DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL
3807 Sierra Highway #6-4514
Acton, CA 93510
www.deserttortoise.org
eac@deserttortoise.org

Via email only
16 July 2023

Secretary Wade Crowfoot

California Natural Resources Agency
Attn: Outdoors for All

715 P Street, 20t floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
outdoors@resources.ca.gov

RE: Outdoors for All — Public Comment
Dear Mr. Secretary,

The Desert Tortoise Council (Council) is a non-profit organization comprised of hundreds of
professionals and laypersons who share a common concern for wild desert tortoises and a
commitment to advancing the public’s understanding of desert tortoise species. Established in
1975 to promote conservation of tortoises in the deserts of the southwestern United States and
Mexico, the Council routinely provides information and other forms of assistance to individuals,
organizations, and regulatory agencies on matters potentially affecting desert tortoises within their
geographic ranges.

Both our physical and email addresses are provided above in our letterhead for your use when
providing future correspondence to us. When given a choice, we prefer that you email to us future
correspondence, as mail delivered via the U.S. Postal Service may take several days to be
delivered. Email is an “environmentally friendlier way” of receiving correspondence and
documents rather than “snail mail.”

Given the location for implementation of the proposed strategy in habitats likely occupied by
Mojave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) (synonymous with Agassiz’s desert tortoise), our
comments pertain to enhancing protection of this species listed as threatened under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA) and California Endangered Species Act (CESA) during activities
funded, authorized, or carried out by the State of California (State). We assume these comments
will be added to the Decision Record/Administrative Record for this strategy. Please accept,
carefully review, and include in the relevant project file the Council’s following comments and
attachments for the proposed strategy.
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The Mojave desert tortoise is among the top 50 species on the list of the world’s most endangered
tortoises and freshwater turtles. The International Union for Conservation of Nature’s (IUCN)
Species Survival Commission, Tortoise and Freshwater Turtle Specialist Group, now considers
the Mojave desert tortoise to be Critically Endangered (Berry et al. 2021) ““... based on population
reduction (decreasing density), habitat loss of over 80% over three generations (90 years),
including past reductions and predicted future declines, as well as the effects of disease (upper
respiratory tract disease/mycoplasmosis). Gopherus agassizii (sensu stricto) comprises tortoises in
the most well-studied 30% of the larger range; this portion of the original range has seen the most
human impacts and is where the largest past population losses had been documented. A recent
rigorous rangewide population reassessment of G. agassizii (sensu stricto) has demonstrated
continued adult population and density declines of about 90% over three generations (two in the
past and one ongoing) in four of the five G. agassizii recovery units and inadequate recruitment
with decreasing percentages of juveniles in all five recovery units.”

This status, in part, prompted the Council to join Defenders of Wildlife and Desert Tortoise
Preserve Committee (Defenders of Wildlife et al. 2020) to petition the California Fish and Game
Commission in March 2020 to elevate the listing of the Mojave desert tortoise from threatened to
endangered in California. We submitted this petition because the tortoise meets the definition of
endangered in California when examining the population data and ongoing declining numbers,
densities, and recruitment.

Summary of California Outdoors for All Strategy

California Outdoors for All includes “expanding parks in communities with little outdoor space,
supporting programs to connect people who lack access, fostering a sense of belonging for all
Californians in the outdoors.”

The California Outdoors for All strategy has six priorities:

Priority 1: Establish Spaces for People and Nature to Thrive
The State must collaborate internally to envision, design, acquire, renovate, maintain, and open
more high-quality outdoor spaces in areas of the state with the most need.

Priority 2: Foster Belonging

Foster public appreciation of and connection to California’s natural and cultural resources.
Public outreach and information can be used to break down the elitism within outdoor
recreation by promoting a range of recreation options and empowering all Californians to see
themselves in the outdoors.

Priority 3: Connect People and the Outdoors
Increase Californians’ awareness of which outdoor spaces are nearby, what recreational
activities they can do there, and how to safely reach these spaces by bike, bus, car, or walking.

Priority 4. Co-Create with Communities

The State will seek tribes and community members as true partners in designing and managing
parks and outdoor spaces.
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Priority 5: Build Equitable Career Pathways and a Representative Workforce

The backgrounds and identities of the people who make up California’s environmental and
outdoor workforce affect where outdoor spaces are located, who they are designed for, and
where funding is distributed.

Priority 6: Align Funding to Achieve Outdoors for All

Working across all sectors — regional and federal government, philanthropic, private, and more
—to galvanize this movement to build more healthy, accessible, and quality outdoor spaces and
experiences for all.

Comments on California Outdoors for All Strategy

The Council supports these six priorities. However, we believe they should be implemented in
conjunction with the Governor’s executive order (N-82-20) to combat the biodiversity crisis and
climate change crisis, and the State’s implementation of the strategy must not conflict with this
executive order. This executive order directs state agencies to “protect and restore biodiversity
while stewarding natural and working lands, building climate resilience, and supporting economic
sustainability” and “conserve at least 30 percent of California’s lands and coastal waters by 2030.”
It specifically directs the California Natural Resources Agency to “[ijmplement actions that
promote biodiversity protection, habitat restoration, wildfire-resilient sustainably managed
landscapes, and other conservation outcomes.”

The first priority “to envision, design, acquire, renovate, maintain, and open more high-quality
outdoor spaces in areas of the state with the most need” is aligned with this executive order.
However, we are unsure the criteria that would be used to determine “areas of the state with the
most need.” We note that only four of the 200+ California state parks occur in the California desert
and have habitat for the Mojave desert tortoise even though the population in the California deserts
has grown substantiall in the last three decades. This information suggests disparate consideration
of the value of desert species, habitats, and landscapes by the State of California in the past. We
urge California State Parks to pursue establishing more state parks in the desert ecosystems of
California that included tortoise habitat.

Because not all outdoor spaces are equal in their management needs, and not all outdoor recreation
activities are compatible with protecting and restoring biodiverity and stewarding natural lands,
the California Outdoors for All strategy should include and emphasize an education component
that helps people understand their role in practicing conservation as they enjoy nature and the
outdoors in their particular spaces (i.e., natural communities). Without this emphasis on educating
the people of California on ecology, that is, the interrelatioship of organisms, including people,
and their environments, the California Outdoors for All strategy has a high likelihood of conflicting
with executive order (N-82-20) to combat the biodiversity crisis and climate change crisis and
decreasing the area of Califonria’s lands that are conserved.

For example, the Mojave desert tortoise, California’s state reptile, is a threatened species under the
California Endangered Species Act and Federal Endangered Species Act. In 2014, nine of 11
tortoise populations monitored in California had densities below the viability threshold. By 2021,
one population declined to the viability threshold and only one is above this threshold (Please see
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Appendix A - Demographic Status and Trend of the Mojave Desert Tortoise including the Western
Mojave Recovery Unit). The tortoise is currently being reviewed to be upgraded from threatened
to endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.

While the tortoise and its habitat face numerous impacts from human activities in the California
deserts, one of the most wide reaching impacts is from recreational outdoor use of off-highway
vehicles (Please see Appendix B - Partial List of Research Papers on Impacts from Vehicle Use to
Desert Ecosystems). Consequently, when looking to Connect People and the Outdoors (Priority
3), the State should ensure that conservation has been adequately balanced with human access and
that enforcement of conservation is adequate to prevent abuse/ degradation/destruction of natural
and cultural resources, including tortoise habitats.

Therefore, the Council strongly encourages the California Outdoors for All strategy require the
development and implementation of a strong and effective education component to understand and
appreciate the natural world and that people are a part of it. They should not
dominate/degrade/destroy it. This understanding and appreciation should substantially increase
their enjoyment of the natural world.

The strategy document has several illustrations of the tortoise under a Joshua tree although we are
not sure of their purpose. We hope the purpose is to include the tortoise and the Joshua tree as two
species that will benefit from implementation of this initiative and that people would be able to
experience and enjoy these two species in their outdoor activities while not adversely impacting
them or their habitats.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on this proposed initiative and trust they will
help protect tortoises during any resulting authorized activities. Herein, we reiterate that the Desert
Tortoise Council wants to be identified as an Affected Interest for this and all other actions funded,
authorized, or carried out by the California Natural Resources Agency that may affect desert
tortoises, and that any subsequent decisions about this initiative and its implementation are
provided to us at the contact information listed above. To the Council, being identified as an
Affected Interest means that the Natural Resources Agency will notify us when it is proposing an
action that may affect tortoises in California. In addition, we ask that you respond in an email that
you have received this comment letter so we can be sure our concerns have been registered with
the appropriate personnel and office for this proposed initiative.

Respectfully,
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Edward L. LaRue, Jr., M.S.
Desert Tortoise Council, Ecosystems Advisory Committee, Chairperson

Attachment: Appendix A. Demographic Status and Trend of the Mojave Desert Tortoise including
the Western Mojave Recovery Unit
Appendix B. Partial List of Research Papers on Impacts from Vehicle Use to Desert
Ecosystems

cc: Armando Quintero, Director, California State Parks armando.quintero@parks.ca.gov
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Jordan Traverso, Deputy Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
jordan.traverso@wildlife.ca.gov

Trisha A. Moyer, Region 6 — Desert Inland Region, Habitat Conservation Program Supervisor,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bishop, CA Patricia.Moyer@wildlife.ca.gov

Heidi Calvert, Regional Manager, Region 6 — Inland and Desert Region, California Department
of Fish and Wildlife Heidi.Calvert@wildlife.ca.gov
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Appendix A
Demographic Status and Trend of the Mojave Desert Tortoise
including the Western Mojave Recovery Unit

Status of the Population of the Mojave Desert Tortoise: The Council provides the following
information for resource and land management agencies so that these data may be included and
analyzed in their project and land management documents and aid them in making management
decisions that affect the Mojave desert tortoise (tortoise).

There are 17 populations of Mojave desert tortoise described below that occur in Critical Habitat
Units (CHUSs) and Tortoise Conservation Areas (TCASs); 14 are on lands managed by the BLM; 8
of these are in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA).

As the primary land management entity in the range of the Mojave desert tortoise, the Bureau of
Land Management’s (BLM’s) implementation of a conservation strategy for the Mojave desert
tortoise in the CDCA through implementation of its Resource Management Plan and Amendments
through 2014 has resulted in the following changes in the status for the tortoise throughout its
range and in California from 2004 to 2014 (Table 1, Table 2; USFWS 2015, Allison and
McLuckie 2018). The Council believes these data show that BLM and others have failed to
implement an effective conservation strategy for the Mojave desert tortoise as described in the
recovery plan (both USFWS 1994a and 2011), and have contributed to tortoise declines in density
and abundance between 2004 to 2014 (Table 1, Table 2; USFWS 2015, Allison and McLuckie
2018) with declines or no improvement in population density from 2015 to 2021 (Table 3; USFWS
2016, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2022a, 2022b).

Important points from these tables include the following:

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise Range-wide
e Ten of 17 populations of the Mojave desert tortoise declined from 2004 to 2014.

e Eleven of 17 populations of the Mojave desert tortoise are below the population viability
threshold. These 11 populations represent 89.7 percent of the range-wide habitat in CHUs/TCAs.

Change is Status for the Western Mojave Recovery Unit — Nevada and California
e This recovery unit had a 51 percent decline in tortoise density from 2004 to 2014.

e Tortoises in this recovery unit have densities that are below viability.

Chz_inge in Status for the Superior-Cronese Tortoise Population in the Western Mojave Recovery
loJrle“;e population in this recovery unit experienced declines in densities of 61 percent from 2004
to 2014. In addition, there was a 51 percent decline in tortoise abundance.

e This population has densities less than needed for population viability (USFWS 1994a).

Table 1. Summary of 10-year trend data for the 5 Recovery Units and 17 CHUs/TCAs for Mojave
desert tortoise. The table includes the area of each Recovery Unit and CHU/TCA, percent of total
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habitat for each Recovery Unit and CHU/TCA, density (number of breeding adults’/km? and
standard errors = SE), and the percent change in population density between 2004 and 2014.
Populations below the viable level of 3.9 breeding individuals/km? (10 breeding individuals per

mi?) (assumes a 1:1 sex ratio) or showing a decline from 2004 to 2014 are in red.

Recovery Unit: Surveyed area % of total habitat 2014 % 10-year change
Designated Critical Habitat (km?) area in Recovery | density/km? (2004-2014)
UnitY/Tortoise Conservation Unit & CHU/TCA (SE)

Area
Western Mojave, CA 6,294 24,51 2.8 (1.0) -50.7 decline
Fremont-Kramer 2,347 9.14 2.6 (1.0) —50.6 decline
Ord-Rodman 852 3.32 3.6 (1.4) —56.5 decline
Superior-Cronese 3,094 12.05 2.4 (0.9) —61.5 decline
Colorado Desert, CA 11,663 45.42 4.0 (1.4) —-36.25 decline
Chocolate Mtn AGR, CA 713 2.78 7.2 (2.8) —29.77 decline
Chuckwalla, CA 2,818 10.97 3.3(1.3) —37.43 decline
Chemehuevi, CA 3,763 14.65 2.8 (1.1) —64.70 decline
Fenner, CA 1,782 6.94 4.8 (1.9) —52.86 decline
Joshua Tree, CA 1,152 4.49 3.7(15) +178.62 increase
Pinto Mtn, CA 508 1.98 2.4 (1.0) —60.30 decline
Piute Valley, NV 927 3.61 5.3(2.1) +162.36 increase
Northeastern Mojave 4,160 16.2 4.5 (1.9 +325.62 increase
Beaver Dam Slope, NV, UT, AZ | 750 2.92 6.2 (2.4) +370.33 increase
Coyote Spring, NV 960 3.74 4.0 (1.6) + 265.06 increase
Gold Butte, NV & AZ 1,607 6.26 2.7 (1.0) + 384.37 increase
Mormon Mesa, NV 844 3.29 6.4 (2.5) +217.80 increase
Eastern Mojave, NV & CA 3,446 13.42 1.9 (0.7) —67.26 decline
El Dorado Valley, NV 999 3.89 1.5(0.6) —61.14 decline
Ivanpah Valley, CA 2,447 9.53 2.3(0.9) —56.05 decline
Upper Virgin River 115 0.45 15.3 (6.0) —26.57 decline
Red Cliffs Desert 115 0.45 15.3 (6.0) —26.57 decline
Range-wide Area of CHUs - 25,678 100.00 -32.18 decline
TCAs/Range-wide Change in
Population Status

1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994b. Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants; determination of critical
habitat for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise. Federal Register 55(26):5820-5866. Washington, D.C.

Table 2. Estimated change in abundance of adult Mojave desert tortoises in each recovery unit
between 2004 and 2014 (Allison and McLuckie 2018). Decreases in abundance are in red.

Recovery Unit Modeled 2004 2014 Change in Percent Change in
Habitat (km?) Abundance Abundance Abundance Abundance
Western Mojave 23,139 131,540 64,871 -66,668 -51%
Colorado Desert 18,024 103,675 66,097 -37,578 -36%
Northeastern Mojave 10,664 12,610 46,701 34,091 270%
Eastern Mojave 16,061 75,342 24,664 -50,679 -67%
Upper Virgin River 613 13,226 10,010 -3,216 -24%
Total 68,501 336,393 212,343 -124,050 -37%
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Table 3. Summary of data for Agassiz’s desert tortoise, Gopherus agassizii (=Mojave desert tortoise) from 2004 to 2021 for the 5 Recovery
Units and 17 Critical Habitat Units (CHUs)/Tortoise Conservation Areas (TCASs). The table includes the area of each Recovery Unit and
CHUITCA, percent of total habitat for each Recovery Unit and CHU/TCA, density (number of breeding adults/km?2 and standard errors =
SE), and percent change in population density between 2004-2014 (USFWS 2015). Populations below the viable level of 3.9 breeding
individuals/km? (10 breeding individuals per mi?) (assumes a 1:1 sex ratio) (USFWS 1994a, 2015) or showing a decline from 2004 to 2014
are in red.

% of total % 10-
Recovery Unit: habitat 2004 2014 Oear 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Desi nyate d : areain densitv/ density/ cr):an e density/ | density/ | density/ | density/ | density/ | density/ | density/
g Recovery Y km? g km? km? km? km? km? km? km?
CHU/TCA & : km (2004
Unit & (SE) 2014)
CHU/TCA
Western Mojave, -50.7
CA 2 215 L) decline
Fremont-Kramer 9.14 2.6 (1.0) d;i(l)i.r?e 45 No data 41 No data 2.7 1.7 No data
Ord-Rodman 3.32 3.6 (1.4) d;i?i.r\?e No data | No data 3.9 2.5/3.4* | 2.1/25* | Nodata | 1.9/2.5*
Superior-Cronese 12.05 2.4 (0.9) d;?:lli.r?e 2.6 3.6 1.7 No data 1.9 No data | No data
Colorado Desert, -36.25
CA 45.42 4.0 (1.4) e
Chocolate Mtn -29.77
AGR, CA 2.78 7.2 (2.8) decline 10.3 8.5 9.4 7.6 7.0 7.1 3.9
Chuckwalla, CA 10.97 3.3(1.3) Jg’;.‘f& Nodata | Nodata | 43 | Nodata | 1.8 4.6 2.6
Chemehuevi, CA 14.65 28 (1.1) ag’é';% Nodata | 17 | Nodata | 29 | Nodata | 40 | Nodata
Fenner, CA 6.94 4.8 (1.9) 5(355.?1?5 Nodata | 55 | Nodata | 6.0 28 | Nodata | 5.3
+178.62
Joshua Tree, CA 4.49 3.7(1.5) increase No data 2.6 3.6 No data 3.1 3.9 No data
Pinto Mtn, CA 1.98 2.4 (1.0) affh?r’]% Nodata | 2.1 23 | Nodata | 17 29 | Nodata
. +162.36
Piute Valley, NV 3.61 53(2.1) increase No data 4.0 59 Nodata | Nodata | No data 3.9
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Northeastern

Population Status

Mojave AZ, NV, & 16.2 4.5 (1.9) ;}izri:é
uT
Beaver Dam Slope, +370.33
NV, UT, & AZ 2.92 6.2 (2.4) increase No data 5.6 1.3 5.1 2.0 No data No data
Coyote Spring, NV 3.74 4.0 (16) Tnifesags Nodata | 42 | Nodata | Nodata | 32 | Nodata | No data
Gold Butte, NV & 6.26 27(1.0) | 734371 Nodata | Nodata | 1.9 23 | Nodata | Nodata | 2.4
AZ increase
+217.80
Mormon Mesa, NV 3.29 6.4 (2.5) increase No data 2.1 No data 3.6 No data 5.2 5.2
Eastern Mojave, —67.26
NV & CA dei L9 () decline
El Dorado Valley, 3.89 1506 | M4 | Nodata | 27 56 | Nodata | 23 | Nodata | Nodata
NV decline
Ivanpah Valley, CA 9.53 23 (0.9) ag’gfr’i 19 | Nodata | Nodata | 3.7 26 | Nodata | 1.8
Upper Virgin —26.57
River, UT & AZ D4 1259 (640 decline
. 29.1 2657
Red Cliffs Desert** 0.45 (21.4- 15.3 (6.0) decline 15.0 No data 19.1 No data 17.2 No data
39.6)**
Rangewide Area of
CHUs -
TCAs/Rangewide 100.00 (;Sczllilnse
Change in

*This density includes the adult tortoises translocated from the expansion of the MCAGCC, that is resident adult tortoises and translocated adult

tortoises.

**Methodology for collecting density data initiated in 1999.
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Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in California

e Eight of 10 populations of the Mojave desert tortoise in California declined from 29 to 64 percent
from 2004 to 2014 with implementation of tortoise conservation measures in the Northern and
Eastern Colorado Desert (NECO), Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert (NEMO), and Western
Mojave Desert (WEMO) Plans.

e Eight of 10 populations of the Mojave desert tortoise in California are below the population
viability threshold. These eight populations represent 87.45 percent of the habitat in California
that is in CHU/TCAs.

e The two viable populations of the Mojave desert tortoise in California are declining. Iftheir rates
of decline from 2004 to 2014 continue, these two populations will no longer be viable by about
2030.

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise on BLM Land in California

e Eight of eight populations of Mojave desert tortoise on lands managed by the BLM in California
declined from 2004 to 2014.

e Seven of eight populations of Mojave desert tortoise on lands managed by the BLM in California
are no longer viable.

Change in Status for Mojave Desert Tortoise Populations in California that Are Moving toward
Meeting Recovery Criteria

e The only population of Mojave desert tortoise in California that is not declining is on land
managed by the National Park Service, which has increased 178 percent in 10 years.

Important points to note from the data from 2015 to 2021 in Table 3 are:

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in the Western Mojave Recovery Unit:
e Density of tortoises continues to decline in the Western Mojave Recovery Unit

e Density of tortoises continues to fall below the density needed for population viability from
2015 to 2021

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in the Colorado Desert Recovery Unit:

e The population that had the highest density in this recovery unit had a continuous reduction in
density since 2018 and fell substantially to the minimum density needed for population
viability in 2021.

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in the Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit:

e Two of the three population with densities greater than needed for population viability declined
to level below the minimum viability threshold.

o The most recent data from three of the four populations in this recovery unit have densities
below the minimum density needed for population viability.

e The population that had the highest density in this recovery unit declined since 2014.
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Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit:

e Both populations in this recovery unit have densities below the minimum density needed for
population viability.

Change in Status for the Mojave Desert Tortoise in the Upper Virgin River Recovery Unit:

e The one population in this recovery unit is small and appears to have stable densities.

The Endangered Mojave Desert Tortoise: The Council believes that the Mojave desert tortoise
meets the definition of an endangered species. In the FESA, Congress defined an “endangered
species” as “any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of
its range...” In the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the California legislature defined
an “endangered species” as a native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian,
reptile, or plant, which is in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant
portion, of its range due to one or more causes (California Fish and Game Code 8§ 2062). Because
most of the populations of the Mojave desert tortoise were non-viable in 2014, most are declining,
and the threats to the Mojave desert tortoise are numerous and have not been substantially reduced
throughout the species’ range, the Council believes the Mojave desert tortoise should be designated
as an endangered species by the USFWS and California Fish and Game Commission. Despite
claims by USFWS (Averill-Murray and Field 2023) that a large number of individuals of a listed
species and an increasing population trend in part of the range of the species prohibits it from
meeting the definitions of endangered, we are reminded that the tenants of conservation biology
include numerous factors when determining population viability. The number of individual present
is one of a myriad of factors (e.g., species distribution and density, survival strategy, sex ratio,
recruitment, genetics, threats including climate change, etc.) used to determine population
viability. In addition, a review of all the available data does not show an increasing population
trend (please see Tables 1 and 3).

Literature Cited in Demographic Status and Trend of the Mojave Desert Tortoise
Including the Western Mojave Recovery Unit

Allison L.J. and A.M. McLuckie. 2018. Population trends in Mojave desert tortoises (Gopherus
agassizii). Herpetological Conservation and Biology. 2018 Aug 1. 13(2):433-452.
http://www.herpconbio.org/VVolume 13/Issue 2/Allison McLuckie 2018.pdf

or
https://www.fws.gov/media/allison-and-mcluckie2018mojave-desert-tortoise-population-
trends

[USFWS] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994a. Desert tortoise (Mojave population) Recovery
Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 1, Portland, Oregon. 73 pages plus
appendices. https://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery plan/940628.pdf

[USFWS] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994b. Endangered and threatened wildlife and plants;
determination of critical habitat for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise. Federal
Register 55(26):5820-5866. Washington, D.C.
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Mojave%20Desert%20Tortoise.pdf

[USFWS] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2015. Range-wide Monitoring of the Mojave Desert
Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii): 2013 and 2014 Annual Reports. Report by the Desert
Tortoise Recovery Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno, Nevada.
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/USFWS.2015%20report.%20Rangewid
e%20monitoring%20report%202013-14.pdf

[USFWS] U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2016. Range-wide Monitoring of the Mojave Desert
Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii): 2015 and 2016 Annual Reporting. Report by the Desert
Tortoise Recovery Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno, Nevada.
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/USFWS.2016%20report.%20Rangewid
e%20monitoring%20report%202015-16.pdf
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