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Clif Ladd

From: Christina_Williams@fws.gov
Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2011 11:00 AM
To: awinter@bexar.org
Cc: Clif Ladd; Amanda Aurora; richard.heilbrun@tpwd.state.tx.us; charlotte_kucera@fws.gov; 

tanya_sommer@fws.gov; adam_zerrenner@fws.gov; alisa_shull@fws.gov; 
cyndee_watson@fws.gov

Subject: Preliminary Comments of Draft SEP-HCP

Greetings,

Following are some comments on the first draft version (04/01/2011) of the Southern Edwards Platueau Habitat 
Conservation Plan.  These are comments we felt the BAT and CAC, particularly with the upcoming CAC workshop, would 
benefit from seeing.  These are not comprehensive comments on this first draft.  We recommend a future meeting 
between Bexar County and their consultants to go over the other comments we have on this draft.

General comments:

Throughout the document there are references to exceptions being approved by the Service.  To avoid constant and/or 
excessive appeals to the Service, we request that it be made clear throughout the document that exceptions are rare and 
could likely result in an individual pursuing their own HCP rather than participating in the SEP HCP.

All references to biological surveys and habitat assessments should note that they will be in accordance with current 
10(a)(1)(A) Service protocols and/or Service recommendations for that species.

Covered activities should be clear that they cover only non-Federal activities and that while Federal activities may be 
allowed to mitigate through the plan, they will require their own section 7 consultation with the Service prior to that 
mitigation (this is stated clearly in some places, but not all).

When issuing participation certificates, all species present must be mitigated for prior to beginning construction, 
regardless of whether they fully participated for all species under the SEP or covered one or more species under the SEP 
and covered the remaining under an individual permit.

Karst Invertebrates:

The Service is concerned with the lack of reference to the surface and subsurface drainage basins, rather a 345 foot 
buffer is used instead.
Surface and subsurface drainage basins should be part of the application process and should be included within the 
assessed impact zone.

There are five karst zones in Bexar County.

Eligibility, downlisting criteria not yet achieved (Table 9) – should note that recovery will still be achievable without the 
cave(s) being requested for take coverage.  This table should also clearly indicate that this eligibility criteria is for each 
species, not per cave.

Karst preserves in lieu of fees –  1) High or medium quality karst preserves in lieu of fees should include those species for 
which incidental take is being requested, not contain “any of the listed karst
invertebrates.”   2)  Additionally, those preserves should be protected
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within the same karst region until downlisting criteria for that species has been met.  3) Under what conditions would 
exceptions be granted?  This needs to be more specific.

Abbreviated surveys should be replaced with surveys according to current
10(a)(1)(A) Service procedures.

Eight and half acres (a 345 foot radius around a cave entrance) does not avoid precluding recovery.  This size does not 
avoid impacts to occupied mesocaverns.

Mitigation for species must be in place prior to authorizing take, not just participation fees paid.  Otherwise what 
assurance is there that the preservation of caves (mitigation) will actually occur?

Minimum size standards: High quality karst preserves will include at least 90 acres surrounding the:  1) cave footprint, 2) 
the approximate extent of the surface and subsurface drainage basins of the cave, and 3) the cave cricket foraging area.  
Same edits to Medium Quality karst preserves.  Low Quality karst preserves should be defined as less than 40 acres but 
at least 18 acres, including at least 500 feet surrounding cave footprint.

We will need to put more thought into how to “cover” the six rare karst invertebrates and what process participants must 
follow if they hit a feature with one of these species, particularly since no mitigation is actually proposed for any of these 
species (section 10 issuance criteria).

Karst scenarios that will need further thought:  Participant receives coverage for one species, but during construction 
discovers a feature: 1) with that species in it, but downlisting criteria across the range hasn’t been met; 2) with a species 
not mitigated for under the plan; and/or 3) with a rare species where mitigation is not available.

Birds:

Mitigation for the BCVI should be the same as for the GCWA.  However, we understand there are not habitat qualities, it 
is either BCVI habitat or it isn’t.  Therefore, the highest ratio applied to the GCWA should then be used for the BCVI.

Any use of GCWA or BCVI preserves should avoid, not just minimize, impacts to the species.  Our preference is to have 
no uses until such activities are scientifically proven to not have an effect and that the Permittee is the one who requests 
such uses.

Mitigation should occur within the same general area that take is occurring; until and unless permanently protected 
preserves within the area being impacted are sustainable in the long-term for that species, thus allowing mitigation to 
occur in other areas.  For example, sufficient lands within Bexar County are permanently protected (either through fee 
simple purchase or conservation easement) for the benefit of the GCWA and/or BCVI such that those areas will continue 
to contribute to the long-term survival and recovery of those species.  At such time, mitigation may be authorized outside 
of Bexar County.

If you  have any questions or need clarification on any of these, please don't hesitate to ask.  I will be at both scoping 
meetings and the CAC workshop this week, so we can talk further at those, if preferred.

Christina

_______________________________________
Christina Williams
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
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