Title 50—Wildlife and Fisheries

CHAPTER |—UNITED STATES FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR

PART 17—ENDANGERED AND
THREATENED WILDLIFE AND PLANTS

Determination That Six Species of
Butterfl.es are Endangered Species

_The Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (hereinafter the Director and the
Service, respectively) hereby issues a
Rulemaking pursuant to Section 4 of the
Endangered Srecies Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531-1543: 87 Stat. 884; herein-
after the Act) which determines the fol-
lowing butterflies to be Endangered
species:

Lotis Blue (Lycaeides argyrognomon lotis)

El Segundo Blue (Shijimiaeotdes battoides
allyni)

Smith's
smithi)

Mission Blue (Icaricia icarioides missionen-
sis

San l)aruno Elfin (Callophrys mossi bayensis)

Lange’s Metalmark (Apodemia mormo
langet)

Blue (Shijimiaecides enoptes

BACKGROUND

On March 20, 1975, the Service pub-
lished a Notice of Review for 41 U.S. but-
terflies in the FEpERAL REGISTER (40 FR
1269) advising that sufficient evidence
was on file to warrant a status review of
the species with regard to their possible

qualification for determination as En-

dangered or Threatened species under
provisions of the Act. The six subject
butterflies in this Final Rule were among
the 41 reviewed.

Subsequently, on October 14, 1975, the
Bervice published Proposed Ruleg in the
FEDERAL REGISTER (40 FR 48139-48140)
advising that sufficient evidence was on
file to support proposing a determination
that the six subject butterfly species were
Endangered species as provided for by
the Act. That proposal summarized the
factors thought to be contributing to the
likelihood that each species could become
extinct within the foreseeable future;

specified the prchibitions which would .

be applicable to each species if such a
determination were made: and solicited
- comments, suggestions, objections and
factual information from any interested
person.

Section 4(b) (1) (A) of the Act requires
that the Governor of each State within
which a resident species of wildlife is
known to occur, be notified and be pro-
vided 80 days to comment before any
such species is determined to be a
Threatened Species or an Endangered
specles. A letter was sent to the Governor
of Californiz on March 17, 1975, notify-
ing him of the Review of Status Notice
which inclwded, among others, the six
butterflies. As a direct result of this let-
ter a report was prepared for the Califor-
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nia Department of Food and Agrictlture
by Mr. Julian Donahue, Curator of En-
tomology at the Natural History Museum
of Los Angzales County. Eighteen promi-
nent professional and amateur California
lepidopterists contributed data and opin-
ions which contributed to the formula-
tion of this report. The final report was
submitted to the California Department
of Food and Agriculture on May 22, 1975.
This report recommended that of 24 Cali-
fornia species included in the Review of
Status Notice, 6 butterflies be considered
Endangered, ar.d 7 be considered Threat-
ened. The El1 Segundo, Blue, Mission
Blue, San Bruno Elfin, and Lange’s
Metalmark were among those thought to
qualify as Endangered, while the Lotis
Blue and Smith’s Blue were among those
thought to be Threatened.

In a June 20, 1975 letter from Director
Fullerton of the California Department of
Fish and Game to the Director, the San
Bruno Elfin, Mission Blue, El Segundo
Blue, and Lange’s Metalmark were rec-
ommended for Endangered species deter-
mination.

On September 11, 1975, Acting Direc-
tor, Harold O’Connor responded to Mr.
Fullerton stating the Office of Endan-
gered Species staff was concerned with
the State’s recommendation, and that in
addition, because of information not
available to the State during their evalu-
ation process, the Lotis Blue and Smith’s
Blue were felt to qualify as candidates
for Endangered species determination.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 4(b) (1) (C) of the Act requires
that a “* * * summuary of all comments
and recommendations received * * *” be
published in the FEDERAL REGISTER prior
to adding any species to or removing any
species from the “List of Endangered
and Threatened Wildlife.”

In the March 20, 1975, FEDERAL REGIS~
TER Notice (40 FR 12691) ang the asso-
ciated February 18,.1975, News Release,
all interested parties were invited to sub-
mit factual reports or information which
might contribute to the Review of Status
for the included butterfly species.

The October 14, 1975, Proposed Rule-
making which appeared in the FEDERAL
REGISTER (40 FR 48139-48140) consti-
tuted the onset of the official 60-day pub-
lic comment period. This period expired
on December 12, 1975. An associated News
Release was made available on Septem-
ber 7, 1975, and erroneously stated that
November 3, 1975, was the final date for
receipt of public comments.

Because response from the public was
sought on ftwo occasions, all comments
specifically pertaining to the 6 subject
butterflies received during the period
February 18, 1975, to December 12, 1975,
were considered.

Letters from 25 persons, including offi-
cial representatives of 3 conservation or-
ganizations, and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture were received.

Comments from 18 persons (including
6 biologists and the 3 conservation or-
ganizations) fully supported the proposed
rule; seven persons, including the Animal
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and Plant Health Inspection Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, objected to
the proposed determination.

Eighteen persons, including 4 of those
in opposition, specifically mentioned hab-
itat preservation or protection as the key
to the continued survival of these 6 but-
terflies. -

In its June 20, 1975, letter (see above),
the State of California, as represented
by Mr. E. C. Fullerton, Director of the
State’'s Department of Fish and Game,
stated that those butterflies classified as
Threatened in Mr. Donahue’s report “not
be given threatened status until in-depth
studies can be completed on them.™ Mr,
Fullerton also urged “that Federal fund-
ing be provided as soon as possible t»
gather the baseline knowledge needed .
to avert extinction of endangered forms
and to better assess those which may be
approaching endangerment.”

In addition, Mr. Fullerton sent a sec-
ond letter, also dated June 20, 1975, which
expressed a number of concerns, primar-
ily relating to the application of the Act
to “insects, Arthropods, and lower Phyla,”
as well as a number of mattei s not rro--
erly under the purview of Federr]l Fn-
dangered Species legislation. Mr. Fuller-
ton suggested that the Director provide
clarification on these issues to the States
prior to the “listing of any butterflies
* * +* The Director responded to Mr.
Fullerton’s concerns in & letter dated
March 30, 1976. Since neither the con-
cerns expressed nor the Director’s re-
sponse relate directly to the subject
species, they will not be summarized.
However, these letters are on fi'le at the
Office of Endangered Species, 1612 K St.,
N.W., Washington, D.C,, and may be ex-
amined by interested parties.

In a letter dated January 7, 1976, Mr.
Fullerton requested the information
which led to the Director's inclusion of
the Lotis Blue and Smith's Blue in the
Proposed Rule of October 14, 1975 (40
FR 48139-48140). A summary of this in-
formation was also included in the March -
30, 1976 letter from the Director to Mr.
Fullerton. This inform'.%tion is summar-
ized in this Final Rule, and is dealt with
in further detail in an Environmental
Impact Assessment on file at the Office of
Endangered Species.

In a letter dated December 8, 1875,
which was addressed to the Director, Dr.
H. S. Shirakawa, Acting Director, Na-
tional Program Planning Staff, Plant
Protection and Quarantine Programs,
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
specifically commented on the qualifica-
tions of the 6 subject species for deter-
mination under provisions of the Act.
Dr. Shirakawa suggests that “no scien-
tific case has been made for listing any of
the six proposed species.” This assess-
ment was made primarily because no
biometric or population survevs exist for
anv of the species. In addition, he as-
serts that the data for the Lotis Blue is
vague. He states further that the host
plant of Lange's Metalmark, Eriogonum
nudum ssp., should be listed instead of
the butterfly itself, since the butterfly
cannot exist on other subspecies of E.

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. ﬁ:-ﬂo. TO6—TUESDAY, JUME }, 1976
. -



thorenerd (o the bm Bruno
tt s tnad tits habitat 1 ex-
csLil2 area wvith 4 h% iy hu-
i Coneity, and thon there

Wusing as o what species and
subrenus ihis butterfiy belongs,” vor the
1 Secundo Hlue he mentions he fact
thiat the caterpillar hest plant has a
range many times that of the buvcerfly,
arG 'u.xpl“ h 4 the entire rance of the

~ h L Uave o e degun
SHAT SIS
e to the

BAANSIFE

coapmincs of datn
e sbatius assessnent for
oRooivg S Juon siady
SRR i : “The Secrorary shail
meo derorminanons reguired by subsecs
tion tw) of the sectiolr on the busis of the
bes serentific snd cormincrclal aats avail-
aile Lo him * * *.” Thus, even though
agourate ;*opuhti om  estimates for all
specics may not be available, their
ipation is not precluded. In Tact,
ite ol ranges of these Lutter-
sgtential threatws to their con-
nee, ratier tnan their abso-
intion numbers. constititte the
for their Qelerniningiion as

i'.‘l
i

Endan: vered.

Wit rerard to ihe Lotis Blue, the
status of one population is known, while
that cof another has not been recently
cezumentcd. The Langes Melalmark
feeds only on Ericgonum nvdum var.
psnucifiorm, the enly Triogonum which
sis on its range, Aithouzh the Antioch
R ‘ation (Coatre Ceo.ta Courty, Cali-
ornley of tnis plant appears o be differ-
ntiated, thut variety ranges from soith-
oy Qreren to southern Califerniz ac-
carding to Tr. James Reveal, the expert
Do wct 11110"umrrcab'e about this group
‘s Metalmark is an iso-

= of a widesuread butter-
oh feeds onomany specics of Erio-
1 Hhrouswout its range. Whus, de-
natien of tne hiost plant as En-
nzered or 'Threaterned weuld net serve
plight of the insect, and it is not
d o0 tre basis of present biological
AXOCH informafion.
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L' sonum porvifelivo, the El Seqguiido

iiaue's host. is o nlaad of southern Cali-
ur“ﬂ 's eoastal sand dune ecos vs:ems
Afost sand dunes mere this piant occurs
~ove been semnled for buiterilics, and
1hé Tl Segundo biue has Leca fouad only
on remnants of the Fi Segundo Dune
Foesystam.

among the individuais who disap-
proved of tue propessl all were either
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amaicur or professionnl lepidepterisis
who were concerned with the taking pro-
hibiticns forinted specion, Maost of these
individuals cited the fact that niany in-
dividuals of mosi o the condidates cowld
be coliecied in a single day with 1o ap-
parent il oftect on the populialions’ long-

torm survival., This fact was used ns an
arcament against a proposed Endangered
uctprnun'\ tion torether with the manda-

Il (i:m“
r opart of this
OIS OLOT Wi el E
sible for tite present ¥Fodanvwered state
of the six svbject species, Once deter-

nined to he Endangered, toking of
mcgl, butiexflies for scientific purposes, or
to erhance their propagational or sur-
vival could be allowed Ly permit. For any
species as narrowly delimited as those
unde: prevent consideration any further
81 nt reduction of their population
nwniBers might bring about a sericus loss
of generic variability and a concomitant
loss of evolutionary adaptability.

Other opvosing comments related to
the proposition that subspecies sheuld
not be determined under the Act; that
the Final Rule might be prejudicial
against amateur, as opposed to profes-
sional, lepidopterists; and that deterini-
nation of Endangered species that occur
on private properiy is an attempt to con-
trol or confiscate thers in.ads,

The first point is nct germane, The Act
defines the terra “s»oes” as follows:

The termr “speciex” rucludes any sub-
species of fish or wildlti« . piaants and any
other group of fish or of the same
gpecics or small taxa ir. comuion spatial
arrangement that intoriiveced when mature.

Thws subspecies of wildlife in the no-
menclatorial sciise are considered as spe-
cies in the leg.l intent of the Act.

That professional biologists might be

more likely to obtain a rermit for taking
of the subject species than would ama-
teur lepidopterists is not true, as the
quaiifications for prosvective permittees
do not include zcipulations of profes-
sional or educatinnal standing. It should
be notud that such permits are pranted
for scientific purposes or to increase the
litelithood of survivil or propagation,
and are not issued for the accumulation
of specirriams of taxa alveady adequately
represented in sciertiiic collections.

Althoughi lani acquisition on behalf of
Endayzered or threatencd species is pro-
virded for thiougir provisions detailed in
Section 3 of the Aci, such acguisition
does not constitute confiscation or Fed-
ernl conirol of private lands.

CONCLUSYION

After a thorough review and consid-
cerution of alt the information aveatlabie,
the Director has dotertnined that the
Lntis Blue, El Seguniin Rlue, Smith’s
Blue. Mission Elue, San Bruno Elfin, and
Y.onoe's Metaimark are in danzer of ex-
tinziion throug,}.oat all or & significant
vortiin of their range due t9 one or more
of thie factorz described in Sectiion 4(a2
of tuer Act. 'l'hx.- review amplifies and
substantiat=s he deacription of those
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1actors funcluded i the Frojosed Rule-
ukeng (ﬂ‘ I"J.( 45139 18140 . Thiose tre-
toars were doscribed o5 Tolows:

i. The pracent or threatened destiuc?ion,
modification, cr curtailnicnt of its hebitat
or rangs.

San Bruno elfin. This hutterfty s limited
In cecurrcenee 1) a few Juolst canvons In
Han Matep Ciunty, Calltornia. Proposed de-
vielopmere proses a sortous threat o its cone

g The ofourrence of 1=
Lddent upnn presoend Uopas
rofton armd Lornsde ddemengs,
tat G Wiiien s L Catere
plant, g 0-crop (Sedunt snait -

HENVIST T IO BN

Iote: bLlue. AL present ihis butierny s
definitely known to occur oaly {n a few ino-
1ated bozm fu MMrenlorino County, Califorma.
The principal portion of the butterfiy’'s hab-
itat occurs on B powerline right-of-way,
Formerly, a pcpulaticn of the lotis blue oc-
cured at Point Arena, Mendocino County,
California, but it ‘has nat been found there
for over 30 year: and the population is pre-
suimnod to Le sxiirpated.

Mission L'uc. Imis butterfly is limited in
distribution to twd small isolated popula-
ticits which occur ¢n tnhe smumits of Twin
Pecks, San Francisco County, and the San
Bruno Mountalng, San Mateo Coumly, Cali~
fornia. In San Franclisco Couitv, the Mission
blue was fcrmerly more wideshread ou tho
higher hills within the couwity, but due to
expansion of the city and plautinegs of exotia
plants, suchi as eucalyptus, is now reduced
to a tiny remmnant on Twin I’zaks and may
soon become extirjated. In the San DBeuno
aountains, the species is uncommon, and
propcsed developments there would prob-
ably eliminata the butterily.

Smith’s blue. This butterily is known from
cnnstal sand dunes in Monterey County,
Californda. ITts largest ponulation occirs on
the most coacstal portion of the Mcenterey
dune ¢ mplex at Seaside and probably Fort
Oord (U.S. Army), Monierey County, Call-
fornla. The Seaside and Aiarina populations
have been alinost extirpated by housing de-
velopments and bighway corstruction, while
the Fort Ord populations have heen wost
seriously imparted by bheavy foot and vehicu-
lar traffic, as weil a3 the snread of intro-
duced ice-plant (Mesembryanthemnuii spp.).

El Segundo blue. This butterly was
formerly wides-vead or. the El Segundo gand
hills {98 sq. km.}, Lus Angeles County, Call-
fornta. New. due to pu'lic and private de-
velopment, the El Sezundo blue i: }imited
to a few acres near i Segundo and a larger
arez 2t the west end of the-Los Angeles In-
ternational Aicfort. Any further develop-
raent on these few 1~na'x*iLg sites could
weil bring about the spzuies’ extinction.

Lange’s metslnark. Orizinelly from sand
dunes from neir Antioch end Oakley, Contra
Costa County, California. The butteriiy hos
not been found ai Ozkley tor more han 39
years. Near ratioch, the populations are now
1y reztricted to a few ncoes north of
Arivour Rord. Alterution of the specles’ hab-
ftzt has becn due larzely to industrial and
agrlcultural devclonment.

2. Overutilizaticn for commercial, sporting,
zeicntifie, or educational purposes.

Not apolicakle for any of the species,

3. Disease i predation.

Not applicable for any of the specles.

4. The frnadequacy of existing regulatory
necnanisms.

Irere currently exist no regulations pes-
tairing to the protection and conservation
of ruy of these spceles,

5. Other natural or mo:i-made factors of-
Jecting ts conzinued cristence,

iiot applicable for any of the specles,
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The offects of
and this rulen
necessarily limite
below.

Indangered Species rexulations al-
ready published in Title 50 of the Code
of Federal Regulnticns set fortls a series
of gcneral pmlumtxom and excepiions
which apply to all Endungered Species.
The regulations referred to ¢ bove, which
pertain to Endanzered Species, arc found
at Saction 17.21 of Title 50 and, for the
convenicrnce of the reader, are reprinted
below:

§ 1721 Prohibiiians. (a) Except as provided
in Subpart A of this nart, or vnder permits
fssued pursuact to § 17.22 or § 17.23, ¥ is un-
Jawful for any porson suhjcrt to the jurisdie.
tion of the United State: to cimmlit, to at-
tempt to ccmmit, to solrit anothier to com-
mit or to catze to he cotnniiicd, any of the
acts deccribed in parazraphs (v} through (f)
of this sectlon in rersard to uny cndangored
witdlife. *

(b) Import or erport. It iz unlawful to
import or to export any enuuncersd wiiditfe.
Any shipment in transit throuzh the United
States is an Linportition and an exnportation,
whether or not it has entercd the couniry
for custsins purpores.

(¢) Teke, (1) Tt 1= unlrwful to take en-
dangered wildlife withizc tke United Staies,
within the territorial sea of the United
States, or upon the hizh seas. The high seas
sheall be all walers seaward cf the territorial
sea of the United Stites, except waters offi-
cially recognized by the Urilid States as the
territorial sea of nnotter country, under in-
ternational law,

(2} Notwithstanding porapraph (¢) (1) of
this sectioln, any person may turke endangered
wildlite in defense ci his own life or the lives
of others,

(2) Notwlthstaunding paraginph {(¢)(1) cf
this section, any zmplovee or azent of the
Service, any other Federal Iond munazemeont
ageney, the Natlonol Marine Fisheries Serv-
fce. or a State conzervation agency, who 13
dusignated by his agency for sucl: purpozes,
may, wiicn acting in the course of his officicl
duties, taken endangered wildlife without a
permit if such acticn s necessery to:

{1) Aid & sicl, injured or orphaned specl-
men; or .

(11) Dispose of o dead specimen; or

(i11) Salvaze o dead specimen which may
be useful for rotentiiic study: or

(iv) Remove spezimens whizh constitute &
demonstrable but nonimmediate threat to
human sufety, provided that thie taking s
done in a humane manver; the taking may
invelve Killing or injurine on!v {f it has not
becn reazonably possible Lo cununate sucis
thieat by live-copturing and releaslng the
specimen unharmed, in a remote area.

(1) Any taking pursuant to paragrephs
(¢) (2 and (3) of this seciton must be
reported In writivg to the Unlted States Fish
and Wildiife Sercice, Division of Law kn-
forcemnent, P.O. Box 15183, Wa uneton, DO
20055, 1 v 5 (i el fThe sperimen nay 006

o
b ret wiboef, or el rd In oan-

taese determinations
g include, but not
to, those discussed

A

1')

F\" T

unia-y

N
; o
B , oo nrt, or thip,
by wity meats . y oendangered
wiidlife whlcu taken in violatlon of

paragranh (¢) of this section.

Erample. A person caplures a whooping
crane in Texos and gclve: 1L to o recond per-
son, who putls it in n closcd van sug¢ drivea
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thirly miles, to anathier loca
The s:cond person then gives the whoopling
crave to a third person, who is ¢pprchended
with the bird in hls posse:sion. Ali thres
nave viclated the law-—the firgy by {llerally

taking the whooping crane; tte second by
transporting an legalty taken whooping
crane; and the third bv hossessing an

jllegally taken whooping crane.

(2) Notwlthstanding paragraph (d) (1) of

his secction, Federal and State law enforce-
ment oflicers may possess, dellver, Cerry,
transport or ship suy endangered wilClife
taken in violntion of the Act as pecessary in
performing their officia! duties.

(e) Interitate or forcign commerce. Tt iz
unlawful to deltver, receive, carry, transport,
or ship in Interstate or foreirn commerce,
by auy means whatsoever, and {n the course
of a commercial activity, any eadangercd
wildlife, :

(1) Sule or offer for sale. (1) Tt is unlawiul
to sell or to offer for sale In interstate or
foreign comnierce any cndangered wildlife.

{2) An advertiscment for tte sale of en-
dengered wildlife which carries a warning
to ithe effect that no sale may be con:iun-
mated untit & permit has been obtained from
tne U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service shull not
be considered an offer for sale within the
meaning of this subsecilon.

The determination set forth in these
Rules also makes all six specics eligible
for the consideration provided Iy Section
T of the Act. That Section reads as fol-
lows:

INTERAGENCY COOTERATION

Section 7. The Secretary shall review other
programs; administered by him and utilize
such programs In furtherance of the purposes
of this Act, All other Federal departments
and &gencles shall, In consultation with and
wlith the assistance of the Secretary, utilize
their authorities in furtherance of the pur-
poses of this Act by carrying out progrems
for the conzervation of endungered speocies
and threatrned speczies llsted pursuatt to
zection 4 of this Act and by taxking such ac-
tion necessary to insure that actions author-
jzed, tunded, or carried out by them o not
jeopardiza the continued existence of such
cendangered spccles and threatened specles ¢r
result in the destruction or modification of
habitat of such species which is determined
by tbe Svcretary, after consultation as ap~-
propriate with the aflected States, to be
critical,

Although no “Critical Habitat” has yet
been determined for any of the six sub-
Ject species, the other provisions of Sec-
tion 7 are applicable,

Repulations which appear in Soction
17, Title 506 of the Code of Federal Regu-
lutions were fOrst published in the YED-
ErAL RecisTER Of Septomber 26, 1975 (40
FR 42412y, and provide for the issuance
of permits to carry out otherwise pro-
hibited astivities invelving Endongered
or Threatened Species under certain cir-
cumstances. Such permits involving En-

danpered  srecies  are  avasiavle  for
welornt Lt S e A
N B or sasvival ol tne 5y ol s,
Feor Urorm aer Soaates
T devermmertion that  tnose six
species are Erdangered Species vill ig-

auire the State of Culifornin to consider

lese specivs when it is uegoliating to
enter {imto Conperutive Agreements pur-
suant ino Seclinn 6 of the Act.
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‘tan {n Trxas.

Califernia has Btate laws whieh
nize ine List of Threotened or Iindan-
gered Wildufe promulgated rursiant to
the Act and nrovide Stute protection (o

rece -

these species. This detcrmination wiil
make these six species elininle for such
consideration as those State laws

provide,
ErrecT INTERNATIONALLY

In addition to the protection provided
by the Act, the Service will review these
six species to deiermine wheiher they
shiould be wreposed to the Secretariat of
the Convention on Internalional Trade
in Endangzered Species of Wild Fauna
and Flora for nlacement upon the apyro-
priale Appendiz (ices) to that Convention
or whether they should he cousidered
under other, appropriate internationat
agreemei.ts,

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLICY ACT

An Environmental Assessment has
been prepered and is on file in the Serv-
icz’s Washington Office of Indanvercd
Species. It addresses this action as it in-
volves all six butierflies. The assessment
is the basis for a decision that th.ess de-
termi-ations are not major Federal ac-
tions which would significantly affect the
guality of the human environment within
the meaning of Section 102(2) (5 of the
National Environmental Palicy Act of
1969.

FORMAT

These final Rules are published in a
format differcrt from that set forth in
the Proposed Rulemaking. This new for-
mat was adopted by Rules published in

.the Feperar Rrcister of Septeraber 26,
1975 (40 FR 44412) and represenis nc
substantive change.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Considering the long period during
which the public has had notice of the
Proposal to determine these species to
be Endangered, snd in view of the
precarious status of the species and in
view of the fact that the adult flights of
four-of these insects will closely fnllow
the publication date, it has been deter-
mined that there is good cause to make
this rulemaking effective on June 8, 1976.

Daltled: May 26, 1975,
LYNN A. GREENWALT,
Director,
Fish and Wildlife Scrvice.
Accordingly, § 17.11 ¢f Part 17 of Chap-
ter 1 of Title 50 of the U.S. Code of

Federal Regulations iz amended as
follows: :

1. IX} “ud'n" the Lotis Blae, 11 Se-
. i, v .
drmandd ten e st nr

t ro bt under vl i 1T
Tiide asindicawed below:
§17.11 Endangered snd  ilweatoned
wildlife.
* L3 » L ] L ]
() * + ¢
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Species Range
: L . Known Portion of range
Common name Scientific name Population distribution where threastened Stiatus hsted Special rules
°  or endangered
INSECTS
Butterfly, Lotisblue. _____......_....... Lycneides arpyrognomon lotis......._....._. Not available... Uniled Statesof Entire.______._____ E 14 Not available.
America (Cali-
fornia).
Butierfly, El Segundo blue._.. ._....._.. Shifimiceoides battoides ellyni_. ... .. ________ do. 14 Do.
Butterfly, Smith'sblue_._......__...... Shijimiaeoldes enoptes smithi . . __ 14 Do.
Butterfly, mission blue..._... Icaricia icarioides missionensis. . . 14 Do.
Butterfly, 8an Bruno Elfin Callophrya mossi bcymm ....... 14 Deo.
¥y, Lange's metahmark Apodemic mormo lange ... ... ... da. do. do. 1% Po.
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