolverines or taken a
position on one side or the other about the status of the North American wolverine in the
contiguous United States. In addition, jndividuals who served as peer reviewers for previous | Deleted: \
proposed rules or who werg, participants in the April 2-3, 2014 facilitated wolverine workshop { Deleted: )
held by the Service should be disqualified from this peer review process. Finally, the reviewers \{ Deleted: )
should have no financial or other conflicts of interest with the outcome or implications of the { Deleted: \
report. The contractor will be responsible for selecting reviewers and obtaining the individual _{ Deleted: \
written peer reviews from |5 well-qualified reviewers. | s d [BIG9]: Not sure there will be 5. Can we say up o

57
Peer Reviewers will provide individual, written responses. Peer Reviewers will be advised Commented [IB10]: I agree. We only need 3.
that their reviews, including their names and affiliations, will (1) be included in our Commented [SC11R10]: We need to specify a number of peer
administrative record, and (2) will be made available to the public. We will summarize and reviewers. Given the interest in and complexity associated with this
. . . . .. . species, are we comfortable with only asking for 3 peer reviewers?

respond to the issues raised by the peer reviewers in the administrative record and address oyt UG, o el 5, 1 s bl e ol il e ol g 648
these concerns in the SSA report, as appropriate. peer reviewers.
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contractor (Task 003.1), for a period of 15 days, starting immediately after the Service receives | Deleted: )
the reviews from the contractor. Peer reviewers will be advised that they are not to provide  Deleted: )
advice on policy. Rather, they should focus their review on identifying and characterizing | Deleted: \
scientific uncertainties. Peer reviewers will be asked to answer questions pertaining to the logic | Deleted: \

of our assumptions, arguments, and conclusions and to provide any other relevant comments,
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criticisms, or thoughts. Collectively, the review should cover, but not be limited to, the topics { Deleted:

listed below. ] | Deleted:

Commented [IB13]: This is what we had in fisher and it

l ] [ worked fine.

Deleted: Individual reviewers should, at their own discretion,
provide comments, criticisms, and ideas about any of the topics
they feel qualified to comment on. Not all reviewers are required
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Peer reviewers will be asked to complete and sign a Conflict of Interest form (see Paragraph 8), <

Available Data \\

\

\

Deleted: -abstain-from-

(1) Please identify any oversights or omissions of data or information, and their relevance to the Deleted: ing

assessment. Are there other sources of information or studies that were not included that are

Deleted: i s-outside-of their-exy

relevant to assessing current and future threats to this species and not repetitive of other

information or studies already included? What are they and how are they relevant? Formatted: Strikethrough

Deleted: other

Deleted: areas

(2) Provide advice on the overall strengths and limitations of the scientific data used in the
document. Is the information presented in the SSA report explicit about assumptions and
limitations of, and concerns regarding, the data, and are these appropriately qualified or explained?
Are there concerns that the Service did not identify, and if so, how relevant are these concerns to
the assessment of the North American wolverine? Are there any inconsistencies in how the data are

Formatted: Strikethrough

Formatted: Strikethrough
Formatted: Strikethrough
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presented or assessed? Deleted: ¢

[ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.08", Right: 0.13"

Analysis of Available Data | Deleted: s

(3) Have the assumptions and methods used in the SSA report been clearly and logically stated in
light of the best available information? If not, please identify the specific assumptions and methods
that are unclear or illogical.

(4) Are there demonstrable errors of fact or interpretation? Have the authors of the SSA report
provided reasonable and scientifically sound interpretations and syntheses from the scientific
information presented in the report? Are there instances in the SSA report where a different but
equally reasonable and sound interpretation might be reached that differs from that provided by the
Service? If any instances are found where this is the case, please provide the specifics regarding
those particular concerns.

(5) Provide feedback on the inclusion and portrayal of uncertainty in the SSA report. Have the
scientific uncertainties presented and the analyses conducted been clearly identified and has the

degree of uncertainty been appropriately characterized? If not, please identify any specific, _{ Deleted: s

concerns.

(6) Does the SSA report adequately consider what the species needs to maintain viability in terms
of resiliency, redundancy, and representation?



In accordance with the agreement terms and Performance Work Statement, the contractor(s) is
(are) reminded of the requirements to protect information and that the services provided shall
consist of unbiased assessments through proper management and enforcement of scientific
integrity standards, to avoid any conflict of interest.

4. Required Service (Work) Items - Task Line Item Numbers (TLIN): As described in the < { Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.08", Hanging: 0.21", Right: 0" |
agreement’s Performance Work Statement, paragraph 2B, the below TLINSs are required in the
performance of this project. The TLINSs are different, but interrelated to the tasks listed in
task/deliverable and payment schedule:

TLIN 001: Selecting for peer reviewers or review panels, or for task orders to provide
scientific support.

TLIN 002: Organizing, structuring, leading, and managing the scientific reviews and task order
products.

TLIN 003: Managing and producing a final product.

TLIN 004: Responding to any follow-up questions from the Service on original review
comments (not to exceed 15 consecutive days).

TLIN 005: Maintaining an official record for peer reviews or task orders.

5. Deliverables

The following deliverables are in addition to the agreement’s Performance Work Statement
paragraph 3, which states, “The Contractor shall provide the Contracting Officer
Representative with three key deliverables: (1) Proposed Timeline, (2) Original individual
scientific reviews and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director, Noreen Walsh),
and (3) Complete Official Record.” Original individual scientific reviews will be provided to
the Contracting Officer Representative electronically in both Word and pdf format.
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From: Guinotte, John

To: Grizzle, Betty

Subject: Re: Results Revision from John and Steve
Date: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 10:11:59 AM
Attachments: REVISED section jmg.docx

Here you go Betty. Looks pretty good to me. I had a few edits. Can you send me the figures
when you have them ready? Also, need the template for the pers comm.

Thanks John.

John Guinotte

Spatial Ecologist

Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Mountain Prairie Region 6

134 Union Blvd., Lakewood, CO 80228
303-236-4264

john_guinotte@fws.gov

On Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 4:55 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
See attached revision (yellow highlight means clarification needed). Please use track
changes for edits/changes.

Thanks!

On Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 3:31 PM, Guinotte, John <john_guinotte@fws.gov> wrote:
Fine w me on the bullet. Please send the section back when you are finished and I'll read it
over. I'm around all this week, except Friday.
Thanks John

John Guinotte

Spatial Ecologist

Ecological Services

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Mountain Prairie Region 6

134 Union Blvd., Lakewood, CO 80228
303-236-4264

john_guinotte@fws.gov

On Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 3:55 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
This looks good. Can I make the last bullet for GLAC a sub-bullet?
It will take me a little while to incorporate this (need to add English units, change % to
percent, etc). Do you want me to send back the entire section when I am done?

On Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 12:51 PM, Stephen Torbit <Stephen Torbit@fws.gov> wrote:

Hey Betty, here is what John and I came up with for revising the results. We have cut
this down as much as we are comfortable. We are anxious to see how your edited
version of our section looks when you are done.
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Take Care

ST

Stephen C. Torbit
Assistant Regional Director

Science Applications

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

134 Union Blvd.
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
303-236-4602 — Office

720-626-7504 — Cell

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax
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REVISED SECTION - Sept 18 (please use track changes to edit)
Northern and Southern Rocky Mountains—Glacier and Rocky Mountain National Parks

The effects of climate change on snow persistence has been suggested as an important negative
impact on wolverine habitat and populations by the mid-21* century (McKelvey et al., 2011,
entire). The Service therefore pursued a refined methodology to provide insights into the
potential impacts of climate change on snow persistence.

The Service engaged the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
laboratories and University of Colorado in Boulder, Colorado (CU) regarding their ability to
evaluate and model fine scale persistence of snow in occupied and potential wolverine habitat in
the contiguous United States. Those discussions revealed significant progress in fine scale
modeling approaches since the early 2000s and the Service provided funding for an assessment
of snow extent and depth to assess the effects of climate on snow persistence in two areas of the
western United States, Rocky Mountain and Glacier National Parks (Ray et al. 2017, entire). The
primary objective of this study was to refine the spatial and temporal scale of snow modeling
efforts and improve the scientific understanding of the extent of spring snow retention currently
and into the future under a changing climate (Ray et al. 2017, p. 9). The objectives of the study
included (Ray et al. 2017, p. 10):

e Use of fine-scale models to analyze the topographic effects of snow, including slope and
aspect (compass direction that slope faces)

e Use of a range of plausible future climate change scenarios to assess snow persistence
Analysis of extremes and year-to-year variability by selecting representative wet, dry,
and near normal years (using observed conditions) and then modeling changes #a-for
those base years under several future climate scenarios

o Assessment of changes in snow persistence by elevation

The study was designed to parallel as much as possible and thereby refine the previous
assessment of snow cover persistence in the western United States presented in McKelvey et al.
(2011). However, an exact replication of the McKelvey et al. study was not possible given the
time, funding, and computational constraints needed to develop a fine-scale assessment. The
current study was limited to two speeifie-study areas (approximately 1,500 to 3,000 km? (579 to
1,158 mi?) each) in the northern and southern Rocky Mountains (see Appendix G for maps).
The two study areas were selected because they encompass the latitude and elevational range of
wolverines within the contiguous United States. Glacier National Park (GLAC) is representative
of a high latitude and relatively low elevation area currently occupied by wolverines.; while
theThe Rocky Mountain National Park region (ROMO) represents-is a lower latitude and higher
elevation area within the wolverine’s historical range;farther ROMO, which was recently
deeumented-as-occupied by a wolverine from 2009 to at least 2012.

Methods: We provide here a brief summary of the methods used in this study. Additional details
are contained in the full report authored by Ray et al. (2017). The initial step of the analysis was
a review of the observed climate and variability to provide context for trends and year-to-year
variability. Next, historical snow cover extent and variability were analyzed wia-using satellite
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remote sensing (MODIS) data from 2000 to 2016 to calculate a snow disappearance date for
each year at each pixel. Summary statistics include total snow covered area (total area covered
by snow), representation of snow pack by aspect (percent of land areas covered by snow for each
of the 17 years in the historical record by topographic aspect based on compass direction that the
slope faces), and elevation dependence for wet, near-normal, and dry years (with median of all
years used as reference). Future snow pack projections were then generated using the Distributed
Hydrology Soil Vegetation Model (DHSVM), for the historic period 1998-2013, and then
validated against SNOTEL observing stations and MODIS satellite data.

Both Ray et al. (2017) and McKelvey et al. (2011) used the delta method to estimate future snow
persistence. The NOAA-/DHSVM delta method uses historical observed weather (1998-2013)
as the baseline and applies future changes in temperature and precipitation from the chosen
general circulation models (GCMs) (approximately Year 2055) to estimate future snow
persistence on the landscape. Five future scenarios (GCMs) were selected from CMIPS5 global
climate model projections to capture variability in temperature and precipitation, using the RCP
4.5 (moderate) and RCP 8.5 (high) emissions scenarios. Representative wWet, nNear nNormal,
and dPry years were analyzed for the historical simulations and evaluated for the five future
scenarios. The number of years (out of 16) with snow_depth abeve-greater than 0.5 m (20 in)
depth-was also analyzed as was the change in [Snowcovered Area (SCA) with depth greater than

(0.5 in)) and “significant” snow (snow depth > 0.5 m (20 in)) for April 15, May 1, and May 15 SIS B O A m (B R i R Rl

0.5 m (20 in). Results were reported for “light snow cover” (snow depth greater than 1.25 cm ) Commented [GIM1]: Do we want to say something in this
) . s ' i somewhere else in the SSA. If you do, we should reference back to
for previously defined representative years. The term “light snow cover” was incorporated as the

it.
most directly comparable parameter to McKelvey et al.’s “light” snow cover. The average

change in SCA and snow water equivalent (SWE) was analyzed as a function of elevation for

both study areas and; fer-GEAEC-was overlaid with the elevations of documented wolverine den

sites (2003-2007) in GLAC.

Comparison with McKelvey et al. (2011): Although the methods used in this study have
similarities with those presented in McKelvey et al. (2011), there are several key differences.
Ray et al. (2017) used a finer spatial resolution model (DHSVM) than McKelvey et al. (2011)
(0.0625 km? vs. 35 km?) that incorporated slope and aspect.; and-+The grid cells represented in
McKelvey et al. (2011) were assumed to be flat (i.e., north-facing slopes treated as identical to
south-facing slopes). McKelvey et al. (2011) focused on May 1 snow depth as a proxy for May
15" snow disappearance, while Ray et al. (2017) focused directly on May 15% snow
disappearance and produced results for the presence or absence of deeper snow (nominally
greater than or equal to 0.5 m (20 in) depth) on May 1% and April 15".! Because of the increased
resolution of this study, Ray et al. (2017) was able to consider whether any pockets of snow with
depth greater than 0.5 m (20 in) will persist in these areas. Additional comparisons are outlined
below in Table 7 and in Ray et al. (2017, p. 6).

! The NOAA/CU study originally focused on May 15" to compare to the McKelvey et al. (2011) study, and June 1%
to bracket the snowmelt season. However, April 15 and April 30 dates were added to the evaluation of snowcovered
areas to align with temporal reproductive patterns of the wolverine (see Life History section above).
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Table 7. Comparison of Methods, Ray et al. (2017) vs. Copeland et al. (2010)/ McKelvey et al.

(2011)
Copeland e al. (2010)
Ray et al. (2017) and McKelvey ef al. (2011)

Spatial Resolution 250 m x 250 m = 62,500 m? or 0.0625 km? ~5 km x 7 km = 35 km?

(0.24 mi?) (13.51 mi%)
Geographic Area Glacier and Rocky Mountain National Parks, Western United States, except

300 m below treeline and above California and Great Basin
Topography Slope, aspect, and shading were used Slope and aspect were not used
Validation SNOTEL (ground stations) and MODIS None

(satellite data)

Future Scenario
Method

Delta Method, used to project 2000-2013
conditions out to Year 2055

Delta Method (Years: 2045, 2085,
2070-2099)

Future Scenarios
(GCMs)

miroc, giss, fio;
cnrm, canesm (Glacier National Park only)
hadgem?2 (Rocky Mountain National Park only)

Ensemble of 10 GCMs, pcm 1, and
miroc 3.2

Time-related Results

Long-term means and year-to-year variability
(i.e., wet, near normal, and dry years)

Changes in long-term mean snowpack
only

Snow Detection and
Measurements

Snow or no snow (1.25 cm (0.5 in) threshold),
snow depth (0.5 meter (20 in) threshold for
"significant snow"), and snow water equivalent

Snow or no snow (13 cm (5.12 in)
threshold)

Number of Years of

17 (2000-2016)

7 (2000-2006)

MODIS Data

Snow Model DHSVM (University of Washington) VIC (University of Washington)
Snow Cover Dates April 15, May 1, and May 15 May 1, May 15 (derived from May 1),
Analyzed May 29 (derived from May 1)

Results: While there are challenges in comparing the results from McKelvey ef al. (2011)
directly to the NOAA/CU study due to differences in methodology and focus, the qualitative
picture can be summarized as follows: projected warming has a larger effect at lower elevations
whereas projected precipitation changes may dominate the springtime snowpack in the high
country. We present below a summary of the main results from Ray et al. (2017).

MODIS Observed Historic Snowpack Variability Analysis:

e In GLAC, SCA varies considerably by year, including wet years such as 2011 with very
persistent snow, years with strong melt in early May, such as 2012, or in late May (2009,
2001), and dry years (2004, 2005) (Ray et al. 2017, Section 4.3).

e Even in dry years, northeast-facing slopes in GLAC tend to hold more snow and melt
later in the season.

e More than 80 percent of the GLAC study area above approximately 2,000 m (6,562 ft)
elevation on May 1 has snow cover during dry years, and more than 95 percent has snow
cover above approximately 1,200 m (3,937 ft) during wet years.

e In ROMO, the SCA also varies considerably by year.
e The northwest-facing slopes in ROMO tend to hold more snow even during dry years. In
very dry years, snow cover peaks at intermediate elevations, suggesting that the high-

altitude snowpack may be particularly vulnerable in this region under warm/dry

conditions.
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Future Snowpack Projections: The area-wide SCA results include snow cover changes in both

forested and above-treeline terrain, which may have different implications for wolverine biology. _—{ commented [GIM2]: substitute “alpine” maybe?

Glacier National Park (GLAC):

e Projections for April 15", May 1%, and May 15" SCA and area with snow depth greater
than 0.5 m (20 in) show declines on average in all scenarios, compared to the 2000-2013
historic average, except for small increases in the Warm/Wet scenario and for almost all
years.

o For April 15" light SCA area is reduced by 3 to 23 percent and significant snow
cover (>0.5 m (20 in)) declines by 7 to 44 percent.

o For May 15", light SCA is reduced by 10 to 36 percent, and the area with
significant snow cover declines by 13 to 50 percent.

e All projections show declines in the number of years with significant snow (= 0.5 m (20
in)). Areas with frequent availability (at least 14 out of 16 years) of significant snow
become concentrated in smaller high elevation areas. Lower elevation areas had the
largest decreases in the number of years with significant snow cover.

e Most of the known den sites are located between 1,800 m (5,906 ft) and 2,000 m (6,562
ft) in GLAC. Below that elevation band, large snow losses are predicted (40 to 70 percent
decrease for two of the scenarios, 16 to 20 percent for the other three). Above that
elevation band, there is little change in SCA for four of the five scenarios (2 to 8 percent)
except in maximum warming scenario (decline of 40 percent (Ray ef al. 2017; Figure 5-
22). In the 1,800-2,000 m (5,906—6,562 ft) band, the snowpack change is sensitive to
elevation and to the partieutarfuture climate scenario_used.

e For representative wet years, the higher elevations of euthe study areas experience only
2 to 7 percent loss of snowpack under the scenarios with “least” change and the “central”
change, although for the dry years, losses range from 18 to 57 percent. (IWHAT DATE?

May lst?)] /[ Commented [GIM3]: May 15th

o The implication is that the wet, cold climate of the GLAC study area could act as
a “buffer” to change in the-areas efwith 0.5 m (20 in) of deep snow on May 1%, at
least at-thefor -elevations above 1,800 m (5,906 ft).

Rocky Mountain National Park (ROMO):

e Projections of May 15th SCA in ROMO decline on average in all scenarios, except for
small increases in the Warm/Wet scenario, and for almost all years.

o For April 15%, light SCA (depth > 5 mm (0.2 in)) declines by 3 to 18 percent and
significant SCA (depth > 0.5 m (20 in)) changes from —1 to +16 percent with-for
the five scenarios considered;(-compared to the 2000-2013 historic average).

o For May 15", the area with light snow cover declines 8 to 35 percent; and the area
with significant snow cover declines 6 to 38 percent.

e All projections show declines in the number of years with significant snow. The areas
with frequent availability (at least 14 out of 16 years) of significant snow (> 0.5 m (20
in)) become concentrated in smaller high elevation areas. In contrast, lower elevation
areas had the largest decreases in the number of years with significant snow cover.
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o Although no dens have been documented in ROMO, the elevation band for denning,
modeled by regression analysis, is estimated at 2,700 to 3,600 m (8,858 to 11,811 ft). On
May 1%, modest declines in SWE of about 15 percent and less for areas at 3,400 m
(11,155 ft) or above result in losses of only about 10 percent snow cover.

o The implication is that the wet, cold climate of the higher parts of the ROMO
study area could also act as a “buffer” to change in the area of 0.5 m (20 in) deep
snow on May 1%,

Elevation Dependence of Change: In general, and supported by the literature, the snowpack at-in
the higher elevations of both areas is more responsive to precipitation change, while at lower
elevations it-isare more responsive to temperature change. For GLAC, most of the observed den
sites are located within the zone where temperature dominates the future effects of change. For
the elevation of den sites in GLAC (i.e., above 1800 m (5,906 ft)), loss of SCA on May 1% spans
the range of 540 percent, with a 70 percent decrease for the Hot/Wet (miroc GCM) scenario.
Above 2,200 m (7,218 ft), the losses are less than 5 percent for all but the Hot/Wet scenario.

Current results may be a reasonabley estimate for-be-generalized-te-the high mountain ranges
within the Rockies that lie between GLAC and ROMO, kvith wetter projections (on average)

wetter in GLAC. However, without further study, we cannot reasonably extend these results to __—{ commented [GIM4]: Could probably delete this part.

say whether or not snow refugia may-will persist in the Central Rockies below our study area

elevations dapproximately 1,000 m (3,281 ft)). Areas-below-eurstady-areasThese lower
elevations are where McKelvey et al (2011) predicted the greatest loses in -indicates-the-greatest

snowpack%esses. NoereanThe NOAA/CU results also cannot be-we extrapolated to mountain j Commented [GIM5]: It might be worth pointing out that we

: : : s-with-its-ve different-maritime have no documented den sites in the lower 48 below 1500m
rapges outside of t_he ROCkle.S (ie. the CascadeMgg)‘L A elevation. No dens in the areas where McKelvey predicted the
ehmatethat have different climates (temperature and precipitation). greatest loss in snowpack.

Interpretation and additional analysis relative to wolverine den site scale: The Service was
interested in exploring the question, “If snow cover is required for wolverine denning, will there
be a sufficient amount of significant snow cover in the future in areas wolverines have
historically used for denning in the contiguous United States?” The Service integrated future
DHSVM projections (2000-2013 averages) of snow covered area (> 0.5 m (20 in) depth) on May
1® for GLAC and ROMO with new information obtained from a spatial analysis of documented
den sites in the contiguous United States. This spatial analysis indicated 31 of 34 documented
den sites in the contiguous U.S. were located in areas with slope less than 25 degrees. Avalanche

risk increases significantly in areas with slope greater than 25 degrees QScott 2017; pers. commLL/w Commented [GIM6]: Can you send me your template for pers

and wolverines may avoid these areas for denning due to this risk. comm? | couldn’t find a good peer reviewed citation, only
avalanche skier manuals, etc.

Using the projections prepared by Ray et al. (2017), we present in Figures 6 and 7 the spatial
distribution of significant snow covered area with slopes less than 25 degrees and within the
elevation bands indicated above for three future scenarios in each study area. The three scenarios
for GLAC (miroc, cnrm, and giss) and for ROMO (hadgem?, fio, and giss) were chosen to span
the range of GCM uncertainty regarding temperature and precipitation, and by extension
significant SCA (see Figures 6a and 7a). We found that large portions of the study areas meet all
three criteria— greater than 0.5 m (20 in) snow depth on May 1%, at elevation 1,514-2,252 m
(4,967-7,389 ft), and with a slope less than 25 degrees—across both study sites in the future.
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The GLAC miroc simulation shows the greatest decrease in future snow covered area in the
elevation band historically used for denning (orange line in Figure 7a). Figure 6b shows the
spatial distribution of significant SCA with slope less than 25 degrees and elevation of 1,514—
2,252 m (4,967-7,389 ft) for the miroc simulation on May 1% (approximately Year 2055).
Approximately 494 km? (191 mi?) of area meet the three criteria with an additional 803 km? (310
mi?) of area retaining significant snow covered area, primarily at higher elevations. Moreover,
we determined that large tracts of significant SCA are projected in close proximity to
documented historical den sites across all three scenarios (Figures 6b—6d). A shown in Table 8,
wolverines would not have to travel far, or at all, relative to either distance or elevation to reach
areas with significant snow covered area in the future.

A similar analysis was performed for the ROMO study area and the results indicate that large
portions of the study area meet all three criteria identified above. The hadgem?2 (Figure 7b) and

cnrm (fthis is GLAC only???) \scenarios were found to have the greatest decrease in significant /{ Commented [GIM7]: No, canesm is GLAC only, cnrm is used in
snow covered area of the five scenarios analyzed. Figure 7b (hadgem?2 simulation) shows the both study areas.

spatial distribution of significant SCA (> 0.5 m (20 in) depth), elevation of 2,700-3,600 m
(8,858-11,811 ft), and slopes less than 25 degrees where denning would be expected to occur.
Total area meeting these three criteria was 339 km? (131 mi?) (dark blue in Figure 7b), with an
additional 446 km? (172 mi?) with snow depth > 0.5 m (20 in) (light blue in Figure 7b), mostly at
higher elevations. Figures 7c (fio scenario) and Figure 7d (giss scenario) show a similar
distribution, albeit larger areas of significant snow retention in the future (see map legends in
Figures 7c and 7d for area estimates).

Table 8. Distance of historical GLAC dens (yrs 2003—2007) from projected significant snow
covered area in the future (approximately Year 2055) (using 2000-2013 average). A 0 (zero)
value indicates the den site location meets all three criteria in the future (> 0.5 m (20 in) snow
depth on May 1%, at elevation 1,514-2,252 m (4,967-7,389 ft), and with a slope less than 25

degrees).

. Distance from den site to nearest model cell, m (ft)

Den Site Elevzzg;)n, m GCM scenario
miroc cnrm giss

1 2,252 (7,389 ft) 0 0 0
2 2,093 (6,867 ft) 0 0 0
3 1,995 (6,545 ft) 0 0 0
4 1,977 (6,486 ft) 210 (689 ft) 0 0
5 1,973 (6,473 ft) 208 (682 ft) 0 0
6 1,928 (6,326 ft) 0 0 0
7 1,922 (6,306 ft) 9(29.5 ft) 8 (26 ft) 8 (26 ft)
8 1,912 (6,273 ft) 170 (558 ft) 0 0
9 1,893 (6,211 ft) 110 (361 ft) 0 0
10 1,851 (6,073 ft) 87 (285 ft) 0 0
11 1,843 (6,047 ft) 74 (243 f) 0 0
12 1,823 (5,981 ft) 56 (184 fi) 0 0
13 1,807 (5,929 ft) 0 0 0
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From: Snyder, Caitlin

To: Bush, Jodi

Cc: Grizzle, Betty; Justin Shoemaker

Subject: Re: Draft SOW and peer review plan for wolverine peer review
Date: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 3:08:53 PM

Attachments: 20170919 Wolverine peer review Statement of Work revised.docx

20170907 Wolverine peer review Statement of Work JS BJG JB CS.docx
20170410 Bicknell"sThrush COIForm.docx

Thanks, all. | revised the draft Statement of Work per your comments/input. | have a
full track changes version and a revised version with today's date. The version with
today's date is cleaned up for the most part, but with several comments/responses
remaining for you to review.

I'm also attaching a conflict of interest form we used for another peer review. We can
revise for wolverine.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673

On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 2:34 PM, Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov> wrote:
Betty and others. My review on top of Betty's. Generally I agree with her suggested edits.
JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 12,2017 at 11:46 AM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle(@fws.gov> wrote:
Please see attached documents with my comments/suggestions.

On Fri, Sep 8, 2017 at 7:36 AM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Justin and Betty,

Attached is a draft Statement of Work for the wolverine peer review and a draft
peer review plan.


mailto:caitlin_snyder@fws.gov
mailto:jodi_bush@fws.gov
mailto:betty_grizzle@fws.gov
mailto:justin_shoemaker@fws.gov
mailto:jodi_bush@fws.gov
mailto:betty_grizzle@fws.gov
mailto:caitlin_snyder@fws.gov

The SOW will be submitted to contracting and they will put it out to the
contractor to get a bid on the peer review process. There is template language
in the SOW, so please only look at the specific language related to wolverine
and the schedule (number of days for each task).

The peer review plan will be posted on the Service's Peer Review page -- I'm
assuming it should go under Region 6.

The peer review plan draws from the language in the SOW, so | recommend
focusing your review on the SOW, because | can easily incorporate the
language from the SOW into the peer review plan later.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax



Statement of Work
Peer Review of the Draft Species Status Assessment Report for the North American Wolverine

Date: September 7, 2017

1. Introduction/Background

The Service has drafted a Species Status Assessment (SSA) report to inform an evaluation of
the status of the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The SSA report is a comprehensive evaluation of the biological
status of the North American wolverine and its viability as a species. The SSA report considers
the ecological needs as well as current and forecasted future conditions for the species. We are
seeking peer review on the [SSM report.

In compliance with a Court order that remanded our previous withdrawal of a proposed rule to
list a Distinct Population Segment of the North American wolverine (79 FR 47522; August 13,
2014), the Service will prepare either a revised proposed rule to list as threatened or endangered
under the Act, or a revised withdrawal of the previous proposed rule (78 FR 7864; February 4,
2013). -The SSA report will be used to inform a decision (to later-be published in the Federal
Register) to classify the North American wolverine as threatened, endangered or “not
warranted” under the Act.

The wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae. -In North America,
wolverines occur within a wide variety of habitats, primarily boreal forests, tundra, and western
mountains throughout Alaska and Canada; however, the southern portion of the range extends
into the contiguous United States. 4Currently, wolverines are found in the Nerth-Caseadesin-
Washington-and-the- Northern Rocky Mountains in Idaho, Montana,

Range), parts of Washington and Oregon, and Wyoming. hndlwdual wolverines have

recentlyalse meved-dispersed into their historical range in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of
California and the Southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, but have not established breeding
populations in these areas.

2. Description of Review

As part of the Service’s peer review policy we are requesting peer review of the draft Species
Status Assessment report. -The purpose of the peer review is to help us ensure that we are using
the best scientific and commercial information in the SSA report. -Thus, we are looking for
independent scientific perspectives on the draft SSA report. {Peer Reviewers should be advised
that they are not to provide advice on policy.

—

3. Methods, Protocols and/or Scientific Standards

1. Each reviewer must have a Ph.D. or an MS’:Master’s with significant experience in

1
-

Wildlife Ecology, Ecology, or Wildlife Management; and

=
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2. In combination, the expertise of the qualified reviewers shall include the following:;
however, each individual is not required to meet all qualifications:

a. Experience or expertise with large-carnivore management, especially wolverines;
b. Expert knowledge of wildlife biology, wildlife management, demographic management

of mammals (espec1a11y mesocarnivores), genetics, population modeling and;-small-
—and/or scientific literature on wolverines or other

mustelieds;

c. Expert knowledge of the effects of climate change and climate change modeling,
specifically in the Mountain West area of the United States, which includes the
northern Rocky Mountains, hhe North Cascades], or the southern Rocky Mountains-;

d. Expert knowledge of genetics of metasmatl-populations;
e. Experience as a peer reviewer for scientific publications;

f. Knowledge of wolverine management in Canada, Alaska, and/or Europe.

The Contractor shall ensure the peer review process complies with the Service’s July 1, 1994 peer

review policy (59 FR 34270), the Service's August 22, 2016 Director's Memo on the Peer Review
Process, and the Office of Management and Budget’s December 16, 2004 Final Information
Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. -For example, potential conflicts of interest should be avoided,
if possible and disclosed if not possible. -Potential conflicts of interest would likely include:
employment or affiliation with the Service, the States of California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, or Wyoming, or the Canadian Federal
government; and peer reviewers, who have-persenallyor-have been or are directly or indirectly
employed by any organization that has either litigated the federal government concerning
wolverines or taken a position on one side or the other about the status of the North American
wolverine in the contiguous United States. -In addition, rerne-ofthereviewers individuals who
served as peer reviewers for previous proposed rules or who were should-haveserved-as
participants in the April 2-3, 2014 facilitated wolverine workshop held by the Service should be
disqualified from this peer review process. -Finally, the reviewers should have no financial or
other conflicts of interest with the outcome or implications of the report. -The contractor will be
responsible for selecting reviewers and obtaining the individual written peer reviews from

[5 well-qualified reviewers. \

Peer Reviewers will provide individual, written responses. -Peer Reviewers will be advised
that their reviews, including their names and affiliations, will (1) be included in our
administrative record, and (2) will be made available to the public. We will summarize and
respond to the issues raised by the peer reviewers in the administrative record and address
these concernssr- in inte-the final-SSA report 4 L as appropriate.

The Service will have an opportunity to seek clarification on any review comments through the
contractor (Task 003.1), for a period of 15 days, starting immediately after the Service receives
the reviews from the contractor. -Peer reviewers will be advised that they are not to provide

2

| /{ Commented [BIG6]: Conservation? ]

T Commented [SC7R6]: Not sure what conservation

management means, but I feel this may be captured in wildlife
management. If you do not feel we need expertise on small
population management, we can delete.

___—1 Commented [SC8]: You struck a reference to “North Cascades™
above. Should we rephrase here?

//{ Commented [BIG9]: Not sure there will be 5. Can we say up to

5?

Commented [IB10]: I agree. We only need 3.

Commented [SC11R10]: We need to specify a number of peer
reviewers. Given the interest in and complexity associated with this
species, are we comfortable with only asking for 3 peer reviewers?
For LPC, we used 5. I was told we should ask for an odd number of
peer reviewers.

Commented [SJ12]: Rule? \

Commented [SC13R12]: Revised. We’ll need to edit the SSA
report, as appropriate. However, I don’t think we’re calling SSA
reports “final” as they’re supposed to be living documents.




advice on policy. -Rather, they should focus their review on identifying and characterizing
scientific uncertainties. -Peer reviewers will be asked to answer questions pertaining to the logic
of our assumptions, arguments, and conclusions and to provide any other relevant comments,
criticisms, or thoughts. -Collectively, the review should cover, but not be limited to, the topics
listed below. -Individual reviewers should, at their own discretion, provide comments,
criticisms, and ideas about any of the topics they feel qualified to comment on. -Not all
reviewers are required to address all issues noted below. -Reviewers should comment on areas
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(3) Have the assumptions and methods used in the SSA report been clearly and logically stated in
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that are unclear or illogical.

(4) Are there demonstrable errors of fact or interpretation? Have the authors of the SSA report
provided reasonable and scientifically sound interpretations and syntheses from the scientific
information presented in the report? Are there instances in the SSA report where a different but
equally reasonable and sound interpretation might be reached that differs from that provided by the
Service? If any instances are found where this is the case, please provide the specifics regarding
those particular concerns.

(5) Provide feedback on the inclusion and portrayal of uncertainty in the SSA report. Have the
scientific uncertainties presented given-the-data-and the analyses conducted been clearly identified
and has the degree of uncertainty been appropriately characterized? If not, please identify any
specifics concerns.

(6) Does the SSA report adequately consider what the species needs to maintain viability in terms
of resiliency, redundancy, and representation?
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In accordance with the agreement terms and Performance Work Statement, the contractor(s) is
(are) reminded of the requirements to protect information and that the services_provided shall
consist of unbiased assessments through proper management and enforcement of scientific
integrity standards, to avoid any conflict of interest.

4. Required Service (Work) Items - Task Line Item Numbers (TLIN): As described in the «f*{ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.08", Hanging: 0.21", Right: 0" ]
agreement’s Performance Work Statement, paragraph 2B, the below TLINSs are required in the
performance of this project. The TLINs are different, but interrelated to the tasks listed in
task/deliverable and payment schedule:

TLIN 001: Selecting for peer reviewers or review panels, or for task orders to provide
scientific support.

TLIN 002: Organizing, structuring, leading, and managing the scientific reviews and task order
products.

TLIN 003: Managing and producing a final product.

TLIN 004: Responding to any follow-up questions from the Service on original review
comments (not to exceed 15 consecutive days).

TLIN 005: Maintaining an official record for peer reviews or task orders.

5. Deliverables

The following deliverables are in addition to the agreement’s Performance Work Statement
paragraph 3, which states, “The Contractor shall provide the Contracting Officer
Representative with three key deliverables: (1) Proposed Timeline, (2) Original individual
scientific reviews and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director, Noreen Walsh),
and (3) Complete Official Record.” Original individual scientific reviews will be provided to
the Contracting Officer Representative electronically in both Word and pdf format.

There are no additional deliverables. However, the contractor will be required to respond
to questions, inquiries, or other related requests, and final acceptance, as needed. These
request(s) will be by the Contracting Officer Representative (XXXX), in coordination
with the Contracting Officer (XXXX). Inquiries or requests are limited to the products
provided, and work performed under this contract (order).

Responses include, but not limited to: phone calls, written responses, and/or meetings.

Review comments by the Contracting Officer Representative will be provided to the
contractor via the Contracting Officer.

6. Task Schedule-

The period of performance shall not exceed the contract expiration date without a contract
modification. -In accordance with the terms of the contract, the contractor shall notify the
Contracting Officer of any delays. -Delays by the Government or Contractor must be rectified by
accelerating the next deliverable on a one to one basis (i.e., if the delay was 2 days then the next
deliverable must be submitted 2 days early). -Deliverables that fall on a holiday or weekend must
be delivered on the first work day after the weekend or holiday. The period of performance
(contract expiration date) includes all possible holidays or weekend deliveries:

4



TASK/DELIVERABLE CALENDAR DAYS
AFTER AWARD

Task 1: The Service’s project lead will provide access to 1 (On XXXX)

materials needed for the review.

Task 2: The contractor(s) shall manage a thorough, objective 31 (30 days after

peer review of the Service’s draft Species Status Assessment XXXX)

report for the North American wolverine.

Task 3: The contractor(s) will provide 5 expert peer reviews 33 (2 days)

and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director,

Noreen Walsh).

Task 4: The contractor facilitates specific follow-up 43 (10 days )

questions/answers between the Service and the reviewers (task

limited to a 10-day period, 60 days after delivering initial

review comments to the Service).

Task 5: The contractor will provide all applicable official 45 (2 days )

records to the Service project manager.

A A e A A
DAYS AFTER
e
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7. Official Administrative Record
The Contractor is required to prepare an official record.

8. Information Sources

The key information sources and links for this review will include: (1) the draft North American
wolverine species status assessment. Pertinent literature will be provided, as well as background

information [including, but not limited to: ADD LIST HERE/ The Service will provide a

Conflict of Interest form for each peer reviewer to complete,

9. Payment Schedule:
The payment schedule is as follows: 100 percent upon completion of Task 6 above.

10. Points of Contact:
Contracting Officers, Mr. Steve Gess, (R6) 303-236-4334 or email: steve gess@fws.gov;

Contracting Officer Representative/Project Lead: Justin [Shoemakeﬂ, Classification and

Recovery Biologist, 309-757-5800 ext. 214 or email: justin_shoemaker@fws.gov

11. List of Enclosures/Attachments
1) Draft North American wolverine Species Status Assessment
2) Electronic or cd copies of literature cited in the above document

12. Evaluation Criteria (This paragraph will be deleted upon award)
6
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This requirement will be awarded based on best value. -Best value will take into consideration
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Participation in Peer Review of the Bicknell’s thrush (Catharus bicknelli)
Draft Biological Species Report

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

AND
CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURE

NAME: TELEPHONE:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL ADDRESS:

CURRENT EMPLOYER:

This form has two (2) parts:

Part I — Background Information, and;
Part II — Conflict of Interest Disclosure.

Please complete both parts, sign and date the form on the last page, and return the form
to Ms. Krishna Gifford, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Program,
Northeast Regional Office, 300 Westgate Center Dr., Hadley, MA 01035 or
krishna_gifford@fws.gov. Please retain a copy for your records.

PART I
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

INSTRUCTIONS

Please provide the information requested below regarding relevant organizational
affiliations, government service, public statements and positions, research support, and
additional information (if any). Information is “relevant” if it is related to and might
reasonably be of interest to others concerning your knowledge, experience, and personal
perspectives regarding the subject matter for which this form is being completed. If some
or all of the requested information is contained in your curriculum vitae (CV), you may

Page 1 of 11 FWS FORM, based on NAS May 2003 Form



prefer to simply attach your CV to this form, supplemented by additional responses or
comments below as necessary.

I. ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATIONS. Report your relevant business relationships
(as an employee, owner, officer, director, consultant, etc.) and your relevant remunerated
or volunteer non-business relationships (e.g., professional organizations, trade
associations, public interest or civic groups, etc.).

II. GOVERNMENT SERVICE. Report your relevant service (full-time or part-time)
with Federal, State, or local government in the United States (including elected or
appointed positions, employment, advisory board memberships, military service, etc.).

Page 2 of 11 FWS FORM, based on NAS May 2003 Form



III. RESEARCH SUPPORT. Report relevant information regarding both public and
private sources of research support (other than your present employer), including sources
of funding, equipment, facilities, etc.

IV. PUBLIC STATEMENTS AND POSITIONS. List your relevant articles, testimony,
speeches, etc., by date, title, and publication (if any) in which they appeared, or provide
relevant representative examples if numerous. Provide a brief description of relevant
positions of any organizations or groups with which you are closely identified or
associated.
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V. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. If there are relevant aspects of your background or
present circumstances not addressed above that might reasonably be construed by others
as affecting your judgment in matters within the topics addressed in the proposed rule,

and therefore might constitute an actual or potential source of bias, please describe them
briefly.
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PART II
CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURE

INSTRUCTIONS

It is essential that a peer reviewer used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) as part of its peer review process for listing determinations under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) not be compromised by conflict of
interest. For this purpose, the term “conflict of interest” means any financial or other
interest which conflicts with the service of the individual because it (1) could
significantly impair the individual’s objectivity or (2) could create an unfair
competitive advantage for any person or organization.! Except for those situations in
which the Service determines that a conflict of interest is unavoidable and promptly and
publicly discloses the conflict of interest, no individual can participate in a peer review
process used by the Service in either (1) a proposed listing or proposed critical habitat
rule; or (2) of a Biological Species or Species Status Assessment Report that provides the
biological underpinning for the Service to make a decision on whether or not a species
warrants listing or that designating critical habitat is prudent and determinable, if the
individual has a conflict of interest that is relevant to the functions to be performed.

The term “conflict of interest” means something more than individual bias. There
must be an interest that could be directly affected by your participation as a peer
reviewer.

Conflict of interest requirements are objective and prophylactic. They are not an
assessment of one’s actual behavior or character, one’s ability to act objectively despite
the conflicting interest, or one’s relative insensitivity to particular dollar amounts of
specific assets because of one’s personal wealth. Conflict of interest requirements are
objective standards designed to eliminate certain specific, potentially compromising
situations from arising, and thereby to protect the individual, the Service, and the public
interest. The individual and the Service should not be placed in a situation where others
could reasonably question, and perhaps discount or dismiss, the information produced
through the peer review simply because of the existence of conflicting interests.

The term “conflict of interest” applies only to current interests. It does not apply
to past interests that have expired, no longer exist, and cannot reasonably affect current
behavior. Nor does it apply to possible interests that may arise in the future but do not
currently exist, because such future interests are inherently speculative and uncertain.
For example, a pending formal or informal application for a particular job is a current
interest, but the mere possibility that one might apply for such a job in the future is not a
current interest.

! This definition and the other information in these instructions are drawn from the National Academy of
Sciences Policy on Committee Composition and Balance and Conflicts of Interest for Committees Used in
the Development of Reports (May 12, 2003).
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The term “conflict of interest” applies not only to the personal interests of the
individual but also to the inferests of others with whom the individual has substantial
common financial or other interests if these interests are relevant to the functions to be
performed. Thus, in assessing an individual’s potential conflicts of interest, consideration
must be given not only to the interests of the individual but also to the interests of the
individual’s spouse and minor children, the individual’s employer, the individual’s
business partners, and others with whom the individual has substantial common financial
or other interests. Consideration must also be given to the interests of those for whom
one is acting in a fiduciary or similar capacity (e.g., being an officer or director of a
corporation, whether profit or nonprofit, or serving as a trustee).

Such interests could include an individual’s stock holdings in excess of $10,000
in a potentially affected company or being an officer, director, or employee of the
company. Serving as a consultant to the company could constitute such an interest if the
consulting relationship with the company could be directly affected or is directly related
to the subject matter of the regulatory process.

An individual’s other possible interests might include, for example, relevant
patents and other forms of intellectual property, serving as an expert witness in litigation
directly related to the subject matter of the regulatory process, or receiving research
funding from a party that would be directly affected by the regulatory process if the
research funding could be directly affected or is directly related to the subject matter of
the regulatory process and the right to independently conduct and publish the results of
this research is limited by the sponsor. Consideration would also need to be given to the
interests of others with whom the individual has substantial common financial interests,
particularly spouses, employers, clients, and business or research partners.

The following questions are designed to elicit information from you concerning
possible conflicts of interest that are relevant to the functions to be performed by your
peer review.

1. EMPLOYMENT. (a) If the information received by the Service through the peer
review process were to provide the basis for government regulatory action or inaction
with respect to the Bicknell’s thrush:

(1) If you are employed or self-employed, could your current employment or self-
employment (or your spouse’s current employment or self-employment) be
directly affected?

(i1) To the best of your knowledge, could any financial interests of your (or your

spouse’s) employer or, if self-employed, your (or your spouse’s) clients and/or
business partners be directly affected?
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(i11) If you are an officer, director or trustee of any corporation or other legal
entity, could the financial interests of that corporation or legal entity be directly
affected?

(iv) If you are a consultant (whether full-time or part-time), could there be a direct
effect on any of your current consulting relationships?

(v) Regardless of the potential effect on the consulting relationship, do you have
any current or continuing consulting relationships (including, for example,
commercial and professional consulting and service arrangements, scientific and
technical advisory board memberships, serving as an expert witness in litigation,
or providing services in exchange for honorariums and travel expense
reimbursements) that are directly related to the subject matter of the possible
government regulatory action or inaction?

(b) If you are or have ever been a U.S. Government employee (either civilian or military),
to the best of your knowledge are there any Federal conflict of interest restrictions that
may be applicable to your service in connection with this peer review?

(c) If you are a U.S. Government employee, are you currently employed by the Service?

If the answer to all of the above questions under EMPLOYMENT is either “no” or
“not applicable,” check here (NO).

If the answer to any of the above questions under EMPLOYMENT is “yes,” check
here (YES), and briefly describe the circumstances on the last page of this
form.

2. INVESTMENT INTERESTS. Taking into account stocks, bonds, and other financial
instruments and investments including partnerships (but excluding broadly diversified
mutual funds and any investment or financial interest valued at less than $10,000), if the
information received by the Service through the peer review process were to provide the
basis for government regulatory action or inaction with respect to the Bicknell’s thrush:

(a) Do you or your spouse or minor children own directly or indirectly (e.g., through a
trust or an individual account in a pension or profit-sharing plan) any stocks, bonds or
other financial instruments or investments that could be affected, either directly or by a
direct effect on the business enterprise or activities underlying the investments?

(b) Do you have any other significant financial investments or interests, such as
commercial business interests (e.g., sole proprietorships), investment interests (e.g., stock
options), or personal investment relationships (e.g., involving parents or grandchildren),
that could be affected, either directly or by a direct effect on the business enterprise or
activities underlying the investments?
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If the answer to all of the above questions under INVESTMENT INTERESTS is
either “no” or “not applicable,” check here (NO).

If the answer to any of the above questions under INVESTMENT INTERESTS is
“yes,” check here (YES), and briefly describe the circumstances on the last
page of this form.

3. PROPERTY INTERESTS. Taking into account real estate and other tangible
property interests, as well as intellectual property (patents, copyrights, etc.) interests, if
the information received by the Service through the peer review process were to provide
the basis for government regulatory action or inaction with respect to the Bicknell’s
thrush:

(a) Do you or your spouse or minor children own directly or indirectly any such property
interests that could be directly affected?

(b) To the best of your knowledge, do any others with whom you have substantial
common financial interests (e.g., employer, business partners, etc.) own directly or
indirectly any such property interests that could be directly affected?

If the answer to all of the above questions under PROPERTY INTERESTS is either
“no” or “not applicable,” check here (NO).

If the answer to any of the above questions under PROPERTY INTERESTS is
“yes,” check here (YES), and briefly describe the circumstances on the last
page of this form.

4. RESEARCH FUNDING AND OTHER INTERESTS. (a) Taking into account your
research funding and other research support (e.g., equipment, facilities, industry
partnerships, research assistants and other research personnel, etc.), if the information
received by the Service through the peer review process were to provide the basis for
government regulatory action or inaction with respect to the Bicknell’s thrush:

(1) Could the research funding and support for you or your close research
colleagues and collaborators be directly affected, or

(i1)) If you have any research agreements for current or continuing research
funding or support from any party whose financial interests could be directly
affected, and such funding or support is directly related to the subject matter of
the regulatory process, do such agreements significantly limit your ability to
independently conduct and publish the results of your research?
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(b) Is the central purpose of the Species Status Assessment Draft Report for which this
disclosure form is being prepared a critical review and evaluation of your own work or
that of your employer?

(c) Do you have any existing professional obligations (e.g., as an officer of a scientific or
engineering society) that effectively require you to publicly defend a previously
established position on an issue that is relevant to the proposed rule?

(d) To the best of your knowledge, will your participation in this peer review process
enable you to obtain access to a competitor’s or potential competitor’s confidential
proprietary information?

(e) Could your service as a peer reviewer create a specific financial or commercial
competitive advantage for you or others with whom you have substantial common
financial interests?

If the answer to all of the above questions under RESEARCH FUNDING OR
OTHER INTERESTS is either “no” or “not applicable,” check here (NO).
If the answer to any of the above questions under RESEARCH FUNDING OR

OTHER INTERESTS is “yes,” check here (YES), and briefly describe the
circumstances below.

EXPLANATION OF “YES” RESPONSES:
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During your period of service in connection with the activity for which this form is being
completed, any changes in the information reported, or any new information, which
needs to be reported, should be reported promptly by written or electronic
communication to the responsible staff officer.

YOUR SIGNATURE DATE

Reviewed by:

Krishna Gifford Date
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Northeast Regional Office

Endangered Species Listing Coordinator
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Statement of Work
Peer Review of the Draft Species Status Assessment Report for the North American Wolverine

Date: September19-7, 2017

1. Introduction/Background

The Service has drafted a Species Status Assessment (SSA) report to inform an evaluation of
the status of the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The SSA report is a comprehensive evaluation of the biological
status of the North American wolverine and its viability as a species. The SSA report considers
the ecological needs as well as current and forecasted future conditions for the species. We are
seeking peer review on the SSA report.

In compliance with a Court order that remanded our previous withdrawal of a proposed rule to
list a Distinct Population Segment of the North American wolverine (79 FR 47522; August 13,
2014), the Service will prepare either a revised proposed rule to list as a threatened or
endangered species under the Act, or a revised withdrawal of the previous proposed rule (78 FR
7864; February 4, 2013). -The SSA report will be used to inform a decision (to be published in
the Federal Register) to classify the North American wolverine as threatened, endangered or
“not warranted” under the Act.

The wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae. -In North America,
wolverines occur within a wide variety of habitats, primarily boreal forests, tundra, and western
mountains throughout Alaska and Canada; however, the southern portion of the range extends
into the contiguous United States. 4Currently, wolverines are found in the North-Casecadesin-
Washington-and-the Northern Rocky Mountains in Idaho, Montana, Oregen-and(Waltewa-
Range), parts of Washington and Oregon, and Wyoming. hnd1v1dual wolverines have recently

dispersed into their historical range in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of California and the
Southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, but have not established breeding populations in these
areas.

2. Description of Review

As part of the Service’s peer review policy we are requesting peer review of the draft Species
Status Assessment report. -The purpose of the peer review is to help us ensure that we are using
the best scientific and commercial information in the SSA report. -Thus, we are looking for
independent scientific perspectives on the draft SSA report. {Peer Reviewers should be advised
that they are not to provide advice on policy.

3. Methods, Protocols and/or Scientific Standards

1. Each reviewer must have a Ph.D. or a Master’s with significant experience in Wildlife
Ecology, Ecology, or Wildlife Management; and

wolverines. Has this changed — are they no longer found in the
North Cascades?
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2. In combination, the expertise of the qualified reviewers shall include the following:;
however, each individual is not required to meet all qualifications:

a. Experience or expertise with carnivore management, especially wolverines;
b. Expert knowledge of wildlife biology, wildlife management, demographic management

of mammals (espe(:lally mesocarnivores), genetics, population modeling ;-smalt
—and/or scientific literature on wolverines or other

musteljeds;

c. Expert knowledge of the effects of climate change and climate change modeling,
specifically in the Mountain West area of the United States, which includes the
northern Rocky Mountains, hhe North Cascades], or the southern Rocky Mountains-;

d. Expert knowledge of genetics of metapopulations;
e. Experience as a peer reviewer for scientific publications;
f. Knowledge of wolverine management in Canada, Alaska, and/or Europe.

The Contractor shall ensure the peer review process complies with the Service’s July 1, 1994 peer
review policy (59 FR 34270), the Service's August 22, 2016 Director's Memo on the Peer Review
Process, and the Office of Management and Budget’s December 16, 2004 Final Information
Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. -For example, potential conflicts of interest should be avoided,
if possible and disclosed if not possible. -Potential conflicts of interest would likely include:
employment or affiliation with the Service, the States of California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, or Wyoming, or the Canadian Federal
government; and peer reviewers. who have been or are directly or indirectly employed by any
organization that has either litigated the federal government concerning wolverines or taken a
position on one side or the other about the status of the North American wolverine in the
contiguous United States. -In addition, -individuals who served as peer reviewers for previous
proposed rules or who were- participants in the April 2-3, 2014 facilitated wolverine workshop
held by the Service should be disqualified from this peer review process. -Finally, the reviewers
should have no financial or other conflicts of interest with the outcome or implications of the
report. -The contractor will be responsible for selecting reviewers and obtaining the individual
written peer reviews from at least 3 and up to 5 well-qualified reviewers. \

Peer Reviewers will provide individual, written responses. -Peer Reviewers will be advised
that their reviews, including their names and affiliations, will (1) be included in our
administrative record, and (2) will be made available to the public. We will summarize and
respond to the issues raised by the peer reviewers in the administrative record and address
these concerns in the SSA report, as appropriate.

The Service will have an opportunity to seek clarification on any review comments through the
contractor (Task 003.1), for a period of 15 days, starting immediately after the Service receives
the reviews from the contractor. -Peer reviewers will be advised that they are not to provide
advice on policy. -Rather, they should focus their review on identifying and characterizing

2
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scientific uncertainties. -Peer reviewers will be asked to answer questions pertaining to the logic
of our assumptions, arguments, and conclusions and to provide any other relevant comments,
criticisms, or thoughts. -Collectively, the review should cover, but not be limited to, the topics
listed below. -Individual reviewers should, at their own discretion, provide comments,
criticisms, and ideas about any of the topics they feel qualified to comment on. -Not all
reviewers are required to address all issues noted below. -Reviewers should comment on areas
within their expertise, and_may choose to [may-cheeseto- should-abstain-from-commenting in-
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Peer reviewers will be asked to complete and sign a Conflict of Interest form (see Paragraph 8).
Available Data

(1) Please identify any oversights or omissions of data or information, and their relevance to the
assessment. Are there others sources of information or studies that were not included that are
relevant to assessing current and future threats to this species and not repetitive of other
information or studies already included? What are they and how are they relevant?

(2) Provide advice on the overall strengths and limitations of the scientific data used in the
document. Is the information presented in the SSA report explicit about assumptions and
limitations of, and concerns regarding, the data, and are these appropriately qualified or explained?
Are there concerns that the Service did not identify, and if so, how relevant are these concerns to
the assessment of the North American wolverine? Are there any inconsistencies in how the data are
presented or assessed?

Analysis of Available Data

(3) Have the assumptions and methods used in the SSA report been clearly and logically stated in
light of the best available information? If not, please identify the specific assumptions and methods
that are unclear or illogical.

(4) Are there demonstrable errors of fact or interpretation? Have the authors of the SSA report
provided reasonable and scientifically sound interpretations and syntheses from the scientific
information presented in the report? Are there instances in the SSA report where a different but
equally reasonable and sound interpretation might be reached that differs from that provided by the
Service? If any instances are found where this is the case, please provide the specifics regarding
those particular concerns.

(5) Provide feedback on the inclusion and portrayal of uncertainty in the SSA report. Have the
scientific uncertainties presented and the analyses conducted been clearly identified and has the
degree of uncertainty been appropriately characterized? If not, please identify any specifics
concerns.

(6) Does the SSA report adequately consider what the species needs to maintain viability in terms
of resiliency, redundancy, and representation?
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In accordance with the agreement terms and Performance Work Statement, the contractor(s) is
(are) reminded of the requirements to protect information and that the services provided shall
consist of unbiased assessments through proper management and enforcement of scientific
integrity standards, to avoid any conflict of interest.

4. Required Service (Work) Items - Task Line Item Numbers (TLIN): As described in the
agreement’s Performance Work Statement, paragraph 2B, the below TLINs are required in the
performance of this project. The TLINSs are different, but interrelated to the tasks listed in
task/deliverable and payment schedule:

TLIN 001: Selecting for peer reviewers or review panels, or for task orders to provide
scientific support.

TLIN 002: Organizing, structuring, leading, and managing the scientific reviews and task order
products.

TLIN 003: Managing and producing a final product.

TLIN 004: Responding to any follow-up questions from the Service on original review
comments (not to exceed 15 consecutive days).

TLIN 005: Maintaining an official record for peer reviews or task orders.

5. Deliverables

The following deliverables are in addition to the agreement’s Performance Work Statement
paragraph 3, which states, “The Contractor shall provide the Contracting Officer
Representative with three key deliverables: (1) Proposed Timeline, (2) Original individual
scientific reviews and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director, Noreen Walsh),
and (3) Complete Official Record.” Original individual scientific reviews will be provided to
the Contracting Officer Representative electronically in both Word and pdf format.

There are no additional deliverables. However, the contractor will be required to respond
to questions, inquiries, or other related requests, and final acceptance, as needed. These
request(s) will be by the Contracting Officer Representative (COR) (XXXX), in
coordination with the Contracting Officer (XXXX). Inquiries or requests are limited to
the products provided, and work performed under this contract (order).

Responses include, but not limited to: phone calls, written responses, and/or meetings.

Review comments by the COR will be provided to the contractor via the
Contracting Officer.

6. Task Schedule-

The period of performance shall not exceed the contract expiration date without a contract
modification. -In accordance with the terms of the contract, the contractor shall notify the
Contracting Officer of any delays. -Delays by the Government or Contractor must be rectified by
accelerating the next deliverable on a one to one basis (i.e., if the delay was 2 days then the next
deliverable must be submitted 2 days early). -Deliverables that fall on a holiday or weekend must
be delivered on the first work day after the weekend or holiday. The period of performance
(contract expiration date) includes all possible holidays or weekend deliveries:
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TASK/DELIVERABLE CALENDAR DAYS
AFTER AWARD
Task 1: The Service’s COR will provide access to materials 1 (On XXXX)

needed for the review.

Task 2: The contractor(s) shall manage a thorough, objective

31 (30 days after

peer review of the Service’s draft Species Status Assessment XXXX)

report for the North American wolverine.

Task 3: The contractor(s) will provide 5 expert peer reviews 33 (2 days)

and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director,

Noreen Walsh).

Task 4: The contractor facilitates specific follow-up 43 (10 days )

questions/answers between the Service and the reviewers (task

limited to a 10-day period, 60 days after delivering initial

review comments to the Service).

Task 5: The contractor will provide all applicable official 45 (2 days )

records to the Service’s COR.

TASKADELNVERABLE O
B e e
AWARD

| Commented [BIG12]: Not sure what this should be. This is
important — who is the primary contact?

Commented [SC13R12]: I put in a revised task list above.

Commented [SC15R14]: For other peer review processes, this
has been an SAT member (so, in this case, Justin or myself).

Commented [IB14]: This should be project lead — Betty. ]

~ Commented [SJ16]: Should we call it a species status
assessment report?

( Commented [SJ17]: Seems like a lot of time to find reviewers. W

Commented [SJ18]: If this were to happen, it really pushes
things back. Not sure how likely it is to happen though.

——| Commented [BJG19]: I would recommend that each peer

reviewer complete and sign a conflict of interest form, which should
be submitted to Service by the Contractor. I have an example form,
if needed

recall that we have done this for the last 3 peer reviews we have
completed.

Commented [IB20]: I don’t think we need to do this. I don’t ‘




“The — - -

7. Official Administrative Record
The Contractor is required to prepare an official record.

8. Information Sources

The key information sources and links for this review will include: (1) the draft North American
wolverine species status assessment. Pertinent literature will be provided, as well as background

information [including, but not limited to: ADD LIST HERE.\ The Service will provide a

Conflict of Interest form for each peer reviewer to complete.l

9. Payment Schedule:
The payment schedule is as follows: 100 percent upon completion of Task 5 above.

10. Points of Contact:
Contracting Officers, Mr. Steve Gess, (R6) 303-236-4334 or email: steve gess@fws.gov;

Contracting Officer Representative/Project Lead: Justin [Shoemakeﬂ, Classification and

Recovery Biologist, 309-757-5800 ext. 214 or email: justin_shoemaker@fws.gov

11. List of Enclosures/Attachments

1) Draft North American wolverine Species Status Assessment

2) Electronic or cd copies of literature cited in the above document
3) Conflict of Interest form
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12. Evaluation Criteria (This paragraph will be deleted upon award)

This requirement will be awarded based on best value. -Best value will take into consideration
price (to include the level of effort applied to each major task), approach (to include the labor
categories, TLINs applied to each major task, and the reviewer’s resumes (reference paragraph
3).

Price must detail cost in accordance with the agreement. The approach must include a detailed/
proposed schedule (timeline), and the disciplines/skill mix of reviewers. The approach should be
no more than 2 pages (8 1/2” x 117, 12 point font), excluding information on costs. All
contractors must propose five reviewers. Be sure to include the discipline/skills of all reviewers
(e.g., aresume or CV).



From: Bush, Jodi

To: Snyder, Caitlin

Cc: Justin Shoemaker; Grizzle, Betty

Subject: Re: Draft SOW and peer review plan for wolverine peer review

Date: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 4:37:34 PM

Attachments: 20170919 Wolverine peer review Statement of Work revised Jbeds.docx

Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form template (1).pdf

Caitlin. I have reviewed SOW please me comments. Lets finalize this and get it ready to be
awarded asap. I made some changes that are consistent with the SOW we just did with Fisher
earlier this spring regarding the number of reviewers.

I also think the simpler version of Betty's Conflict of interest form works. If you'd like me to
take over finalizing it and getting it to our contracting Office in R6 -1 can do that. Let me
know. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 3:44 PM, Grizzle, Betty <betty_ grizzle(@fws.gov> wrote:
I am working this week on completing draft SSA Report (so that I can send out by COB
Friday) so have limited time to review the SOW.

But please see a very simple COI form/template that we used in this office.

On Tue, Sep 19, 2017 at 2:08 PM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Thanks, all. | revised the draft Statement of Work per your comments/input. |
have a full track changes version and a revised version with today's date. The
version with today's date is cleaned up for the most part, but with several
comments/responses remaining for you to review.

I'm also attaching a conflict of interest form we used for another peer review. We
can revise for wolverine.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673
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On Tue, Sep 12, 2017 at 2:34 PM, Bush, Jodi <jodi_bush@fws.gov> wrote:
Betty and others. My review on top of Betty's. Generally I agree with her suggested
edits. JB

Jodi L. Bush

Office Supervisor

Montana State Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1

Helena, MT 59601

(406) 449-5225, ext.205

On Tue, Sep 12,2017 at 11:46 AM, Grizzle, Betty <betty grizzle@fws.gov> wrote:
Please see attached documents with my comments/suggestions.

On Fri, Sep 8, 2017 at 7:36 AM, Snyder, Caitlin <caitlin_snyder@fws.gov> wrote:
Hi Justin and Betty,

Attached is a draft Statement of Work for the wolverine peer review and a
draft peer review plan.

The SOW will be submitted to contracting and they will put it out to the
contractor to get a bid on the peer review process. There is template
language in the SOW, so please only look at the specific language related to
wolverine and the schedule (number of days for each task).

The peer review plan will be posted on the Service's Peer Review page --
I'm assuming it should go under Region 6.

The peer review plan draws from the language in the SOW, so | recommend
focusing your review on the SOW, because | can easily incorporate the
language from the SOW into the peer review plan later.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Caitlin

Caitlin Snyder

Unified Listing Team
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
MS: ES

5275 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, VA 22041-3803

phone: 703 358 2673
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Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax

Betty J. Grizzle, D.Env.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Ave, Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-431-9440, ext. 215
760-431-5901 fax



Conflict of Interest Disclosure Form

Note: A potential or actual conflict of interest exists when commitments and obligations are likely to be
compromised by the nominator(s)’ other material interests, or relationships (especially economic),
particularly if those interests or commitments are not disclosed.

This Conflict of Interest Form should indicate whether the nominator(s) has an economic interest in, or
acts as an officer or a director of, any outside entity whose financial interests would reasonably appear
to be affected by the addition of the nominated condition to the newborn screening panel. The
nominator(s) should also disclose any personal, business, or volunteer affiliations that may give rise to a
real or apparent conflict of interest. Relevant Federally and organizationally established regulations and
guidelines in financial conflicts must be abided by. Individuals with a conflict of interest should refrain
from nominating a condition for screening.

Date:
Name:

Position:

Please describe below any relationships, transactions, positions you hold (volunteer or otherwise), or
circumstances that you believe could contribute to a conflict of interest:

I have no conflict of interest to report.

| have the following conflict of interest to report (please specify other nonprofit and for-profit

boards you (and your spouse) sit on, any for-profit businesses for which you or an immediate family
member are an officer or director, or a majority shareholder, and the name of your employer and any
businesses you or a family member own:

| hereby certify that the information set forth above is true and complete to the best of my knowledge.

Signature:

Date:




Statement of Work
Peer Review of the Draft Species Status Assessment Report for the North American Wolverine

Date: September19-7, 2017

1. Introduction/Background

The Service has drafted a Species Status Assessment (SSA) report to inform an evaluation of
the status of the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The SSA report is a comprehensive evaluation of the biological
status of the North American wolverine and its viability as a species. The SSA report considers
the ecological needs as well as current and forecasted future conditions for the species. We are
seeking peer review on the SSA report.

In compliance with a Court order that remanded our previous withdrawal of a proposed rule to
list a Distinct Population Segment of the North American wolverine (79 FR 47522; August 13,
2014), the Service will prepare either a revised proposed rule to list as a threatened or
endangered species under the Act, or a revised withdrawal of the previous proposed rule (78 FR
7864; February 4, 2013). -The SSA report will be used to inform a decision (to be published in
the Federal Register) to classify the North American wolverine as threatened, endangered or
“not warranted” under the Act.

The wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae. -In North America,
wolverines occur within a wide variety of habitats, primarily boreal forests, tundra, and western
mountains throughout Alaska and Canada; however, the southern portion of the range extends
into the contiguous United States. 4Currently, wolverines are found in the North-Casecadesin-
Washineton-and-the Northern Rocky Mountains in Idaho, Montana, e
Range), parts of Washington and Oregon, and Wyoming. ﬂnd1v1dual wolverines have recently
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dispersed into their historical range in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of California and the
Southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, but have not established breeding populations in these
areas.

2. Description of Review

As part of the Service’s peer review policy we are requesting peer review of the draft Species
Status Assessment report. -The purpose of the peer review is to help us ensure that we are using
the best scientific and commercial information in the SSA report. -Thus, we are looking for
independent scientific perspectives on the draft SSA report. {Peer Reviewers should be advised
that they are not to provide advice on policy.

wolverines. Has this changed — are they no longer found in the
North Cascades?

/‘ Commented [SC2]: I took this from previous FWS docs on
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3. Methods, Protocols and/or Scientific Standards

1. Each reviewer must have a Ph.D. or a Master’s with significant experience in Wildlife
Ecology, Ecology, or Wildlife Management; and

\\{ Commented [SC4R3]: I would keep here.




2. In combination, the expertise of the qualified reviewers shall include the following:;
however, each individual is not required to meet all qualifications:

a. Experience or expertise with carnivore management, especially wolverines;

b. Expert knowledge of wildlife biology, wildlife management, demographic management
of mammals (especially mesocarnivores), genetics, population modeling ;-small-

population-—ceonservation-managementand/or scientific literature on wolverines or other

mustelieds;

c. Expert knowledge of the effects of climate change and climate change modeling,
specifically in the Mountain West area of the United States, which includes the
northern Rocky Mountains, hhe North Cascades], or the southern Rocky Mountains-;

d. Expert knowledge of genetics of metapopulations;
e. Experience as a peer reviewer for scientific publications;

f. Knowledge of wolverine management in Canada, Alaska, and/or Europe.

The Contractor shall ensure the peer review process complies with the Service’s July 1, 1994 peer
review policy (59 FR 34270), the Service's August 22, 2016 Director's Memo on the Peer Review

Process, and the Office of Management and Budget’s December 16, 2004 Final Information

Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. -For example, potential conflicts of interest should be avoided,

if possible and disclosed if not possible. -Potential conflicts of interest would likely include:
employment or affiliation with the Service, the States of California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, or Wyoming, or the Canadian Federal
government; and peer reviewers. who have been or are directly or indirectly employed by any
organization that has either litigated the federal government concerning wolverines or taken a
position on one side or the other about the status of the North American wolverine in the
contiguous United States. -In addition, -individuals who served as peer reviewers for previous
proposed rules or who were- participants in the April 2-3, 2014 facilitated wolverine workshop
held by the Service should be disqualified from this peer review process. -Finally, the reviewers
should have no financial or other conflicts of interest with the outcome or implications of the
report. -The contractor will be responsible for selecting reviewers and obtaining the individual
written peer reviews from [5 well-qualified reviewers.

Peer Reviewers will provide individual, written responses. -Peer Reviewers will be advised
that their reviews, including their names and affiliations, will (1) be included in our
administrative record, and (2) will be made available to the public. We will summarize and
respond to the issues raised by the peer reviewers in the administrative record and address
these concerns in the SSA report, as appropriate.

The Service will have an opportunity to seek clarification on any review comments through the
contractor (Task 003.1), for a period of 15 days, starting immediately after the Service receives
the reviews from the contractor. -Peer reviewers will be advised that they are not to provide
advice on policy. -Rather, they should focus their review on identifying and characterizing
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scientific uncertainties. -Peer reviewers will be asked to answer questions pertaining to the logic
of our assumptions, arguments, and conclusions and to provide any other relevant comments,

criticisms, or thoughts. -Collectively, the review should cover, but not be limited to, the topics
listed below. -
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Peer reviewers will be asked to complete and sign a Conflict of Interest form (see Paragraph 8). “may choose.”
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(2) Provide advice on the overall strengths and limitations of the scientific data used in the

document. Is the information presented in the SSA report explicit about assumptions and
limitations of, and concerns regarding, the data, and are these appropriately qualified or explained?
Are there concerns that the Service did not identify, and if so, how relevant are these concerns to

the assessment of the North American wolverine? Are there any inconsistencies in how the data are
presented or assessed?

Analysis of Available Data

(3) Have the assumptions and methods used in the SSA report been clearly and logically stated in

light of the best available information? If not, please identify the specific assumptions and methods
that are unclear or illogical.

(4) Are there demonstrable errors of fact or interpretation? Have the authors of the SSA report
provided reasonable and scientifically sound interpretations and syntheses from the scientific
information presented in the report? Are there instances in the SSA report where a different but
equally reasonable and sound interpretation might be reached that differs from that provided by the

Service? If any instances are found where this is the case, please provide the specifics regarding
those particular concerns.

(5) Provide feedback on the inclusion and portrayal of uncertainty in the SSA report. Have the
scientific uncertainties presented and the analyses conducted been clearly identified and has the
3



degree of uncertainty been appropriately characterized? If not, please identify any specifics
concerns.

(6) Does the SSA report adequately consider what the species needs to maintain viability in terms
of resiliency, redundancy, and representation?

In accordance with the agreement terms and Performance Work Statement, the contractor(s) is
(are) reminded of the requirements to protect information and that the services provided shall
consist of unbiased assessments through proper management and enforcement of scientific
integrity standards, to avoid any conflict of interest.

4. Required Service (Work) Items - Task Line Item Numbers (TLIN): As described in the ~ «+— | Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.08", Hanging: 0.21", Right: 0" |
agreement’s Performance Work Statement, paragraph 2B, the below TLINSs are required in the
performance of this project. The TLINs are different, but interrelated to the tasks listed in
task/deliverable and payment schedule:

TLIN 001: Selecting for peer reviewers or review panels, or for task orders to provide
scientific support.

TLIN 002: Organizing, structuring, leading, and managing the scientific reviews and task order
products.

TLIN 003: Managing and producing a final product.

TLIN 004: Responding to any follow-up questions from the Service on original review
comments (not to exceed 15 consecutive days).

TLIN 005: Maintaining an official record for peer reviews or task orders.

5. Deliverables

The following deliverables are in addition to the agreement’s Performance Work Statement
paragraph 3, which states, “The Contractor shall provide the Contracting Officer
Representative with three key deliverables: (1) Proposed Timeline, (2) Original individual
scientific reviews and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director, Noreen Walsh),
and (3) Complete Official Record.” Original individual scientific reviews will be provided to
the Contracting Officer Representative electronically in both Word and pdf format.

There are no additional deliverables. However, the contractor will be required to respond
to questions, inquiries, or other related requests, and final acceptance, as needed. These
request(s) will be by the Contracting Officer Representative (COR) (XXXX), in
coordination with the Contracting Officer (XXXX). Inquiries or requests are limited to
the products provided, and work performed under this contract (order).

Responses include, but not limited to: phone calls, written responses, and/or meetings.

Review comments by the COR will be provided to the contractor via the
Contracting Officer.

6. Task Schedule-
The period of performance shall not exceed the contract expiration date without a contract
modification. -In accordance with the terms of the contract, the contractor shall notify the
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Contracting Officer of any delays. -Delays by the Government or Contractor must be rectified by
accelerating the next deliverable on a one to one basis (i.e., if the delay was 2 days then the next
deliverable must be submitted 2 days early). -Deliverables that fall on a holiday or weekend must
be delivered on the first work day after the weekend or holiday. The period of performance
(contract expiration date) includes all possible holidays or weekend deliveries:

TASK/DELIVERABLE CALENDAR DAYS
AFTER AWARD

Task 1: The Service’s COR will provide access to materials 1 (On XXXX)

needed for the review.

Task 2: The contractor(s) shall manage a thorough, objective 31 (30 days after

peer review of the Service’s draft Species Status Assessment XXXX)

report for the North American wolverine.
Task 3: The contractor(s) will provide 3-5 expert peer reviews 33 (2 days)
and a transmittal letter to the Service (to Regional Director, |
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Noreen Walsh).
Task 4: The contractor facilitates specific follow-up 43 (10 days )
questions/answers between the Service and the reviewers (task
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review comments to the Service).

Task 5: The contractor will provide all applicable official 45 (2 days )
records to the Service’s COR.
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7. Official Administrative Record
The Contractor is required to prepare an official record.

8. Information Sources

The key information sources and links for this review will include: (1) the draft North American /| Commented [S131): Betry? )
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9. Payment Schedule:
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Contracting Officer Representative/Project Lead: Justin [Shoemakeﬁ, Classification and
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mailto:steve_gess@fws.gov

Recovery Biologist, 309-757-5800 ext. 214 or email: justin_shoemaker@fws.gov

11. List of Enclosures/Attachments

1) Draft North American wolverine Species Status Assessment

2) Electronic or cd copies of literature cited in the above document
3) Conflict of Interest form

12. Evaluation Criteria (This paragraph will be deleted upon award)

This requirement will be awarded based on best value. -Best value will take into consideration
price (to include the level of effort applied to each major task), approach (to include the labor
categories, TLINs applied to each major task, and the reviewer’s resumes (reference paragraph
3).

Price must detail cost in accordance with the agreement. The approach must include a detailed/
proposed schedule (timeline), and the disciplines/skill mix of reviewers. The approach should be
no more than 2 pages (8 1/2” x 117, 12 point font), excluding information on costs. All
contractors must propose five reviewers. Be sure to include the discipline/skills of all reviewers
(e.g., aresume or CV).



Statement of Work
Peer Review of the Draft Species Status Assessment Report for the North American Wolverine

Date: September19-7, 2017

1. Introduction/Background

The Service has drafted a Species Status Assessment (SSA) report to inform an evaluation of
the status of the North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The SSA report is a comprehensive evaluation of the biological
status of the North American wolverine and its viability as a species. The SSA report considers
the ecological needs as well as current and forecasted future conditions for the species. We are
seeking peer review on the SSA report.

In compliance with a Court order that remanded our previous withdrawal of a proposed rule to
list a Distinct Population Segment of the North American wolverine (79 FR 47522; August 13,
2014), the Service will prepare either a revised proposed rule to list as a threatened or
endangered species under the Act, or a revised withdrawal of the previous proposed rule (78 FR
7864; February 4, 2013). -The SSA report will be used to inform a decision (to be published in
the Federal Register) to classify the North American wolverine as threatened, endangered or
“not warranted” under the Act.

The wolverine is the largest terrestrial member of the family Mustelidae. -In North America,
wolverines occur within a wide variety of habitats, primarily boreal forests, tundra, and western
mountains throughout Alaska and Canada; however, the southern portion of the range extends
into the contiguous United States. 4Currently, wolverines are found in the North-Casecadesin-
Washineton-and-the Northern Rocky Mountains in Idaho, Montana, e
Range), parts of Washington and Oregon, and Wyoming. ﬂnd1v1dual wolverines have recently
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dispersed into their historical range in the Sierra Nevada Mountains of California and the
Southern Rocky Mountains of Colorado, but have not established breeding populations in these
areas.

2. Description of Review

As part of the Service’s peer review policy we are requesting peer review of the draft Spec