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Pima	Natural	Resource	Conservation	District	
NRCS	Plant	Materials	Center	
3241	N.	Romero	Road	
Tucson,	AZ	85705	

	

	

September	24,	2018	
	
Public	Comments	Processing		
Attn:	FWS-HQ-ES-2018-0006	
	
U.S.	Fish	&	Wildlife	Service,	MS:	BPHC,		
5275	Leesburg	Pike,	Falls	Church,		
VA	22041-3803		
	
National	Marine	Fisheries	Service	
Office	of	Protected	Resources	
1315	East-West	Highway,	
Silver	Spring,	MD	20910		
	
Submitted via Federal eRulemaking Portal:  http://www.regulations.gov	
	
RE:	50	CFR	Part	424	[Docket	No.	FWS–HQ–ES–2018–0006;	Docket	No.	180202112–8112–01;	
4500030113];	RIN	1018–BC88;	0648–BH42;	Endangered	and	Threatened	Wildlife	and	Plants;	
Revision	of	the	Regulations	for	Listing	Species	and	Designating	Critical	Habitat;	Federal	
Register/Vol.	83,	No.	143/Wednesday,	July	25,	2018/Proposed	Rules	at	35193			

 Honorable	Secretary	Zinke: 

The	Pima	Natural	Resource	Conservation	District	(NRCD	or	District)	and	the	Big	Sandy	Natural	
Resource	Conservation	District	(NRCD	or	District)	submit	these	comments	in	response	to	50	CFR	
Part	424	[Docket	No.	FWS–HQ–ES–2018–0006;	Docket	No.	180202112–8112–01;	4500030113];	
RIN	1018–BC88;	0648–BH42;	Endangered	and	Threatened	Wildlife	and	Plants;	Revision	of	the	
Regulations	for	Listing	Species	and	Designating	Critical	Habitat;	Federal	Register/Vol.	83,	No.	
143/Wednesday,	July	25,	2018/Proposed	Rules	at	35193.	

The	Pima	and	Big	Sandy	NRCDs	are	among	32	NRCDs	in	Arizona.	They	are	all	organized	under	A.R.S.	
Title	37,	Chapter	6.	Each	District	is	a	local	unit	of	Arizona	government	and	recognized	in	statute	as	
having	special	expertise	in	soil	and	water	conservation.	Each	District	serves	voluntary	cooperators	
who	reside	within	the	geographic	boundaries	of	their	respective	District.	An	NRCD	cooperator	is	
any	person	who	has	entered	into	a	voluntary	cooperative	agreement	with	their	NRCD	for	the	
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purpose	of	protecting,	conserving	and	practicing	wise	use	of	the	natural	resources	under	his	or	her	
control.	The	long-range	plan	of	the	Pima	NRCD,	which	addresses	numerous	concerns	regarding	the	
22	listed	endangered	and	threatened	species	within	the	District,	is	attached.	

The	Pima	NRCD’s	southern	boundary	is	on	the	international	border	with	Mexico.		Species	listings	or	
critical	habitat	designations	that	impact	border	security	can	also	produce	a	significant	impact	to	the	
personal	safety	of	our	cooperators	who	live	and	work	in	border	areas	and/or	along	rural	smuggling	
routes,	and	to	national	security.	While	our	cooperators	are	dedicated	to	careful	daily	stewardship	
and	restoration	of	the	natural	environment,	it	is	of	utmost	importance	that	the	Service	avoid	
publishing	frivolous	or	zealous	but	unintelligent	listings	or	critical	habitat	designations.	

The	Pima	and	Big	Sandy	NRCDs	appreciate	this	effort	by	the	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	to	clarify	
and	improve	its	regulations.	We	are	very	grateful	for	the	proposed	improvements	and	the	effort	to	
conform	to	Congress’s	intention	that	the	ESA	provide	different	levels	of	protection	for	threatened	
versus	endangered	species;	and	to	provide	an	improved	framework	and	interpretation	of	
“foreseeable	future”	to	determine	whether	to	list	a	species	as	threatened	or	endangered.	

We	agree	with	the	comments	we	received	from	the	Coalition	of	Arizona/New	Mexico	Counties	on	
this	proposed	regulation,	and	have	attached	them	for	inclusion.		In	addition,	we	agree	with	the	
comments	of	the	National	Endangered	Species	Act	Reform	Coalition	and	the	comments	of	Karen	
Budd-Falen.	Rather	than	repeat	those	comments,	they	are	included	herein	by	reference.		
The Districts request that the definitions of both phrases, “geographical area occupied by the species,” 
and “physical or biological features,” be modified.  

The	Service	seeks public comments recommending, opposing, or providing feedback on specific changes 
to any provisions in part 424 of the regulations, including but not limited to revising or adopting as 
regulations existing practices or policies, or interpreting terms or phrases from the Act. In particular, the 
Service seeks public comment on whether it should consider modifying the definitions of ‘‘geographical 
area occupied by the species’’ or ‘‘physical or biological features’’ in section 424.02.  

1. “geographical area occupied by the species” 
 
The	current	definition	of	“geographical area occupied by the species”	was	published	in	2016	
(81	Federal	Register	at	7415),	but	was	previously	implemented	by	USFWS	in	2014	to	
designate	critical	habitat	for	the	jaguar	(panthera	onca).	The	2016	definition	is	so	broad	that	
it	includes	extreme	statistical	outliers	to	justify	designation	of	critical	habitat	in	areas	where	
the	species	is	highly	unlikely	to	occur,	much	less	reproduce.	The	present	definition	thereby	
casts	the	widest	possible	net	of	unnecessary	regulation	and	maximizes	unnecessary	costs,	
without	measurably	contributing	to	the	conservation	or	recovery	of	the	species.		
	
We	propose	the	USFWS	return	to	the	more	realistic	pre-2014	definition	of	“geographical area 
occupied by the species”	to	mean	a	home	range	where	a	minimum	of	two	naturally	occurring,	
breeding	pairs	have	produced	young	for	two	consecutive	years.		
	
The	Arizona	Game	and	Fish	Department	(AGFD)	articulated	a	primary	example	of	the	
consequence	of	a	nonsensical	interpretation	of	the	terms,	“geographical area occupied by the 
species”	and	“population,”	in	its	October	19,	2012	comments		(included	herein	by	



	3	

attachment)	on	the	proposed	designation	of	jaguar	critical	habitat.	In	those	comments,	the	
AGFD	stated,	
	
“We	request	that	USFWS	withdraw	the	proposed	rule	because	habitat	essential	to	the	jaguar	as	
a	species	does	not	exist	in	either	Arizona	or	New	Mexico	under	any	scientifically	credible	
definition	of	that	term.	
	
In	the	course	of	jaguar	conservation	efforts	since	1996	(including	recovery	planning	in	2010-
2012),	AGFD	has	repeatedly	stated	its	belief	that	designation	of	critical	habitat	for	the	jaguar	in	
AZ-NM	is	not	consistent	with	the	ESA	standard	of	“essential	to	the	conservation	of	the	species”	
and	that	it	will	not	provide	significant,	measurable	conservation	benefits	or	recovery	potential	
for	the	species.	AGFD	has	diligently	led	jaguar	conservation	efforts	in	AZ-NM	since	1996	and	has	
affirmed	it	would	work	with	USFWS	to	develop	a	legally-sound	proposal	that	is	informed	by	
science.	It	was,	and	continues	to	be,	AGFD’s	contention	that	a	legally-sound	proposal	would	not	
include	the	designation	of	critical	habitat	in	the	U.S.	We	further	believe	that	designating	critical	
habitat	for	the	less	than	1%	of	historic	jaguar	range	which	occurs	in	the	U.S.	would	jeopardize	
the	credibility	and	long-term	viability	of	the	ESA,	and	lead	to	the	erosion	of	public	support	for	
jaguar	conservation	activities	in	AZ.	The	USFWS	proposal	also	fails	to	meet	the	Service’s	own	
operational	ESA-implementation	standard	of	a	population	consisting,	at	a	minimum	of	
occupancy	by	a	breeding	pair	for	at	least	two	consecutive	years.	By	that	standard,	occurrence	
records	for	recent	history	(i.e.	post	1850s)	fail	to	show	that	AZ	and	or	NM	has	ever	been	
occupied	by	a	jaguar	“population.”	
	
“…	The	habitat	“occupied”	by	jaguars	in	AZ-NM	does	not	meet	the	definition	of	critical	habitat	
as	described	by	the	ESA	and	should	therefore	not	be	designated.	Under	the	ESA,	critical	habitat	
can	only	be	designated	in	the	U.S.	However,	this	represents	less	than	1%	of	the	entire	
(rangewide)	habitat	for	the	species.	As	is	acknowledged	in	the	notice,	recovery	of	jaguar	is	
entirely	reliant	on	conservation	action	in	the	99+%	of	its	habitat	found	south	of	the	
international	border.	The	less	than	1%	of	potential	jaguar	habitat	in	the	U.S.	does	not	and	
cannot	contribute	substantially	to	recovery	of	the	species.”	
	
 

2. “physical	or	biological	features”	
	
50	CFR	part	424.02	states,	
“Physical	or	biological	features.	The	features	that	support	the	life-history	needs	of	the	species,	
including	but	not	limited	to,	water	characteristics,	soil	type,	geological	features,	sites,	prey,	
vegetation,	symbiotic	species,	or	other	features.	A	feature	may	be	a	single	habitat	characteristic,	
or	a	more	complex	combination	of	habitat	characteristics.	Features	may	include	habitat	
characteristics	that	support	ephemeral	or	dynamic	habitat	conditions.	Features	may	also	be	
expressed	in	terms	relating	to	principles	of	conservation	biology,	such	as	patch	size,	distribution	
distances,	and	connectivity.	
	
In	2014,	the	USFWS	designated	more	than	700,000	acres	in	Arizona	and	New	Mexico	as	six	
areas	of	critical	habitat	for	the	jaguar	in	the	United	States,	based	on	a	finding	that	such	areas	
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contain	just	one	of	the	many	physical	and	biological	features	essential	to	the	species-	a	
minimum	sized	area	of	open	space.	
		
However,	open	spaces	much	larger	than	the	required	minimum	size		could	be	found	on	Mars	
or	in	the	middle	of	the	Pacific	Ocean,	but	they	could	not	possibly	support	the	jaguar,	nor	be	
considered	essential	to	its	conservation.	Neither	can	the	areas	of	New	Mexico	and	Arizona	
that	were	designated	as	critical	habitat,	because	those	areas	lack	at	least	one	essential	
biological	feature—the	presence	of	female	jaguars.	In	fact,	no	naturally	occurring	female	
jaguar	was	ever	recorded	in	New	Mexico,	and	no	evidence	whatsoever	of	naturally	occurring,	
breeding	Panthera	onca	exists	in	the	historical,	archaeological	or	fossil	records	of	Arizona	or	
New	Mexico.	
	
Therefore,	the	presence	of	lone,	essential	physical	or	biological	habitat	features,	in	the	
absence	of	all	other	essential	habitat	features,	offers	no	guarantee	that	an	area	can	even	
support	a	species	more	than	temporarily,	much	less	is	it	likely	to	be	essential	to	the	
conservation	of	a	species.	The	result	of	ignoring	all	but	just	one	or	two	physical	or	biological	
features	is	unnecessary	and	burdensome	regulations	with	no	conservation	of	the	species	in	
question.	
	
The	ESA	(16	U.S.C	§1532	(5)(A))	defines	critical	habitat	as	follows:		
	
“(i)	the	specific	areas	within	the	geographical	area	occupied	by	the	species,	at	the	time	it	is	
listed	in	accordance	with	the	provisions	of	section	1533	of	this	title,	on	which	are	found	those	
physical	or	biological	features	(I)	essential	to	the	conservation	of	the	species	and	(II)	which	
may	require	special	management	considerations	or	protection;	and		
	
(ii)	specific	areas	outside	the	geographical	area	occupied	by	the	species	at	the	time	it	is	listed	
in	accordance	with	the	provisions	of	section	1533	of	this	title,	upon	a	determination	by	the	
Secretary	that	such	areas	are	essential	for	the	conservation	of	the	species.	“	
	
The	ESA	refers	to	“physical	or	biological	features”	in	plural,	not	singular	form.		It	is	a	safe	
assumption	that	Congress	intended	critical	habitat	to	be	designated	only	where	it	truly	
provides	for	all	the	essential	needs	of	the	species,	meaning	it	contains	all	those	(plural)	
physical	and	biological	elements	essential	to	the	conservation	of	the	species.		
	
We	recommend	the	wording	of	the	first	sentence	in	the	424.02	definition	of	“physical	or	
biological	features”	be	changed	to,	“All	those	physical	and	biological	features	that	support	
the	life-history	needs	of	the	species,	including	but	not	limited	to,	water	characteristics,	soil	type,	
geological	features,	sites,	prey,	vegetation,	symbiotic	species,	or	other	features.	
	
The	“principles	of	conservation	biology”	is	a	theological	and	philosophical	concept	that	
defies	the	ESA	mandate	that	listing	and	critical	habitat	decisions	be	based	solely	on	the	best	
available	commercial	and	scientific	data.	Mention	of	the	principles	(i.e.,	“principles	of	
conservation	biology”)	must	therefore	be	stricken	from	the	proposed	rule.	
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The	Pima	NRCD	informed	the	USFWS	in	2017,	in	our	comments	on	the	proposed	recovery	
plan	for	jaguar	(Panthera	onca),	of	the	non-scientific	basis	of	the	principles	of	conservation	
biology.	Those	comments	are	partially	quoted	here	and	attached	in	full.	
We	stated,	
“Moreover,	the	principles	of	conservation	biology,	like	Delphi	opinions,	are	not,	and	do	not	
qualify	as,	scientific	data.	Rather,	the	principles	of	conservation	biology,	like	Delphi	opinions,	
are	entirely	speculative,	value-laden	beliefs	that	cannot	be	described	as	scientific	data	at	all.	
	
	This	is	because	those	principles	conversely	rely	on	key	assumptions	and	incorporation	of	a	
variety	of	emerging	interdisciplinary	perspectives	in	the	social	sciences	for	their	existence.	
(Conservation	Biology,	Stanford	Encyclopedia	of	Philosophy,	Thu	Nov	25,	2004;	Conservation	
Biology,	Vol.	18,	No.	5,	1180-1190,	October	2004;	PNRCD	et	al.	comments	of	August	14,	2012).		
	
Further,	because	assumptions	and	perspectives	(i.e.,	emerging	interdisciplinary	perspectives	in	
the	social	sciences)	are,	in	fact,	speculation	by	definition,	and	because	use	of	speculation	cannot	
serve	as	a	basis	for	triggering	the	ESA’s	protections,	the	USFWS’s	use	of	these	so-called	
“principles”	as	the	biological	or	scientific	basis	for	developing	this	draft	recovery	plan	is	
precluded	by	the	ESA.	
	
That	the	speculative	nature	of	“conservation	biology”	presents	a	huge,	if	not	entirely	fatal,	
scientific	credibility	problem,	is	acknowledged	by	the	conservation	biology	community	itself.	
While,	on	the	one	hand,	the	ESA	demands	that	science	specify	all	actions	taken	under	the	ESA,	
on	the	other	hand,	“[t]hirty	years	later,	a	haphazard	mix	of	science	and	societal	values	
continues	to	drive	biodiversity	conservation	(Czech	and	Krausman	2001),	and	setting	
quantitative	objectives	for	imperiled	species	remains	contentious,	even	for	well-studied	species	
like	Pacific	Salmon	(Peery	et	al.	2003).”	(BioScience,	October	2005,	Vol.	55,	No.	10:	835-849).	
Further,	“[c]onservation	biology	is	confronted	with	the	pitfalls	such	as:	lack	of	exploration	in	
underlying	mechanism,	too	few	or	no	field	experiment[s],	no	control	experiment	in	the	field;	
consequently,	the	theoretic	frame	of	the	science	branch	is	not	sound.”	(Status	quo,	challenges	
and	strategy	in	Conservation	Biology,	Biodiversity	Science,	2009,	Volume	17,	Issue	(2):	107-
116).		
	
Moreover,	“[a]lthough	relatively	simple	in	concept,	it	is	remarkably	difficult	in	practice	to	justify	
appropriate	thresholds	for	representation,	resilience,	and	redundancy	(the	three	Rs)	–	a	
problem	central	to	quantitative	objective	setting.”	(Bioscience,	October	2005,	at	p.	847).	“One	of	
the	remaining	challenges	in	conservation	objective	setting	is	to	document	the	benefits	of	
successful	efforts	and	the	consequences	of	mistakes.	Currently,	we	have	few	examples	that	can	
verify	either.	Conservation	biologists	must	advance	the	science	of	objective	setting	so	that	we	
can	objectively	assess	the	outcomes	of	these	efforts.	This	is	critical	if	we	are	to	effectively	link	
science	with	government	policy	in	a	way	that	can	survive	the	tests	of	the	courts.”	(Id.).		
	
The	latter	is	wishful	thinking,	however,	because	the	three	Rs	of	conservation	biology	are	
actually	much	more	representative	of	theological	practice	by	virtue	of	their	rooting	in	value-
laden	beliefs	than	any	semblance	of	connection	to	the	practice	of	actual	science.	Indeed,	central	
to	the	theology	of	conservation	biology	is	the	belief	that	a	substantial	number	of	its	principles	–	
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including	the	three	Rs	the	USFWS	has	improperly	used	as	the	framework	for	developing	this	
draft	recovery	plan	–	“are	not	simply	empirical	facts	or	theoretical	predictions,	but	are	desired	
outcomes	based	on	value-laden	beliefs.”	(Conservation	Biology,	Volume	18,	No.	5,	October	2004	
at	p.	1181;	The	Gospel	According	to	Conservation	Biology,	June	1,	2007,	Robert	H.	Nelson,	
Philosophy	and	Public	Policy	Quarterly).		
	
In	short,	the	USFWS’s	reliance	on	the	so-called	principles	of	conservation	biology,	associated	
Delphi	process	generated	opinion.	.	.,	is	neither	responsible	nor	scientifically	credible.	Nor	is	that	
reliance	consistent	with	the	ESA’s	requirement	that	the	USFWS	rely	solely	on	the	best	scientific	
information	available	when	designating	critical	habitat	or	developing	recovery	plans	
thereunder.	By	choosing	to	ignore	that	requirement,	.	.	.,	the	USFWS	exposes	itself	not	only	to	
possible	ESA	challenge,	but	to	additional	Establishment	Clause	challenge	as	well.”	
	

3. The	Delphi	method	must	be	prohibited	as	a	basis	for	any	habitat	modeling,	population	
modeling,	or	any	other	analysis	that	forms	the	basis	of	a	species	listing	or	critical	habitat	
designation.	The	Delphi	method	violates	the	clearly	stated	ESA	mandate	that	listing	and	
critical	habitat	decisions	rely	“solely	on	the	best	available	commercial	and	scientific	data.”	
Neither	expert	opinions	nor	citations	to	papers	that	rely	on	expert	opinions	qualify	as	
scientific	or	commercial	data;	and	both	therefore	fail	to	satisfy	the	minimum	standard	of	the	
ESA.	
	

4. Intent	of	Congress	in	defining	critical	habitat	and	in	allowing	designation	of	critical	
habitat	in	areas	unoccupied	by	the	species	in	question	
Before	finalizing	the	proposed	rule,	the	Service	must	understand	the	intent	of	Congress.	
James	and	Ward	(2016)	exposes	and	discusses	in	detail,	the	intent	of	Congress	in	defining	
critical	habitat,	and	shows	how	two	court	decisions	misinterpreted	Congress’s	intent.	1	
	
Notwithstanding	the	two	erroneous	court	rulings,	the	Administrative	Procedure	Act	requires	
the	Service	to	adhere	to	the	intent	of	Congress,	even	if	that	means	appealing	lower	court	
rulings	to	the	Supreme	Court	of	the	United	States.		
	
The	abstract	of	James	and	Ward	(2016)	states,	
	
“The	Endangered	Species	Act	(ESA)	requires	that	areas	be	designated	as	critical	habitat	for	
species	that	are	protected	under	the	Act.	Once	designated,	critical	habitat	is	protected	from	
“destruction	or	adverse	modification”	by	Section	7(a)(2)	of	the	ESA,	which	applies	to	any	action	
authorized,	funded,	or	carried	out	by	a	federal	agency,	including	permits	and	other	
authorizations	issued	to	private	landowners	and	resource	users.	In	1978,	Congress	enacted	
extensive	amendments	to	the	ESA	that	were	intended	to	limit	the	scope	of	critical	habitat	to	
areas	essential	for	the	survival	of	protected	species.	Based	on	these	amendments,	the	U.S.	Fish	
and	Wildlife	Service	and	the	National	Marine	Fisheries	Service	adopted	regulations	that	

																																																								
1	James,	Norman	D.	and	Thomas	J.	Ward,	2016,	“Critical	Habitat's	Limited	Role	under	the	
Endangered	Species	Act	and	Its	Improper	Transformation	into	Recovery	Habitat,”	UCLA	Journal	of	
Environmental	Law	and	Policy,	34 (1), pp.1-55	
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recognized	critical	habitat’s	limited	role	in	conserving	species,	including	a	definition	of	
“destruction	or	adverse	modification”	that	emphasized	impacts	to	the	protected	species’	
survival.	In	Sierra	Club	v.	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	and	Gifford	Pinchot	Task	Force	v.	U.S.	
Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	however,	the	Fifth	Circuit	and	the	Ninth	Circuit	respectively	held	that	
the	agencies’	adverse	modification	definition	is	unlawful	and	that	the	purpose	of	critical	habitat	
is	to	recover	species.	These	cases	have	strongly	influenced	the	administration	of	the	ESA	over	
the	past	decade	and	the	Services	recently	relied	on	these	cases	to	justify	regulations	that	will	
transform	critical	habitat	into	recovery	habitat.	The	authors	maintain	that	a	reassessment	of	
the	role	of	critical	habitat	is	needed	to	ensure	that	the	regulatory	and	judicial	treatment	of	
critical	habitat	conforms	to	the	intent	of	Congress.”		
	
The	authors	explain	how	Congress	clearly	indicated	that	critical	habitat	should	be	limited	to	
specific	areas	that	are	essential	to	the	species’	survival	and	should	not	include	areas	for	
future	population	expansion.		
	

5. To	conform	the	proposed	rule	to	the	strict	requirements	of	the	ESA,	please	make	the	
following	changes:	

¶424.11	(e)	(e)	The	Secretary	will		shall	delist	a	species	if	the	Secretary	finds	that,	after	
conducting	a	status	review	based	on	the	best	scientific	and	commercial	data	available:		

(1)	The	species	is	extinct;		
(2)	The	species	does	not	meet	the	definition	of	an	endangered	species	or	a	threatened	
species.	In	making	such	a	determination,	the	Secretary	shall	consider	the	same	factors	
and	apply	the	same	standards	set	forth	in	paragraph	(c)	of	this	section	regarding	listing	
and	reclassification;	or		

(3)	The	listed	entity	does	not	meet	the	statutory	definition	of	a	species.		
	

¶424.12	(2)	The	Secretary	will	designate	as	critical	habitat,	at	a	scale	determined	by	the	
Secretary	to	be	appropriate,	specific	areas	outside	the	geographical	area	occupied	by	the	
species	only	upon	a	determination	that	such	areas	are	essential	for	the	conservation	of	
the	species.	When	designating	critical	habitat,	the	Secretary	will		shall	first	evaluate	areas	
occupied	by	the	species.	The	Secretary	will	only	consider	unoccupied	areas	to	be	
essential	where	a	critical	habitat	designation	limited	to	geographical	areas	occupied	
would	be	inadequate	to	ensure	the	conservation	of	the	species	or	would	result	in	less	
efficient	conservation	for	the	species.	Efficient	conservation	for	the	species	refers	to	
situations	where	the	conservation	is	effective,	societal	conflicts	are	minimized,	and	
resources	expended	are	commensurate	with	the	benefit	to	the	species.	In	addition,	for	an	
unoccupied	area	to	be	considered	essential,	the	Secretary	must	determine	that	there	is	a	
reasonable	likelihood	that	the	area	will	contribute	to	the	conservation	of	the	species.	it	
must	contain	all	the	physical	and	biological	features	essential	to	the	conservation	of	
species.	

.	
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Sincerely,	

	
Cindy	Coping	

Chair,	Pima	Natural	Resource	Conservation	District	
Attachments:	

1. Pima	NRCD	Long-Range	Plan	and	Conservation	Strategy,	2019-2024	
2. Comments	submitted	by	the	Arizona/New	Mexico	Coalition	of	Counties	
3. October	19,	2012	comments	submitted	by	Arizona	Game	and	Fish	Department	in	response	to	

proposed	designation	of	jaguar	(Panthera	onca)	critical	habitat	
4. Pima	NRCD	(2017)	comments	on	proposed	jaguar	recovery	plan	
5. Norman	D.	James	and	Thomas	J.	Ward	(2016)	{James	and	Thomas	J.	Ward,	2016,	#34334}	
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