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Overall, I agree with listing of Kenk’s Amphipod, Stygobromus kenki, as a federally endangered species. 

 

1. Does the proposed rule provide an accurate and adequate review and analysis of the threats, categorized 

under the Act’s five factors, affecting the Kenk’s amphipod (KA)?  The five factors are: 

A. The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range- 

The proposed rule gives a thorough and adequate review of current and potential threats to the habitat of 

Kenk’s Amphipod, especially in the light of the seemingly isolated nature of the different populations in 

the Rock Creek area of the District of Columbia. The narrow buffer between the urbanized neighborhood 

surrounding seepage springs where Kenk’s Amphipod occurs is a major concern. The proposed rule 

appropriately addressed the relationship between the increase in impervious surfaces in urbanized areas 

and potential negative effects of pollutants such as heavy metals, increased nitrate and chloride levels, 

petroleum products and sewage from sewer pipe leakage on the water quality of the subterranean 

hypotelminorheic habitat of the amphipods. One issue addressed by the proposed rule under Factor E 

(below) is the potential impact of global warming. Although there is a time lag of warming on the surface 

to warming of groundwater in general, the shallow nature of the hypotelminorheic habitat means a much 

shorter lag time of the effects of warming on Kenk’s Amphipod and other occupants of the habitat. I think 

the proposed rule underestimates the potential threats in this regard, because the impact of pollutants on 

Kenk’s Amphipod may likely be compounded by even a slight increase in the water temperature due to a 

potential increase rate of uptake of pollutants in concert with increased metabolic activities.  

The proposed rule correctly stated that there is currently no study on the tolerance of close relatives of 

Kenk’s Amphipod to potential pollutants and toxicants. Most toxicological studies use the standard model 

Hyallela azteca, an amphipod belonging to a different family. Such studies necessarily involve killing 

specimens of the target organism and is inappropriate for Kenk’s Amphipod. However, the Potomac 

Groundwater Amphipod is a closely related, common, widespread and abundant species occupying some 

of the same sites as the Kenk’s Amphipod. I think a willingness by FWS to fund studies on the tolerance 

of the Potomac Groundwater Amphipod to potential pollutants will address this issue not only for Kenk’s 

Amphipod, but also for Hay’s Amphipod which is already listed as endangered and co-occurs at some 

sites with Kenk’s Amphipod or the Potomac Groundwater Amphipod or both.  

I agree that the habitat of Kenk’s Amphipod at Fort A.P. Hill is not under threat because of the extensive 

buffering from undeveloped land. A good sign is that there is some understanding that activities 

conducted within Fort A.P. Hill will avoid such habitats, however, there should be some formal 

assurance, such as development of a MOU between the FWS and Fort A.P. Hill, that some procedure may 

be developed to ensure that future land use at the base will avoid recharge areas of known Kenk’s 

Amphipod sites.  

 

B. Overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes- 

There is no obvious commercial value or interest in Kenk’s Amphipod. In terms of recreation, the only 

threat is from potential trampling of the seepage spring area by errant hikers, but this is highly unlikely 

because the soft and muddy substrate near the seepage springs is a deterrent. Collection for scientific 

study is a potential concern, but the current requirement for a collection permit is an adequate oversight. 

Although the current limit is ten specimens for scientific collection, it is unclear the rationale behind this 

number. As stated in the proposed rule, no systematic work has been done to estimate the population sizes 

of Kenk’s Amphipod or any other amphipod species accessible at these seepage springs. The FWS should 



encourage any non-destructive future work to assess the basic biology of Kenk’s Amphipod and other 

amphipods at these sites.  

 

C. Disease and predation- 

I agree there is no information available on effects of disease and predation on Kenk’s Amphipod. 

However, the potential effect of warming, as stated above, may introduce disease, such as fungal 

pathogens, and predators, such as crayfish predatory insects, to the seepage springs. Long term 

monitoring of these sites is necessary to ensure the future survival of this species.  

 

D. The inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms- 

I agree that the existing regulatory mechanisms are inadequate to address issues related to Factor A 

above. Much of this results from the recharge areas of many seepage springs being outside the jurisdiction 

of federal agencies except for Fort A.P. Hill, of course. However, as stated above, non-destructive efforts 

to assess the basic biology of Kenk’s Amphipod is within the scope of FWS and NPS.  

 

E. Other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence- 

The proposed rule focused appropriately on the isolated nature of different populations of small 

population sizes based on non-systematic visual observations. There is a lack of analysis of even such 

limited data from a metapopulation perspective. In addition, the assumptions of small population size and 

genetic isolation among populations is untested. Some analyses of DNA sequence information will shed 

light on the metapopulation structure among sites for this species, such as potential for migration of 

individuals among sites, the genetic diversity within sites and whether this diversity varies over time at a 

site.  

As alluded to above under Factor A, the effect of global warming may significantly impact the viability of 

Kenk’s Amphipod.  

 

2. Is our analysis of the five factors logical and supported by the evidence we provide? 

I agree that the analyses provided in the proposed rule were logical and supported by the existing 

evidence. However, as stated above, the analyses were based on inadequate information on the basic 

biology of the species at any one site as well as the lack of any information on metapopulation structure. 

Overall, I do think that the proposed rule builds a good case for the listing of Kenk’s amphipod as a 

Federal Endangered Species.  

 

3. Do we cite all necessary and pertinent literature to support our scientific analyses? 

Yes. The analyses were based on available pertinent literature.  

 

 


















