
     

      

     

      

                  

                       

         
                  

                    

                     

                       

                       

                    

             

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

     

       

          

      
                   
                  

                     
               

                
              

                  
                

              
                  
      

                 
                 

 

     

       

     

      

     

      

                  

                       

         
                  

                    

                     

                       

                       

                    

             

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

     

       

          

      
                   
                  

                     
               

                
              

                  
                

              
                  
      

                 
                 

 

     

       

From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: 8 Sep 2017 16:26:20 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: population trend for 2017

I appreciate your input. I was just on the phone with Steve starting this conversation and what comes
next. I just want to make sure we try and do what we can within the bounds of what we have to work
with, and hopefully not impact the plover population further.
The pdog acreage on the chart were estimates based on input we had from TBGPEA. I haven’t mapped
pdogs since 2015, and I was planning on mapping in 2018. It wasn’t cost effective in my opinion to map
every year, so TBGPEA and others freaked out and hired a contractor. I had to take out what they did on
private, and they didn’t map the whole grassland, so it was a bit of a swag based on solid data I had, and
some less solid data from them. But the rangers wanted me to include it with our data, so I did the best I
could with what I had. I don’t feel super confident about the number since I couldn’t ground truth anyr of
it, and it didn’t include the whole grassland, but ..... what can I do.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District

p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
IMHLF,‘ n
- ' --" -

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 10:10 AM
To: Painter, Cristi L -F5 <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; Kozlowski, Steve -FS <skozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: population trend for 2017
Hi Cristi, sorry I have been distracted with some other issues and a little travel. Yes there does seem
to be a striking similarity in the trends of prairie dogs and associated species. There could be several
factors at play here but we have seen with Conata Basin a similar sort of “build it and they will come"
linear response of the black-footed ferret population and other species as the prairie dog acreage
increased or decreased. The other question is at what point are we likely going below some
threshold by which viability of these species is compromised should the downturns continue. This
would be the next look and trying to put these numbers in some greater context. The reality with
management of prairie dog complexes on the national grasslands is that we try to balance providing
for the viability responsibilities with being a good neighbor and minimizing encroachment of prairie
dogs onto adjacent lands. So we are perpetually trying to find that sweet spot which can be different
from one unit to the next.
I was a little surprised at the prairie dog acreage in the chart. The numbers seem considerable
higher the last couple years than I thought I was hearing from you but maybe I misunderstood.
Peter
From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2017 9:22 AM



        

 

 

   

 

 

          

     

  

 

           

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

        

 

 

   

 

 

          

     

  

 

           

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

To: McDonald, Peter M -FS {petermcdonald@fsledus‘a; Kozlowski, Steve -FS {skozlowski@f5.fed.us>
Subject: population trend for 2017

Tr'e"- cl Sol rev :1

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 30'F-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us
2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
I‘ll-REL..-

Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

     

       

          

      

   

                
              

 

    

             

                 

  

   

    

  
    

  
  

  

     
   

 
  

       

     

       

      

          

  
  

                   

                

 

                 

 

    
     

  
   

  

     

      

     

       

          

      

   

                
              

 

    

             

                 

  

   

    

  
    

  
  

  

     
   

 
  

       

     

       

      

          

  
  

                   

                

 

                 

 

    
     

  
   

  

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 18 Apr 2018 22:13:39 +0000
To: Rice, Richard - FS
Cc: Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS;Truex, Richard -FS
Subject: Re: REPLY DUE - New Deputy Regional Forester Brief
Attachments: image001.png, image002.png, image003.png, image004.png, image005.png,
image006.png, image007.png, image008.png

I’ve found lately that trying to contribute Sfllltetlllltg on prairie dogs and TBNG is not productive
time for me these days. I am curious who did the grizzly bear write-up.

Peter

Sent from my iPad

On Apr 18, 2018, at 3:57 PM, Rice, Richard - FS <rriccii’ri'tsqlctlpsfir wrote:

My edits are in blue. Rick and Peter will most definitely want to review, edit and/or omit
my comments.
._-_-_-_-_i]-~.-mgct'_'ll"ll .png Dwayne Rice

Range Program Leader

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Regional Office

p: 303-275-5100
f: 303-2?5-5075
rrice@fs.fed.us

1617' Cole Blvd, Building 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www,is.fed,.U.s
<imageODE.png><imageDDB.pngasimage004.png>

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 7:38 AM
To: Rice, Richard - FS <rrice@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: REPLY DUE - New Deputy Regional Forester Brief
Importance: High
Dwayne —-
I need you to update this paper with issues as it relates to range. Work with Rick on the
Bighorn Sheep section. Also need a section on drought and the prairie dog issue on the
TBNG.
Need this by this afternoon — to compile and give to Steve to review before we submit.
Thanks!

"“‘ll'l‘flté’clill-lfiling?" Sylvia Clark Bierman
Deputy Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

[1: 303-215-5002



  
  

     
   

 

 

       

     

       

          

      

         

  

                  

                

             
              

   
     

  
    

  
  
  

 

     
   

 
  

       

     

  

 

 

  
  

     
   

 

 

       

     

       

          

      

         

  

                  

                

             
              

   
     

  
    

  
  
  

 

     
   

 
  

       

     

  

 

 

c: 303-304-0943
sbiermanflfsfedus

1617’ Colo Blvd. Bldg “I?
Lakewood. CO 80401
wwwfsfedos

simags-.006.pnqasimaoe007.pnqasimaqe008.pnqa

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Ratzlaff, Jace | -F5
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2018 2:47 PM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>; Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS <sbierman@_fs.fed.us>
Cc: Sorkin, Jeff A -FS <jasorkin@fs.fed.us>
Subject: REPLY DUE - April 19, 2018 Renewable Resources
Good afternoon,
We are in the process of updating the transition book for the new DRF that will be arriving
soon. Will you please take a look at what your program area submitted for the last
transition book, and provide updated text. Please return your updated document to m
Sorkin by April19, 20$. Thank you in advance for your help and assistance.
<imageOO l .png Jace Ratzlaff
> Legislative Affairs 8. SRS Coordinator

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region {R2}
p: 303-275-5357
c: 719-469-1254
f: 303-275-5366
jratzlafffizfsfedus

1617 Cole Boulevard (Bldg. 17')
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
simaoe002.pnqasimaq9003.pno><imaoe004.pno>

Caring for the land and serving people

USDA — Growing Better Together

senewable Resourcesdocx}

IE



     

      

       

    

                   
                

                  
                 

                  
                

                  
                

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

 

       

     

       

          

    
   

                   

              
                  

                  

    

                  
        

  
   

  
    

  
  

  

     
   

     

      

       

    

                   
                

                  
                 

                  
                

                  
                

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

 

       

     

       

          

    
   

                   

              
                  

                  

    

                  
        

  
   

  
    

  
  

  

     
   

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 30 Jul 2018 23:11:18 +0000
To: Rice, Richard - FS;Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

David used to work for us on the Comanche NG and has a strong passion for the grasslands and
developing new science to inform the management. Judging from his summary at least (he sent the
wrong proposal), this one looks to be ripped from the headlines and could be very timely given a
potential revisit of the TBNG prairie dog management plan. I expect the proposal is a solid one
though it would have been helpful to see it a little sooner and provide feedback from a manager
perspective, particularly in light of Dwayne’s comments. Maybe he got some of that from others in
R2. But as I say David has relevant background and should have a decent sense of grassland and
prairie dog management science needs. I could agree to help them with a letter of support.
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rockyr Mountain Region
www.fs.usda.oovfdetailfuIlfr2fhomef?cid=stelprdb52615998width=full

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-351 5
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

161? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
lungs?“
- 2"

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Rice, Richard - FS
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:42 PM
To: Loh r, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

Steve and Peter,
I would be supportive of such a study especially as it is concerned with soil health and biodiversitvr (flora
and fauna?) as well as trying to address stabilize the prairie dog boom/bust issues.
I would be interested in learning how to manage the plant communities {inside and outside of the dog
towns) as thev can be described in the State and Transition model of the Ecological Site Descriptions and
referenced to soil maps.
lam also verv interested to understand the positive and negative aspects of how prairie dog towns and
their related, maintained plant community affect livestock production.

Dwayne Rice
Range Program Leader
Forest Service
Rock},r Mountain Regional Office

[3: 303-225-5100
f: 303-2?5-5075
rrice@fs.fed.us

1817' Cole Blvd, Building 17'
Lakewood. CD 80401



unvvrtstedus
lulu-c"
_ ' 3'

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1:59 PM
To: Rice, Richard - FS <rrice@ts.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdona|d®fsfed.usa-
Subject: FW: Research Proposal
Dwayne/Peter-
See the email below- This is a ARS researcher looking for a letter otsupport- The research seems to ask
some of the questions that we need answers to. He is wanting us to provide a letter o; support.
Do vou all have an; thoughts?
Thanks

Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
p: 303-2?5-5014
c: 303-242-‘ifi'i'5
f: SUB-ZTS-SDTS
slohr@fs.fed.us

161 T Cole Boulevard, Building ’lT
Lakewood, CID 80401
vmwrtstedus
Nuts. "'3
_=I _.

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Augustine, David
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1:53 PM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS <slohrt§tfsgfedus>
Cc: Davidsonfina (””51
Subject: RE: Research Proposal
Here is some draft text:

This is a letter of enthusiastic support of the proposed research, “Understanding how to
manage prairie dog population dynamics in the context ofplague, climate, and livestock
production". Over the past decade, the USDA-Forest Service. USDA-ARS, and
scientists at Colorado State University have been collaborating on research related to
the management of wildlife and livestock on the National Grasslands within Region 2.
This project proposed by Davidson et al. addresses one of the most central questions
we face in our system: how to manage prairie dog populations to minimize impacts to
livestock production and promote grassland biodiversity conservation. The USDA-
Forest Service recognizes that boom-bust cycles of prairie dogs are likely to challenge
National Grassland managers into the foreseeable future, and that innovative decision
support tools are needed to help evaluate and compare the efficacy and associated
costs of various management alternatives-

Using a suite of already—collected data and on—going measurements on the Thunder
Basin National Grassland, the Central Plains Experimental Range, and the Pawnee



National Grassland, the proposed work will synthetically model interactions among
prairie dog populations, plague outbreaks, climate variability, biodiversity, soil health,
and livestock production over space and time to inform rangeiand management. This
work will support more effective management our National Grasslands across the
western Great Plains, and will provide a model structure that is specifically
parameterized for two National Grasslands where prairie dog management is of
particularly significant concern.

If you have any questions aboutthe proposal, my number is below, and a draft version of the oroposai is
attached here. I also inciuded lltna Davidson, who will be the PI for the proposal, on this email.
Do you think it would be possible to get a letter by tomorrow, so that we can submit on Wednesday?
Thanks
David Augustine
David Augustine
Research Eco'ogist
Rangeland Resources and Systems Research Unit
USDA-ARE
17D1 Centre Ave.
Fort Col ins, CD 80526
970—492-7125
From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 3:23 PM
To: Augustine, David <David..fliugustine@ARS.USDAGDW
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

I should be able to turn it around. Thanks.
Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: assets-5014
c: 303-242-76?5
f: 3D3-2'i'5-50T5
slohr@fs.fed.us

161? Cole Boulevard, Building 1?
Lakewood. CD 80401
varrvrfstedus

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Augustine, David
Sent: Friday, July 27’, 2018 3:14 PM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS <slohr@ls.led.use
Cc: Davidsonfina "1H5?
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

Hi Steve—
We will be working on the proposal through the weekend, and early next week. It is due to USDA-MFA
next Wednesday. It" we provide a draft letter of support, do you think you would be able to revise and
sign it early next week? If you would like to discuss the proposal over the phone first, or see more
details, could we do that Fvlorday afternoon?



 

   

       

          

    

 

     

              
                

             
             

             
             

            

             

                

               

            

              

              

               

                
                  

               

              

              
            

              

 
       

 

    

       

        
 

    

                     

             

 

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

 

   

       

          

    

 

     

              
                

             
             

             
             

            

             

                

               

            

              

              

               

                
                  

               

              

              
            

              

 
       

 

    

       

        
 

    

                     

             

 

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

David
From: Augustine, David
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:50 PM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS cslohrrgifsfedusa; Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS csbierman@fs.fed.usa
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

Steve-
Here is a project summary:
We propose to investigate how ecological, social, and climate variables drive prairie dog population
dynamics over time and space, and use this information to develop a predictive model and decision
support tool that will inform best practices for rangeland management to promote livestock
production and grassland conservation. Leveraging extensive existing data sets, we will harness the
power of machine-learning and model-based inference to infer functional linkages among multiple key
components of our focal rangeland ecosystems. Using this parameterized ecosystem model, we will
simulate the cascading effects of alternative management strategies on three critical ecosystem
services: biodiversity, soil health, and livestock production. Our approach will provide a powerful
opportunity to capitalize on a suite of multi—decadal data on prairie dog populations, climate, plants, and
other animals that our team and collaborators have already collected to address critical questions facing
western rangelands. These data primarily comprise 1) two intensively-studied, long-term research sites,
Thunder Basin National Grassland [TBNG) in Wyoming and Central Plains Experimental Range (CPER) and
adjacent Pawnee National Grassland (PNG) in Colorado; and 2) a suite of additional, less-intensively
studied sites across the geographic range of black-tailed prairie dogs. TBNG and CPER/PNG are model
systems for studying these questions in a working landscape because they occur in the two dominant
ecoregions within the BTPD range and provide a rich source of data that we will continue to collect
during this study. These data will be complemented with similar range-wide data to provide more
powerful and generalizable understanding of this system. Results from our work will have broader
implications for the prairie dog—plague—livestock system across the Great Plains, as well as for
understanding how management efforts of lethal control, disease control, and population augmentation
can influence wildlife population dynamics and their long-term stability in complex ecological and social
landscapes.
Let me know if you have questions!
David
From: Loh r, Steve -FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 9:26 AM
To: Augustine, David <David.Augustine@ARS.USDA.GOV>; Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)— FS
csbierman@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

Sure thing David. If you could send a bit more details on the proposal that would be great. Once we have
had the chance to review it let’s set up a call to discuss.
Thanks-

Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5014
c: 303-242-7675
f: 303-2'l5-5075
slohr@f5.fed.us

1617' Cole Boulevard. Building ‘17"
Lakewood. CD 80401



wwwfsfedus
Iuhsr-c'.‘

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Augustine, David
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 9:04 AM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS <slohr@fs.fed.us>; Bierman, Sylvia (Clarkj- FS ssbierman@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: Research Proposal

Steve—
Would 1you potentially be able to provide a letter of support for the proposal outlined below, if I could
provide you with more details? Would a short phone call with you andfor Sylivia be possible?
David
David Augustine
Research I:co ogist
Rangeland Resources and Systems Research Unit
USDAvARS
1701 Centre Ave.
Fort Col ins, CO 80526
92'0—1'1192—7’125

From: Mountain, Bob -FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 1?, 2018 9:54 AM
To: Augustine, David <David.Augustine@ARS.USDA.GDV>; Lohr, Steve —FS cslohr@ls.ted.us>; Bierman,
Sylvia (Clarkl— FS csbierman@fs.fed.cs>
Cc: Bacon, Russell M —FS <rmbacon@fs.fed.us>; Youngman, Curtis —FS <cyoungman@ls.fed.us>;
Proctor, Geri A -FS <gproctor@f5.fed.us>; Magnuson, Stephanie - FS {smagnusonflfsfedusa
Subject: RE: Research Proposal
David — good to hear from you.I Hope things are good with you.
Since your proposal involves both grasslands, and both states, I might suggest you contact Steve Lohr in
the Denver Regional Office for reviewing the project proposal and providing a letter of support. Steve is
the Director of Renewable Resources, and Sylvia is the Deputy Director.
Hope your summer is going well. Please let me know if I can follow up in some way. Thanks! mtn
Bob Mountain
W. 0. National Grasslands Coordinator
Grazing Permit Administration
Rangeland Management Specialist
“An/V“ 3U?-745-2411

From: Augustine, David
Sent: Tuesday, July 17', 2018 8318 AM
To: Mountain, Bob —FS <bmountain@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Davidson,Ana ("”51
Subject: Research Proposal
Bob-
I am working with a team of scientists on a proposal for USDA—NIFA, in which we propose to develop a
suite oflinlted models that will simulate/predict:

1] Effects of climate and plague on prairie dogs
2] Effects of pdogs on forage production



             

          

                

                

                    

               

                  

       
 

  

  

      

 

   

    

 

             

          

                

                

                    

               

                  

       
 

  

  

      

 

   

    

 

3] Interactive effects of climate, pdogs, management decisions (poisoning in varying locations and
times), and cattle rotation patterns on forage and livestock production

We propose to use data from CPER/Pawnee and Thunder Basin to parameterize these models, in the
hopes of making them directly relevant to management of these 2 National Grasslands. I am wondering
if the USFS could provide a letter of support for this proposal, but wasn’t sure who to contact, l have
been working with Curtis Youngman and Stephanie Magnusen on Pawnees, but the Thunder Basin office
seems to be exceedingly short-staffed. Would it be possible to get a letter of support from you that
would cover the interests of both Grasslands?
David
David Augustine
Research Ecologist
Rangeland Resources and Systems Research Unit
USDA-ARE,
1701 Centre Ave.
Fort Collins, CO 80526
9?0-492-7125



    

      

     

         

                    

 

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

     

       

     

         

                   
             

 

   
     

       
      

         

                 

                  

              
             

                  

                
   

               
          

  

    

      

     

         

                    

 

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

     

       

     

         

                   
             

 

   
     

       
      

         

                 

                  

              
             

                  

                
   

               
          

  

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 2 May 2019 16:15:02 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: Revew Main Elements of Grassland Plan Amendment

If you review the handouts you will be up to speed. Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks,
Steve

Steve Kozlowski
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Team Leader (RTL) for Wildlife, Botany, and Fish
Medicine Bow and Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2343
c: 559-9'i'2-1934
Steve.Kozlowski@usda.gov

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2019 9:50 AM
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS <steve.kozlowski@usda.gov>
Subject: Re: Revew Main Elements of Grassland Plan Amendment

Steve not sure where you want to go from here. I gave a couple options for connecting based on
my schedule. Let me know how you want to proceed at this point.
Peter

-------- Original Message --------
From: ”Kozlowski, Steve -FS” <s1e\--=c.ltoxlmyskire:usrla. gox=>
Date: Thu, May 2, 2019, 8:04 AM
To: ”McDonald, Peter M -FS” <pctcrmcdonaltlii'u'l"s.'l"etl.us>
Subject: RE: Revew Main Elements ofGrassland Plan Amendment

Thanks for responding Peter, our meeting can certainly wait but I will not be available next Monday
through Wednesday and am in a meeting Today until about 3. My intent was just to have some
discussion and see where it leads. I have attached two documents to this email.

1. 10 main points of grassland plan amendment (best laid out, succinct, latest version).
2. 20 changes to GPA (more thorough, but laid out in the order of the Forest Plan, so not

necessarily in order of ”important to know“) A little bit older version but still accurate and
includes additional details.

3. I should clarify that the points in these documents tie directly to specific Standard and
Guideline changes, but I simplified the wording for easier reading.

Enjoy, Steve



  
  

         

          

  
  

 

   

     

       

    

         

              

   

                    
                 

  

 

  
  

         

          

  
  

 

   

     

       

    

         

              

   

                    
                 

  

 

Steve Kozlowski
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Team Leader (RTL) for Wildlife, Botany, and Fish
Medicine Bow and Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: SOT-T454343
1:: 559-972-1934
Steve.Kozlowski@usda.gov

-----Original Appointment—m-
From: McDonald, Peter M —F5
Sent: Wed nesdav, May 1, 2019 5:22 PM
To: Kozlowski, Steve —FS
Subject: Tentative: Revew Main Elements of Grassland Plan Amendment
When: Wednesday, May 1, 2019 2:00 PM-3:00 PM (UTC-07200) Mountain Time (US & Canada).
Where: phone call

Steve, I am in meetings all week through Friday morning. Can it wait until I’m back in the office on
Monday? If we need to talk sooner, it would need to be over lunchtime tomorrow (Thursday) or
Fridayr afternoon.

Peter



     

      

     

       

            

 

     

       

      

       

         

  
  

     

  
     

 
  
  

 
     

   
 
 

       

     

       

      

       

  

     

       

      

       

                    
                

          

     

      

     

       

            

 

     

       

      

       

         

  
  

     

  
     

 
  
  

 
     

   
 
 

       

     

       

      

       

  

     

       

      

       

                    
                

          

From: Prosser, Chadley W -FS
Sent: 25 Mar 2019 15:41:36 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sidle112408.doc

I have access to the sharepoint, but not to this pinyon site
lhttps:Husfs.app.box.comi’foltlerf'40809408265).

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Presser, Chadley W —FS <cwprosser@fs.fed.usrn~
Subject: RE: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sidle112408.doc

Which Pinyon folder was that? Or was it sharepoint?

Peter McDonald
Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2)
www.f's.usda.oov.."detalliull.l'r2.u"home.-"'?cid=stelord05201599&~.vidth=iull

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-4?5-3515
peter . mod on a ld-[Ejjusd a gov

1617' Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
wwwl‘sfedus
mm sh"?

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Presser, Chadley W -FS
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 9:00 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: RE: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sidle112408.doc

Thanks Peter.

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Monday, March 25,2019 9:59 AM
To: Prosser, Chadley W —FS ccwprosser@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sid|e112408.doc

HI Chad. no this was John's product and it hasn't been kept up overtime. You can go to the
Fish and Wildlife Service’s ECOS website to get the history of their actions in the Federal
Register related to the BTPD, including findings of petition reviews:



       
   

               
    

      
             

                 
           

  
  

     

  
     

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

 

       

      

       

      

      

    

                 

               

    

       
   

               
    

      
             

                 
           

  
  

     

  
     

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

 

       

      

       

      

      

    

                 

               

    

httpsirrecosfws.oovrecfprofilerspeciesProfi|e'?'sld=1B4. It looks like they reviewed another
one in 2008.

There have also been a couple petitions each in the past on white-tailed and Gunnison’s
prairie dogs: https:iiecostws.qovleciprofilefspeciesProfile?sld=7401 and
https:Hecostws.oovlec/profilerspeciesProfi|e?sld=7256. WTPDs don’t occur on Thunder
Basin, but are found nearby in Wyoming. Gunnison‘s are more toward the southwest.
Sharing these too as I think cumulatively adds to the picture of scope of public interest about
the prairie dog across its range from a species status concern.

Peter McDonald
Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2}
were. is. Led eased ctai_|ivll_.ir3rh ante-“Eco: stelard b 5335 'i 59E-‘é’evidth=fell
p: 303-2?5-5029
C: 303-475-3515
peter.mcdonald-{Eflusda .oov

1517 Cole Boulevard. Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
wwwfsiedus
run. '-- ’1'
.- ‘.-

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Prosser, Chadley W -FS
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 8:28 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sid|e112408.doc

Good morning Peter —

Do you have an updated version of the attached document? Unfortunately, I don’t have access to the
pinyon folder that you sent the other week to see if it was in there.

Thank you - Chad



    
      

     
        

                    
      

 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 
    

       
      

        
 

                    
    

 

    

             

            
           

                 
             

             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

    
      

     
        

                    
      

 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 
    

       
      

        
 

                    
    

 

    

             

            
           

                 
             

             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: 8 Mar 2017 18:37:47 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

I had a discussion with .lacque on this and the situation is complicated. I will give you a call later
to bring you up to speed.

Thanks.

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 8, 2017, at 10:29 AM, McDonald, Peter M —FS spchermetic“1:1lrl-z'r_r-ls.l’ctlusla wrote:

Thanks Steve, l hope there can be some follow-up with the forest. I’m very disappointed
there wasn’t better coordination with the RO ahead of time. that I'm aware of anyway.
And I struggle to understand how Dennis reconciles this with the land management plan
direction and priorities for the management area. It seems there could have been a
middle ground, provide some shooting via a partial lifting of the ban on the dogs outside
the 3.363 that struck a more sensible middle ground. Something we could have talked
through before this decision but did not have that opportunity. The prairie dog
management at Thunder Basin has a long history of close coordination between the
forest, district, and Region so this is a really unusual and unfortunate departure.
Peter
From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 10:05 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Peter
Thanks for the note. I was totally in the dark on this. I will check in with Jacque and see
what the deal is.
Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 8,2017, at 9:00 AM, McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us'a wrote:

Thanks Chelsea, were you or the district consulted on this before the
Forest Supervisor made this decision? I'm more than a little disappointed
that between the SO and the district I had to find this out by stumbling on it
on the web. I don’t necessarily disagree with some partial removal of the
ban, for example the prairie dogs outside the MA 3.63 which I understood
to be about ~8000 acres. That is a decent shooting area in itself. But to
just open the shooting up district-wide including in the 3.63 seems on the
surface at odds with the MA 3.63 priority for prairie dog ecosystem and
black-footed ferret recovery values. Not to mention the message it sends
internally and with our external partners that have worked diligently and at
great expense to help the district implement the prairie dog management
plan. l do understand trying to meet some middle ground also with the



           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

   

   
   

  
  

       

    

       
      

        
  

            
 

  
      

  

  
     
    

  
  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

     

       
     

        

           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

   

   
   

  
  

       

    

       
      

        
  

            
 

  
      

  

  
     
    

  
  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

     

       
     

        

constituents that have different concerns or interest in prairie dogs on
TBNG. I‘m not convinced this was the best way to strike the balance and
do want to follow up with Steve Lohr to express my concerns how this was
all handled.
Peter

<imaEP—001-pns‘v‘: Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel 8. telework)
petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us

740 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
wwwfsfedus
<imaqe002pnq><imaoe003pnq><imaqe004.pnq>

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Monks, Chelsea —FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 8:34 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Hi Peter.
This is the sum of my knowledge of the shooting ban lifting.
Chelsea
<imageDOl.| Chelsea Monks

Wildlife, Botany, & Fish Resource Team
Leader (Detail)

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 8.

Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2412
f: 307-7'45-2398
c: 301460-38“
chelseamonks@fs.fed.us

3-468 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY ssoro
www.fs.usda.gov.."mbr
simaoe002.pnq>

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Reynolds, Kelle A —FS
Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 7:35 AM
To: Monks, Chelsea —FS <chelseamonks@fs.ted.us:-
Subject: Fwd: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions



     

    

   

     

        

      
     

          

        

 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           

   
           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       
         

            

          

       

           

   

          

         

             

           

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   

     

    

   

     

        

      
     

          

        

 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           

   
           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       
         

            

          

       

           

   

          

         

             

           

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   

Keeping you in the loop.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Jaeger, Dennis -FS" sdjggggr01@f§.fggllqgs
Date: March 3,2017 at 2:26:07 PM MST
To: FS-pdl r2 mbr douglas district
<d r2 mbr douglas district@ms.fs.fed.us>
Cc: FS-pdl r2 mbr flt «:d r2 mbr flt@ms.fs.fed.us:>, "Voos,
Aaron T -FS" <atvoos@fs.fed.us>, ”Martin, Melissa M —FS"
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

I have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of
Prairie Dogs within designated areas on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland effective March 3, 2017 for a period of 12
months. This decision was made after review of the TBNG
Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be
reevaluated in 2018.
The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002
to protect the unique ecosystem associated with black-tailed
prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in
2000-01 and viable prairie dog p0pulations needed to be re-
established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers,
and the subsequent habitat they create, at a level that would
enable possible reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.
Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically
high levels on the TBNG and across NE Wyoming. In late 2016
we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being
considered for reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. The
decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming.
We should be proud that our conservation efforts have been
successful and we must remain adaptable as conditions change.
Sincere thanks for all you do, and if you have any questions or
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Shane, Misty, or me.

siimageOOl .1311}; Dennis L. Jaeger
3. Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-745-2400
E: BOT-3994404
gljgegero1@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
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Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

    

        

                 

                 

                  
                   

                  

                

     

                

             

                
               

               

              

             

                  

                 

               

      

              

             

   

                 

              

                

          

                

      

            

            

              

                  

                 

              

           

               

               

                   

     

                   

                 

   

   

     

      

    

        

                 

                 

                  
                   

                  

                

     

                

             

                
               

               

              

             

                  

                 

               

      

              

             

   

                 

              

                

          

                

      

            

            

              

                  

                 

              

           

               

               

                   

     

                   

                 

   

   

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 8 Mar 2017 20:12:35 +0000
To: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: RE: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

Steve, please read some of these excerpts from the 2009 amendment to the Thunder Basin LRMP for
prairie dog management. This is my concern that the Forest Supervisor decision to lift the shooting ban
unconstrained across the entire district may be in conflict with the LRMP for the grasslands. Or at least
I’m not sure but given some of the direction below from their plan am sufficiently worried for them and
the Region. At the least, we should have some understanding from the forest how they see this latest
decision consistent with their plan. Otherwise, they may be hanging out there and in a vulnerable
position that shouldn't go unnoticed.

- A single Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be maintained within the planning landscape and will
include a large portion of the Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction Habitat (MA 3.63). The
Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat is designed to be an adequate size and spatial configuration to
sustain a viable population of black-footed ferrets. The Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat has a
management objective of at least 18,000 acres of active prairie dog colonies. It is anticipated
that 18,000 acres will provide sufficient habitat to allow ferrets the opportunity to persist
through future plague epizootics and rebuild naturally along with the prairie dog populations.
The acreage in Category 1 is not capped at 18,000 acres, but would be allowed to grow within
the boundary of the MA 3.63. The 18,000 acre objective only serves as a potential trigger point
beyond which the use of rodenticides becomes available for control of prairie dog colonies that
are expanding onto adjacent private lands.

- Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be considered core habitat. Recreational shooting of prairie
dogs will be prohibited year round within Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat. (This also applies to
Cat 2 habitat)

- A broad spatial distribution of prairie dog colonies within Category 1 is desired, and we want to
ensure connectivity between colonies. (Peter note: We know that smaller prairie dag towns can
be shot out entirely under high shooting pressure which would make it harder to achieve this
objective under constrained shooting let alone unconstrained in the 3.63)

- Lethal control of prairie dag population density is not planned within Category 1 Habitat due to
recent declines in prairie clog papulations.

I Capture and translocation of prairie dogs to suitable areas will be a preferred method for
managing unwanted colonization on private lands. Prairie dogs captured and removed to
control unwanted movement onto private lands will be used to augment prairie dog populations
in Categories 1 & 2, with Category 1 being the priority for translocations. {Peter note: i’m not a
big fan of this one given the lack offlexibility to more aggressively manage the prairie dog
encroachment onto private land outside the MA 3.63 while maintaining the integrity of the
management area. Still this is in the LRMPfor Thunder Basin)

- If and when control becomes necessary along TBNG boundaries within the Category 1 Prairie Dog
Habitat, selection of colonies to be controlled will be based on habitat values to black-footed
ferrets as well as the ages of the colonies. (Hard to know how this is being adhered to under
unrestrained shooting across the district)

Also in ch. 1 of the prairie dog management plan (p. 1-16, #29), it says “to help reduce disturbances
and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or



                 
               
                 

               
                   

                 
                    
                

                    
  

 

    

       
      

        

                      

    
 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 

    

       

      

        

 

                    
    

 

    

             

            
           

                 
             

                 
               
                 

               
                   

                 
                    
                

                    
  

 

    

       
      

        

                      

    
 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 

    

       

      

        

 

                    
    

 

    

             

            
           

                 
             

within 0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 to July 31: Prairie dog shooting". This applies district-
wide where sheeting is currently allowed under the 2009 decision (Cat 3 and 4 habitats).
While I’m concerned of course about the resource impacts in the MA 3.63, there is the larger
concern about whether an unconstrained lifting of the prairie dog shooting ban across the entire
district may be in conflict with the LRMP for the grasslands and the forest, district and Region in a
vulnerable position. This could be a far greater complication than the usual ones that are inherent to
our prairie dog management in R2 and have been for many years. At the least I think we need to
hear from the Forest Supervisor how he reconciles this latest action with the plan direction for
Thunder Basin. He may be able to do that but given some of this I think it's the important this
discussion happens.
Peter
From: Loh r, Steve -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 11:38 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us:~
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

I had a discussion with Jacque on this and the situation is complicated. I will give you a call later to bring
you up to speed.
Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 8, 2017, at 10:29 AM, McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Thanks Steve, i hope there can be some follow-up with the forest. I’m very disappointed
there wasn’t better coordination with the R0 ahead of time, that I’m aware of anyway.
And I struggle to understand how Dennis reconciles this with the land management plan
direction and priorities for the management area. It seems there could have been a
middle ground, provide some shooting via a partial lifting of the ban on the dogs outside
the 3.363 that struck a more sensible middle ground. Something we could have talked
through before this decision but did not have that opportunity. The prairie dog
management at Thunder Basin has a long history of close coordination between the
forest, district, and Region so this is a really unusual and unfortunate departure.
Peter
From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08,2017 10:05 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <oetermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Peter
Thanks for the note. l was totally in the dark on this. I will check in with Jacque and see
what the deal is.
Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 8, 2017, at 9:00 AM, McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us} wrote:

Thanks Chelsea, were you or the district consulted on this before the
Forest Supervisor made this decision? I'm more than a little disappointed
that between the SO and the district I had to find this out by stumbling on it
on the web. I don't necessarily disagree with some partial removal of the



             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  
  

       

    
       

      
        

  
            

 
  
      

  

  
     
    

  
  
  

 

   
   

 
  

             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  
  

       

    
       

      
        

  
            

 
  
      

  

  
     
    

  
  
  

 

   
   

 
  

ban, for example the prairie dogs outside the MA 3.63 which I understood
to be about ~8000 acres. That is a decent shooting area in itself. But to
just open the shooting up district-wide including in the 3.63 seems on the
surface at odds with the MA 3.63 priority for prairie dog ecosystem and
black—footed ferret recovery values. Not to mention the message it sends
internally and with our external partners that have worked diligently and at
great expense to help the district implement the prairie dog management
plan. i do understand trying to meet some middle ground also with the
constituents that have different concerns or interest in prairie dogs on
TBNG. I‘m not convinced this was the best way to strike the balance and
do want to follow up with Steve Lohr to express my concerns how this was
all handled.
Peter

<image001png> Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel & telework)
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

7‘40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
<imaoe002.pnq><imaoe003pnq><imaqe004.pnq>

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Monks, Chelsea -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 8:34 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Hi Peter,
This is the sum of my knowledge of the shooting ban lifting.
Chelsea
cimageDDIiChelsea Monks

Wildlife, Botany, & Fish Resource Team
Leader (Detail)

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 8!.

Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: SOT-7452412
f: 307-745-2398
c: 3DT-460-88'i’1
chelseamonks@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY 820W]
www.fs.Lisda.oov.-"mbr
simage002png?



       

     

       

     

        

     

    

   

     

        

      

     

          

        

 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           
   

           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       

         
            

          

       

           

   

          

         

             

           

    

   

       

     

       

     

        

     

    

   

     

        

      

     

          

        

 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           
   

           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       

         
            

          

       

           

   

          

         

             

           

    

   

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Reynolds, Kelle A —FS
Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 7:35 AM
To: Monks, Chelsea —FS cchelseamonksrfilfsfed.us:-
Subject: Fwd: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Keeping you in the loop.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Jaeger, Dennis -FS” <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>
Date: March 3, 2017 at 2:26:07 PM MST
To: FS-pdl r2 mbr douglas district
<pdlhr2*mbrfldouglasfldistrictEflms.fs.fed.us>
Cc: FS-pdl r2 mbr flt <pd|_r2_mbr_flt@ms.fs.fed.us>, "Voos,
Aaron T -FS" <atvoos@fs.fed.us>, ”Martin, Melissa M -FS"
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

l have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of
Prairie Dogs within designated areas on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland effective March 3, 2017 for a period of 12
months. This decision was made after review of the TBNG
Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be
reevaluated in 2013.
The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002
to protect the unique ecosystem associated with black-tailed
prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in
2000-01 and viable prairie dog populations needed to be re-
established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers,
and the subsequent habitat they create, at a level that would
enable possible reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.
Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically
high levels on the TBNG and across NE Wyoming. In late 2016
we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being
considered for reintroduction of black-footed ferrets. The
decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming.
We should be proud that our conservation efforts have been
successful and we must remain adaptable as conditions change.
Sincere thanks for all you do, and if you have any questions or
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Shane, Misty, or me.

simageOOl .png Dennis L. Jaeger
3;. Forest Supervisor



  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
 

       

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
 

       

Forest Service
Medicine Bew-Reutt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

[3: 307-745-2400
1:: 307-399-1404
djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

3334368 Jackson Sireei
Laramie~ WY BEUTU
www.fs.fed.us
<imaqe002.pnqa<imaqe003.pnq><imaqe004.pnqa

Caring for the land and serving people



From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: 7 Apr 2017 23:09:£l3 +0000
To: Lindsey Sterling Krank
Cc: Walker, Michael S —FS;Ferebee, Brian -FS;McDonald, Peter M —FS,'zzzSteve
Forrest,zzzlonathan Proctor,zzz|<risty Bly;Wa|ker, Michael 5 -F5
Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions

Hi Lindsey,
I will be traveling up from Colorado on ‘y'veclnesday, so noon in Newcastle would work best. There is a
Forest Service Office in Newcastle that I could get some space. or would you like to meet at the Senior
ICenter or do you have another place in mind?
Just let me know what works loest for you.

Look lorvvard to seeing you, travel sale! dj

Dennis L. Jseger
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: EDT-Tdfi-Edflfl
c: 301399-1404
djieqerfllfiifsfedus
Baltic“: cacloson Street
_aram e. “NY BEL'JTL‘I
WWW-lfisfed-US
"'lH'ir-Tn
_ -'

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Lindsey Sterling Krank {WP}
Sent: Friday, April 0?, 201? 11:48 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS sdjaeger01@fs.fed.use
Cc: Walker, Michael 5 -FS <mswa|ker@fs.fed.us>; Ferebee, Brian -FS <bferebee@fs.fed.us>; McDonald,
Peter N1 -FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:>; HESteve Forrest {bl {51 ,' zzzlonathan
Proctor lbllfil ; zzzKristy Bly lbllfil
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. laeger,
We will be in town next weekfor the Learning Series and Public Meeting. We would like to get together
with you to discuss our letter reattached here. Could you meet us either early Wednesday rno'ning in
Cheyenne or around 12:00 noon in Newcastle?
Please advise-
Thank you,
Lindsey



Lindsev Sterling Krank
Environmental Scientist 8: Director, the Prairie Dog Coalition
The Humane Societv of the United States- Wildlife

lhllfil

t 720.938.0288 {WP}
2525 Arapahoe #E4-52? Boulder, CO 80302

The Prairie Dog Coalition- We are the Big Picture for prairie dogs.

From: Blv, Kristy {bHE}
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 201? 5:09 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Cc: Walker, Michael 5 -FS; hferehee®fsfedus; petermcdonaldi’gifsfed.us; Lindsey Sterling Krank:
zzzSteve Forrest; zzzJonathan Proctor
Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We have amended our letter after additional review of the relevant documents, including the 2009
Record of Decision: Thunder Basin National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and
Resource Plan Amendment #3 and the 2015 update to the Black-tailed Prairie Dog Conservation
Assessment and Management Strategy forthe Thunder Basin National Grassland. Our additions in the
attached letter are highlighted in red.

We regard this matter as urgent and look forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Kristv Blv, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsev Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society ofthe United States

From: Bly, Kristy
Sent: Monday, March 27, 201? 11:45 AM
To: 'Jaeger, Dennis -FS' sdiaeeet01@fs.fed.us>
Cc: 'Walker, Michael 5 -FS' <mswalker@fs.fed.usa; 'bferebee@fs.fed.us' stferehee@fs.fed.us>;
'petermcdonald@fs.fed.us' <Determcdona|difilfsfed.us>; 'Lindsev Sterling Krank'

{WP} ; Steve Forrest (”1(5) ; 'Jonathan Proctor
"1H5? ; Nelson, Jeff {W5}

Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,



Please see the attached letter outlining our response to your decision and request for action. We look
forward to speaking with you soon.

Respectfully,

Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition ofthe Humane Society ofthe United States

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS [mailtotdiaegerm@fsfedusl
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017" 2:43 PM
Tod:l ; Bly, Kristy

(““51 Dave Pellatz {W5}
Subject: Suspension of shooting restrictions

l have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of Prairie Dogs within designated areas on
the Thunder Basin National Grassland effective March 3, 2017 for a period of 12 months. This decision
was made after review of the TBNG Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be reevaluated in 2013.

The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002 to protect the unique ecosystem
associated with black-tailed prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in 2000-01 and
viable prairie dog populations needed to be re—established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers, and the subsequent habitat they
create, at a level that would enable possible reintroduction of the black—footed ferret.

Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically high levels on the TBNG and across NE
Wyoming. In late 2016 we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being considered for
reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. The decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming.

We are proud that our conservation efforts have been successful. In 2002 our prairie dog population
was less than 4000 acres, today we are approaching 30,000 acres. As you are well aware, this increase
has created additional stress with our grazing community, and we are actively working to balance all
needs

On another note, I am pleased to announce the Candidate Conservation Agreement has been signed by
the USFWS, BLM, Forest Service, and Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie Ecosystem. Huge thanks to Dave
Pellatz for his vision and persistence. This will be a great tool to promote voluntary conservation
measures of both Shortgrass and Sagebrush ecosystems on public and private lands.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-745-2400



  
 

   
   

 

       

             
              

                
                 

  

  
 

   
   

 

       

             
              

                
                 

  

c: BUT-3994404
gjgenermcfilfsjedus

2458 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY szoro
wwwtstedus
I u H. --, 'j,I .

Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties.
If you believe you have received this message in error. please notify the sender and delete the
email immediately.



From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: 9 May 2017 03:53:51 +0000
To: Elly, Kristy
Cc: Walker, Michael S —FS;Ferebee, Brian —FS;McDonald, Peter M —FS;Lindsey Sterling
Krank;Hays, Misty A -FS,'Steve Forrestdonathan Proctor "1'1 “51 ,Chamois L. Andersen
Subject: Re: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Attachments: image001.png, image002.png, imageDD3.png, image004.png

Hi Kristy.
I am on the Thunder Basin today and tomorrow. I was able to meet with Lindsey and Steve on
April 1 1. Can I give you a call when I get back to Laramie?

Sent from my iP ad

On May 8. 2017, at 1 1:33 AM. Bly, Kristy (”“53“ wrote:

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We are still awaiting your response to our letter {attached}. Please get back to us at your
earliest convenience.

Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

From: Elly, Kristy
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 5:09 PM
To: 'Jaeger, Dennis -F5' (Lljaeger01@ls.led.use
Cc: 'Walker, Michael 5 -FS' smswalkerififlfsfedus}; 'hferebee@fs.fee.us'
cbterebee@fs.fed.us>; 'petermcdonald@fs.fed.us' cpetermcdona|d@is.fed.us>; 'Lindsey
Sterling Krank' {W5} ; Steve Forrest

"11 i5} ; 'Jonathan Proctor one
rm to

Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We have amended our letter after additional review otthe relevant documents, including
the 2009 Record of Decision: Thunder Basin National Grassland Prairie Dog Management
Strategy and Land and Resource Plan Amendment #3 and the 2015 update to the Black—
tailed Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy for the Thunder
Basin National Grassland. Our additions in the attached letter are highlighted in red.

We regard this matter as urgent and look forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,



Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steye Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

From: Bly, Kristy
Sent: Monday, March 27, 201? 11:11.5 AM
To: 'Jaeger, Dennis -FS‘ <djeeger01@fs.fed.uss
Cc: 'Walker, Michael 5 -FS' <mswa|lcer@fs.fc~d.us}; 'bfc-roboe@fs.foc.us'

Sbffll9§§_@fizffidzy§?; 'psto‘ntsslaua|d@_i_s_-_fss|_-us' sesto‘ntsdaoildietsjsdpsa; 'Lindsev
Sterling Krank' {”1 {51 Steve Forrest

{W5} 'Jonathan Proctor ibiifii
{WP} ; Nelson, Jeff (””51

Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

Please see the attached letter outlining our response to your decision and request for
action. We look forward to speaking with you soon.

Respectfully,

Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steye Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS [rrailto:djaeger01@fs.fed.us]
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:43 PM
To:l “’1 (51' Bly, Kristy

(””51 _; Dave Pellatz (”“51
Subject: Suspension of shooting restrictions

I have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of Prairie Dogs within
designated areas on the Thunder Basin National Grassland effective March 3, 201? for a
period of 12 months. This decision was made after review of the TBNG Prairie Dog
Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as well as current conditions on the
TBNG. The situation will be reevaluated in 2018.

The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002 to protect the unique
ecosystem associated with black—tailed prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit
the area in 2000—01 and viable prairie dog populations needed to be re—established. A
major factor in the establishment ofthe protected area was to maintain prairie dog
population numbers, and the subsequent habitat they create, at a level that would enable
possible reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.



               

                

            

         

               

               
              

       

             

             

                

           

      

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

            
            

              
               

         

        

               

                

            

         

               

               
              

       

             

             

                

           

      

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

            
            

              
               

         

        

Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically high levels on the TBNG and
across NE Wyoming. In late 2016 we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being
considered for reintroduction of black-footed ferrets. The decision on where BFFs are
released is with the USFWS and State of Wyoming.

We are proud that our conservation efforts have been successful. In 2002 our prairie dog
population was less than 4000 acres, today we are approaching 30,000 acres. As you are
well aware, this increase has created additional stress with our grazing community, and we
are actively working to balance all needs.

On another note, lam pleased to announce the Candidate Conservation Agreement has
been signed by the USFWS, BLM, Forest Service, and Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie
Ecosystem. Huge thanks to Dave Pellatz for his vision and persistence. This will be a great
tool to promote voluntary conservation measures of both Shortgrass and Sagebrush
ecosystems on public and private lands.

siimageOOl .png Dennis L. Jaeger
> Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-?45-2400
c: 302-399-1404
diaeqerfl1@fs.fed.us

Exiifiti Jackson Street
Laramie. WY a2oro
wwwfsfedus
<image002png><image003png><image004.png>

Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic message contains infonnation generated by the USDA solely for the
intended recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or
disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator
to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.

siResponse to prairie dog shooting order 3-29-17 amended.pdf>



     

      

    

     

            

              
               

              
          

            
            
            

            
           

     

              
             

             
             

            
           

             
          

              
             

            
         

             
          

           
           

              
          

            
              

              
           

         

     

      

    

     

            

              
               

              
          

            
            
            

            
           

     

              
             

             
             

            
           

             
          

              
             

            
         

             
          

           
           

              
          

            
              

              
           

         

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

McDonald, Peter M -FS
8 Sep 2017 22:29:54 +0000
Lohr, Steve -FS
RE: TBNG Plan Direction

I There will be no dusting of prairie dog colonies against the plague.

The primary objectives of dusting prairie dog colonies with a pesticide at Thunder Basin
is to reduce or eliminate flea populations that transmit the disease to prairie dogs and
other mammals, as well as avert significant declines of other native prairie species of
viability concern. Plague and plague management. are central to successful
implementation of the current. Thunder Basin prairie dog strategy. Allowing plague to
spread unchecked through the prairie dog management areas could conflict with the
current prairie dog strategy to provide adequate amounts and distributions ofoccupied
prairie dog colonies to support species associated with prairie dog colonies, including
associated species of conservation concern such as Mountain Plover, Burrowing Owls,
Ferruginous Hawks, and Swift Fox.

I The black footed ferret. will not. be introduced at Thunder Basin National Grassland and
the USPS will coordinate with USFWS to release a statement indicating this decision.

The US. Forest Service as a federal agency has affirmative responsibilities under the
Endangered Species Act to promote the conservation and recovery oflisted species, like
the highly endangered black-footed ferret. that is entirely dependent on prairie dog
communities. Under the Northern Great. Plains Land Management. Plan revisions, the
Forest Service in consultation with the US. Fish and Wildlife Service under the
Endangered Species Act, designated potential. ferret reintroduction sites including at
Thunder Basin. This request. would likely put us at odds with the current land
management plan and prairie dog strategy for Thunder Basin and trigger new National
Environmental Policy Act processes and interagency consultation with the US. Fish and
Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act in response.

I USFS will provide a status update on requests and timeline for rangeland restoration
and the use of poison to control prairie dog populations.

Under the current management plans, non-lethal management of prairie dogs (grazing
and prescribed fire vegetation management, translocation) is the first priority. Lethal
management can be used to address human health and safety, protection of facilities, and
addressing boundary encroachment issues. Decision screens are used to make site-
specific decisions about which individual prairie dog towns will be controlled. Over
1,600 acres of prairie dogs were controlled at Thunder Basin in 20] 6 consistent with
implementation of the Plan. We will continue to assess conditions on the ground and
utilize the various management options available under the prairie dog management
strategy to address the multiple objectives of the plan.



              
  

          
             

            
                
             
             

          
         

 

    

       

      

    

 

                  

        

 

            

              
             

             
          

              
  

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

 

 

 

       

              
  

          
             

            
                
             
             

          
         

 

    

       

      

    

 

                  

        

 

            

              
             

             
          

              
  

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

 

 

 

       

Peter

I The USFS will continue to allow the shooting of prairie dogs and remove the “no-
shooting’ signs.

Under the current management plans, management of long-term recreational shooting
varies by management category area. Shooting is prohibited in Category 1 areas that
contain the bulk of the MA 3.63 black—footed ferret reintroduction habitat. More
flexibility to allow shooting exists in the rest of the habitat subject to certain conditions as
identified in the prairie dog strategy. Permanently removing the ban would not be
consistent with the current management plans for Thunder Basin and would trigger new
National Environmental Policy Act processes and consultation under the Endangered
Species Act with the US. Fish and Wildlife Service.

From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 2:05 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: TBNG Plan Direction
Peter-
See below and provide one or two sentences each on how the current plan speaks to our management
of each of these bullets. Please be concise. Thanks-

I There will be no dusting of prairie dog colonies against the plague.

0 The black footed ferret will not be introduced at Thunder Basin National Grassland and
the USFS will coordinate with USFWS to release a statement indicating this decision.

I USF S will provide a status update on requests and timeline for rangeland restoration
and the use of poison to control prairie dog populations.

I The USPS will continue to allow the shooting of prairie dogs and remove the “no—
shooting" signs.

Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-276-5014
c: 303-242-76?5
f: 303-275-5075
slohr@fs.fed.us

“IE1? Cole Boulevard. Building “I?
Lakewood, CO 80401
Wisiedos
I‘IJH.‘- ".-' I}

Caring for the land and serving people



    

      

     

   

      

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

     

       

     

  

                   
                    

              
   

                
       

 

  
  

     

  
     

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

  

       

    

      

     

   

      

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

     

       

     

  

                   
                    

              
   

                
       

 

  
  

     

  
     

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

  

       

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 27 Mar 2019 15:05:52 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: TBNG

Thanks Peter, that is helpful. Steve

Steve Kozlowski
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Team Leader (RTL) for Wildlife, Botany, and Fish
Medicine Bow and Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National Grassland

[3: 307-745-2343
c: 559-972-1934
Steve.Kozlowski@usda.gov

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 8:44 AM
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS cskozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: TBNG

Steve, after going to a couple usual spots, I didn‘t find the table you were asking about with priority
BFF sites. I expect it‘s in the NGP docs somewhere. Jeff Abegglen may be able to help you too. The
Nebraska has an extensive and well-organized admin record for the NGP. prairie dog management,
and BFF reintroduction.

Here is the RF letter I shared with Chad recently that I mentioned on the phone:
http:llfswebrzfsfed.uslrn’R2 TES Site 2007fesafRF letter BFF 8mav2007.doc

Peter

Peter McDonald
Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2)
wwwis.usdagov-"detailfullir2i'homo.-"’?cid=stelprdb552615Ei98tvndth=lull
[3: 303-2?5-5029
c: 303-4T5-3515
peter.mcclonaId-fiiusda.oov

1617' Cole Boulevard. Bldg 1?
Lakewood, CO 80401
wwwfsledyis
l‘ull'l. r_..':
.u- r
Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

       

         

        

                 
           

 

  
    

     

  
   

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

 

 

       

    

       

      

          

        

 

            

                

               

                 

             

        

        

         

    

      

             

      

      

 
       

             
    

          

     

      

       

         

        

                 
           

 

  
    

     

  
   

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

 

 

       

    

       

      

          

        

 

            

                

               

                 

             

        

        

         

    

      

             

      

      

 
       

             
    

          

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Most of these are very one—sided against prairie dogs and we'll need to weigh each carefully against
our policies and objectives for prairie dogs on the national grasslands.
Peter

McDonald, Peter M -F5
19 Dec 2017 15:55:45 +0000
Kozlowski, Steve -FS;Reynolds, Kelle A -FS
Byer, Tim -FS;Lohr, Steve -FS;Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS
RE: Thunder Basin, please use this version

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Group Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald©fsfedus

151? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
lust-L"?

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Kozlowski, Steve —FS
Sent: Monday, December 18,2017 9:53 AM
To: Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Byer, Tim -FS <tbyer@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Thunder Basin, please use this version

F‘i’l,
Attached is the 201? summary report prepared by Ruckelshaus Institute regarding collaborative
meetings related to prairie dogs. Of particular interest are the 12 recommendations to all agencies from
the Cooperative Working group (a group of governmental entities who have federal, state or county
authority in relation to prairie dog management and range restoration in the Thunder Basin). Below is a
summary of the recommendations, the details start on page 22 of the attachment.

1. Consider Revising the Current Black—tailed Prairie Dog Strategy
2. Determine whether the current category designations are appropriate.
3. Use innovative approaches to restoration and vegetation management, including:

*- Continued prairie dog control;
*- lnvasive species control, including for cheatgrass;
*- Use the plague situation to control prairie dog colonization and spread (buffer zones);
. Reduce erosion through prairie dog management;
*- Remove cactus, three-awn, cheatgrass, and mound;
'- Reseeding.
'- Monitor and inventory range conditions, ground cover

4. Maintain healthy sagebrush, riparian, and mesic communities. Do not allow prairie dogs to
transition into these communities.

5. Improve and develop consistent communication and information distribution between meetings.



5. Create data-sharing clearinghouse regarding associated species and prairie dogs. Include TBGPEA,
private landowner, Universitv of Wvoming, USFS, and other relevant data sources.

7’- Consider options for long-term and consistent project funding such as: creating a full-time
position for a ”Prairie Dog Manager”

8. The LJSFS will follow through on management commitments and regulatorv obligations and will
colaborate on an improved Strategy that includes definitive triggers and associated actions.

9. Recognize in a revised strategy the conflicting cassifications of prairie dogs. Acknowledge that
prairie dogs are considered a pest bv some people.

10. Continue rronitoring prairie dog towns and plague.
11. Greater emphasis on Prairie Dog Boundarv Management
1?. As. long as blackmfooted ferrets are not being reintrodtieed on the TRNG, drop the shooting ban in

Categorv 3.63.
Next learning series and cooperative meetings are scheduled in Februarv.
Steve

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Wildlife, Botanv, and Fish Resource Team Leader for the MBRTB
Forest Wi'cllile Biologist
Sage—groese Coordinator
559 EFE-l‘flsxi cell, 30? 1-45-2343 office, sl~:.oa|ov.isl~:.i:Qrift‘ttsleclos

From: Voos, Aaron T—FS
Sent: Friday, December 15, 201? 10:21 AM
To: Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <ltEl'E‘v'l‘lDld5@:S.lEdllfii-r' Alpe, Mike] —FS <ma|pe@fs.fed.us>; Kozlowski,
Steve -FS sshesmsdtejs—tedate
Subject: FW: Thunder Basin, please use this version

F‘r’l...this is the report from the Rucltelshaus Institute as a result of 2017 collaborative meetings, both
public and government.

Aaron Voos
Public: Affairs Specialist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 3. Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 3D?-T45-2323
o: BTU-3192398
flflii:_3* - l‘~-' til-J13

246:3 Jaeltsor St
Lore-J1 Iio. vto“ BEEN}

on
Caring for the land and serving people

From; On Behalf Of Jessica Western
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 201? 11:34 AM
To: 5 one ,

it“ {'31 : iaime.iakes@wvo.gov; Hogan, Jake - NRCS, Douglas, WY
sJalteHogan@wv.usoa.gov>; iproffer@hlrr.gov; Geiger, Melanie — NRCS, Douglas, WY

lhllfil
{bltfi} Travis McNiven@barrassosenategov;

"1H5? Amanda With roder {Amandawithrodor@wvo.gov>;



(bi (51 : Benjamin Bump
cheniamin_bump@wyo_goa>; Beverly Reed . ibiifi} a; Bill Lambert

ibiifii : Sell, Raesha - NRCS-CD, Sundance, WV
sRaesha.Se|l@n--y.usda.,e,os-a; Chamois Andersen 1 ibiifii Cheryl Jacobson

{Ir-HE} , Cheryl Schwa rtzkopf- ibiifii , chriswich man n@wyo.eoy;
Christi Haswell 1 ibiifii ; Schmitz, Clayton - NRCS, Casper, WY
<C|ayton.Schmitzi’gflw'rusdaeoya; Dave Pellatz- ibiifii
Denise Lu (WEI ; Donley 3L Nancy Darnell . "1H5! ; Erika
Peckham <Eri|<a.Pec|<ham@wyo.goy>; Frank Eathorne' (”HE-i ; Holly Kennedy

(”1(5) ; Hooper, Tammyr s:Tamnix.r.hooperi‘r:?imail.hc-use.eoa::-; ibiifii
iessica-rrowder@wyo_gou;_ ihitfii i; joe-hudd@wyo-gou; Ha rtung, John - NRCS,
Casper, WY {John.Hartunefiwyusdagoua; Justin Rogers siustin rogers®enzisenate.eoya; Kay, DeAnna
{Enzi} {Deanna Iiay@enzi.senate.eoy>; Kristy Blyr - ibiifii ; Sloan, Lacey - NRCS,
Newcastle, WY <Lacey.3loari@wy.usda.gou}; Lindsey Sterling Krank

ihiifii Matt Avery
ibiifii matihew.:ry@t-yyo.goy; {b11151 _; Foster, Michael D - APHIS

cMichael.D.Foster@aphis.usca.eot-':>; Huntington, Michelle - NRCS-CD, Douglas, WY
{bitfi}

rnvalle@b|m.eoy; (””51 : Nichole Bjornlie sinirhole.hjornlieifiiwyoeoy};
"1H5? :Kokes, Paul T — APHIS (Paul.T.Kokes@aphis.usdagovo;

iblifil : Robert Harsh barger 4 ibiifii Robert Maul
ibiifii Rogers, Brad shrad rogEI's@lws.go~r>; Rusty Bell - ibiifil

Underhill, Sandra - FS {sandraunderhill@fs.fed.usa; Slade Franklin {Sladefranltlin@wyo.eoy>;
ibiifi} Todd Caltrider ctodd .caltrider@wyo.goy>; ibiifii :

ibiifii tyle' abbott@fws.eoy; Upton, Carolyn —FS ccupton@ts.fed.usa; Virginia Moore
ihiifii ,' Voos, Aaron T —FS <atvoos@is.fed.us>; Walker, Michael 3 —FS

<mswa|ker@ts.ted.us>; Wanda Burget < ibiifil ; William Rose
cwilliam.rose@wyo.gou>; Willow Steen cWillowsteen@wyosoy); Zack Walker
czackwalkerélwyogov}; Bacon, Russell M -FS «armbaconéflfsiodusas
Subject: Thunder Basin, please use this version
Good morning,
After I sent you the report yesterday, I of course found some more notes buried in my
car, which 1 have added. They include the next steps you want to take. This version will
be posted online, and has also been sent to the USPS.
Best,
Jessica

Jessica M. Western, Ph.D. (formerly Clement)
Senior Research Scientist, Human Dimensions in Natural Resources
Director, Collaboration Program in Natural Resources
Ruckelshaus Institute, Haub School of Environment and Natural Resources
University of Wyoming
307 - 766 5048(0)



     

      

     

     

                  

                 

                  
                     

    

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

          

           

         

              

 

     

                   
                  

                
                

               
                  

               
                 

              
               

             
                

         

 

     

      

     

     

                  

                 

                  
                     

    

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

          

           

         

              

 

     

                   
                  

                
                

               
                  

               
                 

              
               

             
                

         

 

From: Magwire, Wendy R -FS
Sent: 12 Dec 2016 15:48:58 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Good for you Peter. Time to put this into perspective. It really is frustrating, especially now since we
have a Wyoming-wide 10] rule and the state openly celebrated the return of ferrets to Meeteetse this
year. And although Dennis is concerned about DRD employee safety as of course we should be, there is
no one who would be more thrilled to see ferrets on TBNG than Cristi and Misty. lam sure that Shane
also would support it.
Wendy

Wendy R. Magwire
Wildlife. Fish. 8!. Botany Resource Team Leader
Forest Service
Medicine Bow & Routt National Forests and Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: BOT-7454412
c: 307-460-8871
wmagwire@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY a2cro
wwwlsfedus

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Saturday, December 10, 2016 9:26 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>; Magwire, Wendy R -FS <wmagwire@fs.fed.us>;
Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker, Michael 5 -FS <mswalker@fs.fed.us>; Hays,
Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed.us>; Martin, Melissa M -FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: lv’oos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve -FS
<slohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Dennis if that is the case, it obviously has nothing to do with the biological and recovery potential of
the site which is very high right now. It’s also extremely hard to rationalize and justify within the
needs of the national recovery program for the black-footed ferret, a critter that has been federally
endangered for far too long, literally since 1966. It has also driven our ESA compliance activities
regionally for a similar number of years, so a considerable taxpayer and agency investment that
continues for the ferret while it remains on the ESA list. As you are undoubtedly well aware, there
has also been considerable investment and commitment by the agency, region, forest and district to
the planning and preparing for ferrets in the 3.63 management area at Thunder Basin for a couple
decades. Past Regional Foresters have also stressed the importance of the R2 units contributing
more to national recovery of the black-footed ferret. It is very important that the conversation
continue. While the latest positions in Wyoming are admittedly challenging, the conversation needs
to continue about Thunder Basin's role in “national" recovery of the ferret and how to work
cooperatively with the principals and public to achieve it.

Peter



    

       

          

          

          

 

              

 

     

                    

                  
              

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

   

        

     

       

          

           

         

              
 

     

                   
                

                  
                

                
                

                 
                  

    

       

          

          

          

 

              

 

     

                    

                  
              

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

   

        

     

       

          

           

         

              
 

     

                   
                

                  
                

                
                

                 
                  

From: Jaeger, Dennis —FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:20 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>; Magwire, Wendy R -FS
<wmagwire@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS skareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker, Michael S -FS
<mswal|~zer@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed_.g_s_->; Martin, Melissa M —FS
<mmmartin@fs._fed.us:>
Cc: ‘v’oos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L —FS scpainte_r@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve -FS
<s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

I completely agree Peter. | just want to make sure you are aware that I now have in writing from
Wyoming Game and Fish, that they do not support BFF reintroduction on the TBNG. USFWS also has an
agreement in Wyoming that BFF will only be released with concurrence from the Governor.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-745-2400
c: 307-399-1404
djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

24hr): Jackson Street
Laramie. WY 82020
www.fs.fed.us
I‘IJH"- r n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:03 PM

T0: Magwire, Wendv R -F5 swmaswiretéfitsfedtusx Jaeser, Dennis -F5 <Cilaeser0l@tsf'ed_.us>;

Misty A -FS <mahavs@fs.fed.us>; Marti—nIMelissa M -FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS satvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve -FS
<s|ohr@fs.ted.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

We would not typically call out the state on lack of support. They're also on the Executive Team and
there are also some interests that argue federal agencies and lands don‘t need state support. The
SD reintroduction went forward many years ago in the face of strong opposition at the state level. It
went forward because of the federal nexus and significance attached to the site in the national
recovery program. At one time, the Rosecrans area on Thunder Basin was 3rd in priority for
reintroduction in the national recovery program. There are several factors that have come in to play
to change that over the years. But the grasslands still has great potential to contribute importantly to
the national recovery of the black—footed ferret. it is important not to lose sight over that and continue



                
        

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

 

       

     
        

    

     

       

           
             

 

             

   

     

                  

                    

                   

             
   

                   

                  
               

               

         

 

                
        

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

 

       

     
        

    

     

       

           
             

 

             

   

     

                  

                    

                   

             
   

                   

                  
               

               

         

 

to work with the state, FWS, and Executive Committee on better framing and garnering the support
for a long overdue reintroduction at Thunder Basin.

Peter
Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
:2 303-475-3515 (travel & telework)
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

7'40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website: wwwts,usd_a._govtd_etai|_t_r2t|_a_nd_managementt?cid_=stelprdb5188017’
Intranet (F8 onty): http:ftfsweb.r2.fs.fed.ustrrtRE TES Site 2007
tnteragency ESA site." wwwfs.usda.qovidetaillr2tlandmanaqementi?cid=stelprdb5341949

From: Magwire, Wendy R -FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 9:57 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker,
Michael 5 -FS <mswa|ker@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed.us>; Martin, Melissa M —FS
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -F5 <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter
M -F5 spetermcdonald@fs.fed.use
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Dennis, the report does not say that the State supports reintroduction efforts, but if your point is that
we should include a statement saying that they do not support it, I can include that. This is an annual
report to the USFWS who clearly understands the State’s position, but I assume it is shared with the EFF
Implementation Team Executive Committee which consists of federal, state and NGO partners (see
Peter’s message below).

As far as our role with the Delta dust research project, Cristi and her seasonals help the researchers trap
prairie dogs, and they do handle them to collect fleas. The researchers are on site and supervise the
operations, including making sure the handling and anesthesia protocols are followed. FY16 was the last
year of the field research. The analysis is now underway and a publication will produced.

Let me know if you have any more questions.
Wendy



     

       

           

           

        

           

        

     

 

                 
               

                   
              

                 
               

          

                     
                  

             

               

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  

 

       

             
        

         

    

       
           

            

   

     

       

           

           

        

           

        

     

 

                 
               

                   
              

                 
               

          

                     
                  

             

               

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  

 

       

             
        

         

    

       
           

            

   

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Barrera, Bobbi L -FS <blbarrera@ts.fed.usa; Sartorius, Shawn S -FS <shawnssartorius@fstedusa;
Griebel, Randall L -FS <rgriebel@fs.fed.us>; Magwire, Wendy R -FS swmaawire@fs.ted.us>; Welker,
Michael -FS smtwelkefiétfsfedusa; Allen, Lydia R -FS slrallen@ts.fed.us>
Cc: Burns, Joseph A -FS <iaburns@fs.fed.us>; Pivorunas, David -FS <dpivorunas@fs.fed.usa; Jackson,
Scott -FS ssjacltsor‘103@fs.ted.us>; McDonald, Peter M -FS <peterrncdonald@tsteduse
Subject: REQUEST: BFF annual report

All-

lt’s that time of year to pull together the USPS annual report to the USFWS summarizing recovery
activities for the black-footed ferret for the year, including related prairie dog management activities. We
try to finalize this report each year and send to the Service's recovery coordinator in time for the EFF
Implementation Team Executive Committee winter meeting. which this year is December 13—14 at the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge here in the Denver area. If you‘re not familiar with the
Executive Committee, it's the leadership group of federal. state and NGO partners that oversee the
implementation of the national recovery program for the black—footed ferret.

As in the past. |'|| offer to pull together the agency report but will again need your help with updates for
your area. Attached is last year's report to get you started. Please review and make any necessary edits.
or tell me if your applicable section still looks good from your standpoint.

I'd appreciate your updates by Tuesday 12/6. Let me know of further questions. Thanks everyone.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel 8. telework)
petermcdonald@fs_fed.us

7’40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
l on sir I}
_ -'

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website: wwwfs.usda.govtdetaiItr2tlandmanagementt?cid=stelprdb5188017’
Intranet (F8 only): httpzftfsweb.r2.fs.fed.ustrrtR2 TES Site 2007
tnteragency ESA site: wwwts.usda.qovtdetailtrEtlandmanaqementt?cid=ste|prdb5341949

From: Jaeger, Dennis —FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 6:59 AM
To: Magvvire, Wendy R —FS <wmaewire@ts.fed.usa; Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.usa;
Walker, Michael S —FS <mswa|ker@fs.ted.uso; Hays, Misty A —FS <mahays@fs.fed.usa; Martin, Melissa
M —FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.usa



      

     

  

                

                

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

     

       

           
             

 

      

     

               

           

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 
       

      

     

  

                

                

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

     

       

           
             

 

      

     

               

           

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 
       

Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Thanks Wendv,

Couple of comments, the State of Wyoming does not support BFF reintroduction on the TBNG. also,
can you give me a quick update on our role with the delta dust research? Thanks

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: BUT-7452400
c: 301399-1404
djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

2468: Jackson Street
Laramie. WY BEUTD
www.fs.f_e_d.us
with”: n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Magvvire, Wendy R -FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 3:21 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeeer01@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <karevnolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker,
Michael 5 -FS (mswalker@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -FS <mahavs@fs.ted.us>; Martin, Melissa M -FS
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: USFS annual report

Please see the attached annual report for black~footed ferret/prairie dog management on NFS lands. |
pieced together information from several sources to provide the TBNG entrv.
Wendv

Wendy R. Magwire
Wildlife. Fish. & Botany Resource Team Leader
Forest Service
Medicine Bow 8: Routt National Forests and Thunder Basin National Grassland
p: SOT-T452412
c: 30T-460-BBT1
wmaqwireflfsjedus
2-4368 Jackson Street
Laramte, WY 820m
wwwlsfegis

Caring for the land and serving people



     

       

           

           

        

     

        

 

     

       
      

              

          

           

             

  

    

   

               
               

           

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  
       

      
        

    

     

       

           

           

        

     

        

 

     

       
      

              

          

           

             

  

    

   

               
               

           

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  
       

      
        

    

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 2:33 PM
To: Abegglen, Jeffrey 5 -FS <jsabegglen@fs.fed.usa; Dobesh, Phillip A -FS <pdobesh@fs.fed.usa;
Magwire, Wendy R -FS <wmagwire@fs.fed.usa; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.usa; Welker,
Michael -FS <mtvve|ker@fs.fed.us>; Chappell, Andrew T -FS satchappell@fs.fed.usa
Subject: FW: USFS annual report

Thanks for everyone’s contributions to this year’s report.

Peter

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 2:28 PM
To: Pete Gober@fws.gov; iohn hughes@fws.gov
Cc: Harper, Robert —FS <rharper@fs.fed.us:a; Worth, Chris C —FS <cworth@fs.fed.us>; Burns, Joseph A —
FS <jaburns@fs.fed.us>; Dawe, Christine —FS <cdawe@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve —FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us::;
Mask, Roy —FS <rmask@fs.fed.us>; Barrera, Bobbi L —FS <b|barrera@fs.fed.us>; seth willey@fws.gov;
Jackson, Scott -FS <sjackson03@fs.fed.us>; Allen, Lydia R -FS <lra|len@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M -
FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: USFS annual report

Pete and John,

On behalf of the Forest Service. attached is our agency‘s annual report of black—footed ferret
recovery and related prairie dog monitoring activities for 2016. We look forward to seeing everyone
at the Executive Committee meeting next week in the Denver area.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
:2: 303-475-3515 (travel & telework)
petermcdonald@fs_fed_us

T40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website: wwwfs.usda.govfdetailfr2flandmanagemenU?cid=stelprob518801T
Intranet (F3 only): httpzflfsweb.r2.fs.fed.usfrrlR2 TES Site 2007
Jnteragenoy EBA site: wwwfs.usda.qovidetaillrfllandmanaoementr2oid=ste|ordb5341949



    

      

           

           

          

     

                   
                

              

        

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 
       

     

       

          

           

         

              

 

     

                   
                  

                
                

               
                  

               
                 

              
               

             
                

         

    

      

           

           

          

     

                   
                

              

        

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 
       

     

       

          

           

         

              

 

     

                   
                  

                
                

               
                  

               
                 

              
               

             
                

         

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: 12 Dec 2016 15:36:41 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS;Magwire, Wendy R -FS;Reynolds, Kelle A -FS;Wa|l<er,
Michael S -FS;Hays, Misty A -FS;Martin, Melissa M -FS;Upton, Carolyn -FS
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS;Painter, Cristi L -FS;Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Yes, we will continue to work with the State of Wyoming. BFF will not be reintroduced on the TBNG
without State support. Any attempt to reintroduce BFF on the TBNG without State support will be
counterproductive, and yield increased hostility towards our field personnel on the Douglas District. The
safety of our staff is our highest value.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 30?-745-24DD
c: 30?-399-1404
djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY BEDTD
wwwfsfedus
Imus—"T

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Saturday, December 10, 2016 9:26 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>; Magwire, Wendy R -FS <wmagwire@fs.fed.us>;
Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker, Michael S -FS <mswalker@fs.fed.us>; Hays,
Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed.us>; Martin, Melissa M -FS smmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: ‘v'oos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve -FS
sslohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Dennis if that is the case. it obviously has nothing to do with the biological and recovery potential of
the site which is very high right now. It's also extremely hard to rationalize and justify within the
needs of the national recovery program for the black—footed ferret, a critter that has been federally
endangered for far too long, literally since 1966. It has also driven our ESA compliance activities
regionally for a similar number of years, so a considerable taxpayer and agency investment that
continues for the ferret while it remains on the ESA list. As you are undoubtedly well aware, there
has also been considerable investment and commitment by the agency. region. forest and district to
the planning and preparing for ferrets in the 3.63 management area at Thunder Basin for a couple
decades. Past Regional Foresters have also stressed the importance of the R2 units contributing
more to national recovery of the black-footed ferret. It is very important that the conversation
continue. While the latest positions in Wyoming are admittedly challenging, the conversation needs
to continue about Thunder Basin's role in “national" recovery of the ferret and how to work
cooperatively with the principals and public to achieve it.
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From: Jaeger, Dennis —FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:20 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:=-; Magwire, Wendy R —FS
<wmagwire@fs.fed.usa; Reynolds, Kelle A —FS skareynolds@fs.fed.use; Walker, Michael 5 —FS
cmswallter@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A —FS <mahays@fs.fed.uso; Martin, Melissa M —FS
cmn‘lmartin@fs.fed.use
Cc: 1v’ottts, Aaron T —FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L —FS ccpainter@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve —FS
(slohr@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

I completely agree Peter. I just want to make sure you are aware that I now have in writing from
Wyoming Game and Fish, that they do not support BFF reintroduction on the TBNG. USFWS also has an
agreement in Wyoming that BFF will only be released with concurrence from the Governor.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-245-2400
c: BUT-3994404
djaeger01@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY 820W]
www.fs.fed.us
l‘bJH*-' n'.__.

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:03 PM
To: Magwire, Wendy R -FS <wmagwire@fs.fed.us>; Jaeger, Dennis —FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>;
Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.us:>; Walker, Michael S —FS <mswa|ker@fs.fed.us:~; Hays,
Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed.us>; Martin, Melissa M —FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.us:~
Cc: ‘v’oos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L —FS <cpainter@fs.fedisa; Lohr, Steve —FS
<s|ohr@fs.fed.usa
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

We would not typically call out the state on lack of support. They’re also on the Executive Team and
there are also some interests that argue federal agencies and lands don‘t need state support. The
SD reintroduction went forward many years ago in the face of strong opposition at the state level. lt
went forward because of the federal nexus and significance attached to the site in the national
recovery program. At one time, the Rosecrans area on Thunder Basin was 3rd in priority for
reintroduction in the national recovery program. There are several factors that have come in to play
to change that over the years. But the grasslands still has great potential to contribute importantly to



                  
                
        

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

 

  

 
        

    
        

              

     

       

           

             

 

             

   

     

                  

                    

                   

             

   

                   

                  

               

               

         

 

                  
                
        

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

 

  

 
        

    
        

              

     

       

           

             

 

             

   

     

                  

                    

                   

             

   

                   

                  

               

               

         

 

the national recovery of the black-footed ferret. it is important not to lose sight over that and continue
to work with the state, FWS, and Executive Committee on better framing and garnering the support
for a long overdue reintroduction at Thunder Basin.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel 8. telework)
petermcdonald@_fs-fed.us

T40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
I NI H. *- 'l

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website; www.fs.usda.govldetaiIrr2f|andmanagemenU?cid=stelprdb51E5801'r'
Intranet (F3 onty): http2fffsweb.r2.fs.fed.usrrrfR2 TES Site 200?
lnteragency ESA site:www__fs.usda.govtdetailrr2rlandmanagementflcidzstelprdb5341949

From: Magwire, Wendy R -FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 9:57 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker,
Michael 5 -FS <mswalker@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -FS <mahays@fs.fed.us>; Martin, Melissa M -FS
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter
M -F5 <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Dennis, the report does not say that the State supports reintroduction efforts, but if your point is that
we should include a statement saying that they do not support it, I can include that. This is an annual
report to the USFWS who clearly understands the State’s position, but I assume it is shared with the EFF
Implementation Team Executive Committee which consists of federal, state and NGO partners (see
Peter’s message below}.

As far as our role with the Delta dust research project, Cristi and her seasonals help the researchers trap
prairie dogs, and they do handle them to collect fleas. The researchers are on site and supervise the
operations, including making sure the handling and anesthesia protocols are followed. FY16 was the last
year of the field research. The analysis is now underway and a publication will produced.

Let me know if you have any more questions.
Wendy



     

       

           

           

        

           

        

     

 

                 
               

                   
              

                 
               

          

                     
                  

             

               

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  

 

       

             
        

         

    

       
           

            

   

     

       

           

           

        

           

        

     

 

                 
               

                   
              

                 
               

          

                     
                  

             

               

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  

 

       

             
        

         

    

       
           

            

   

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Barrera, Bobbi L -FS <blbarrera@ts.fed.usa; Sartorius, Shawn S -FS <shawnssartorius@fstedusa;
Griebel, Randall L -FS <rgriebel@fs.fed.us>; Magwire, Wendy R -FS swmaawire@fs.ted.us>; Welker,
Michael -FS smtwelkefiétfsfedusa; Allen, Lydia R -FS slrallen@ts.fed.us>
Cc: Burns, Joseph A -FS <iaburns@fs.fed.us>; Pivorunas, David -FS <dpivorunas@fs.fed.usa; Jackson,
Scott -FS ssjacltsor‘103@fs.ted.us>; McDonald, Peter M -FS <peterrncdonald@tsteduse
Subject: REQUEST: BFF annual report

All-

lt’s that time of year to pull together the USPS annual report to the USFWS summarizing recovery
activities for the black-footed ferret for the year, including related prairie dog management activities. We
try to finalize this report each year and send to the Service's recovery coordinator in time for the EFF
Implementation Team Executive Committee winter meeting. which this year is December 13—14 at the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge here in the Denver area. If you‘re not familiar with the
Executive Committee, it's the leadership group of federal. state and NGO partners that oversee the
implementation of the national recovery program for the black—footed ferret.

As in the past. |'|| offer to pull together the agency report but will again need your help with updates for
your area. Attached is last year's report to get you started. Please review and make any necessary edits.
or tell me if your applicable section still looks good from your standpoint.

I'd appreciate your updates by Tuesday 12/6. Let me know of further questions. Thanks everyone.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel 8. telework)
petermcdonald@fs_fed.us

7’40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
l on sir I}
_ -'

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website: wwwfs.usda.govtdetaiItr2tlandmanagementt?cid=stelprdb5188017’
Intranet (F8 only): httpzftfsweb.r2.fs.fed.ustrrtR2 TES Site 2007
tnteragency ESA site: wwwts.usda.qovtdetailtrEtlandmanaqementt?cid=ste|prdb5341949

From: Jaeger, Dennis —FS
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 6:59 AM
To: Magvvire, Wendy R —FS <wmaewire@ts.fed.usa; Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.usa;
Walker, Michael S —FS <mswa|ker@fs.ted.uso; Hays, Misty A —FS <mahays@fs.fed.usa; Martin, Melissa
M —FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.usa



      

     

  

                

                

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

     

       

           
             

 

      

     

               

           

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 
       

      

     

  

                

                

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

     

       

           
             

 

      

     

               

           

 

   
       

  
           

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 
       

Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: USFS annual report

Thanks Wendv,

Couple of comments, the State of Wyoming does not support BFF reintroduction on the TBNG. also,
can you give me a quick update on our role with the delta dust research? Thanks

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: BUT-7452400
c: 301399-1404
djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

2468: Jackson Street
Laramie. WY BEUTD
www.fs.f_e_d.us
with”: n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Magvvire, Wendy R -FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 3:21 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeeer01@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <karevnolds@fs.fed.us>; Walker,
Michael 5 -FS (mswalker@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -FS <mahavs@fs.ted.us>; Martin, Melissa M -FS
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: USFS annual report

Please see the attached annual report for black~footed ferret/prairie dog management on NFS lands. |
pieced together information from several sources to provide the TBNG entrv.
Wendv

Wendy R. Magwire
Wildlife. Fish. & Botany Resource Team Leader
Forest Service
Medicine Bow 8: Routt National Forests and Thunder Basin National Grassland
p: SOT-T452412
c: 30T-460-BBT1
wmaqwireflfsjedus
2-4368 Jackson Street
Laramte, WY 820m
wwwlsfegis

Caring for the land and serving people



     

       

           

           

        

     

        

 

     

       
      

              

          

           

             

  

    

   

               
               

           

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  
       

      
        

    

     

       

           

           

        

     

        

 

     

       
      

              

          

           

             

  

    

   

               
               

           

 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

 

   
   

 

  
       

      
        

    

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 2:33 PM
To: Abegglen, Jeffrey 5 -FS <jsabegglen@fs.fed.usa; Dobesh, Phillip A -FS <pdobesh@fs.fed.usa;
Magwire, Wendy R -FS <wmagwire@fs.fed.usa; Painter, Cristi L -FS <cpainter@fs.fed.usa; Welker,
Michael -FS <mtvve|ker@fs.fed.us>; Chappell, Andrew T -FS satchappell@fs.fed.usa
Subject: FW: USFS annual report

Thanks for everyone’s contributions to this year’s report.

Peter

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, December 08, 2016 2:28 PM
To: Pete Gober@fws.gov; iohn hughes@fws.gov
Cc: Harper, Robert —FS <rharper@fs.fed.us:a; Worth, Chris C —FS <cworth@fs.fed.us>; Burns, Joseph A —
FS <jaburns@fs.fed.us>; Dawe, Christine —FS <cdawe@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve —FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us::;
Mask, Roy —FS <rmask@fs.fed.us>; Barrera, Bobbi L —FS <b|barrera@fs.fed.us>; seth willey@fws.gov;
Jackson, Scott -FS <sjackson03@fs.fed.us>; Allen, Lydia R -FS <lra|len@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M -
FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: USFS annual report

Pete and John,

On behalf of the Forest Service. attached is our agency‘s annual report of black—footed ferret
recovery and related prairie dog monitoring activities for 2016. We look forward to seeing everyone
at the Executive Committee meeting next week in the Denver area.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
:2: 303-475-3515 (travel & telework)
petermcdonald@fs_fed_us

T40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

Program website: wwwfs.usda.govfdetailfr2flandmanagemenU?cid=stelprob518801T
Intranet (F3 only): httpzflfsweb.r2.fs.fed.usfrrlR2 TES Site 2007
Jnteragenoy EBA site: wwwfs.usda.qovidetaillrfllandmanaoementr2oid=ste|ordb5341949



     

      

     

      

      

    

                 

               

    

     

      

     

      

      

    

                 

               

    

From: Presser, Chadley W -FS
Sent: 25 Mar 2019 14:27:48 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sid|e112408.doc
Attachments: Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sid|e112408.doc

Good morning Peter —

Do you have an updated version of the attached document? Unfortunately, I don’t have access to the
pinyon folder that you sent the other week to see if it was in there.

Thank you - Chad



             
   

      

 
 

 
  
  

   
   

  
 

  

  
 

   
 
 

   
    

   

      
  

   
    

   

   
   

  
   

    
 

     
    

   

  
  

    
   

   
 

 
     

    
   

   
      
    

 

     
      

     

     
     

    
    
   

     

     
    

    
       
     

      
       

    
      

       
    

    
     

       
  

 

 

 

              

             
   

      

 
 

 
  
  

   
   

  
 

  

  
 

   
 
 

   
    

   

      
  

   
    

   

   
   

  
   

    
 

     
    

   

  
  

    
   

   
 

 
     

    
   

   
      
    

 

     
      

     

     
     

    
    
   

     

     
    

    
       
     

      
       

    
      

       
    

    
     

       
  

 

 

 

              

Summary of Prairie Dog Petitions Submitted to the US Fish & Wildlife Service
(November 17, 2008)

Summary ofBIaek—tailed Prairie Dog Petitions

numbers, distribution, and
reproductive capability of
the btpd were such that it
did not warrant candidate
status.

Federal Register that issuing a
proposed rule to list the btpd was
warranted but precluded by other
higher priority actions, and the btpd
was included in the list ofcandidate
species. Two candidate assessments
were completed on October 30, 2001
and .Iune 13, 2002. On August 18,
2004 USFWS‘ completed a
resubmitted petition finding that
concluded listing was not warranted,
and the btpd was removed from the
candidate list.

1998 petition from National
Wildlife Federation. Refer to
USFW S Dctcmtination for
the July 30, 1998 petition.

PETITION BLACK—TAILED BLACK—TAILED PRAIRIE. DOG BLACK—TAILED PRAIRIE BLACK—TAILED PRAIRIE
DATE PRAIRIE DOG JULY 30, 1998 DOG DOG

OCTOBER 21, 1994 AUGUST 26. 1998 AUGUST 1, 2003'r
Petition Classify btpd ('C_t--v-zt:m-z,__t.--'s List btpd ('C_t--v-ztm-r__t.--'.s lttdovicimtits) as a List btpd {fC_t--'nrmz,t.='.s List btpd {'C_t-v-trmt,t.-'.s
Request Ian’oviolins-tits") as a Category threatened species fI-(Cf(11--'f(.’faflHS) as threatened in Itttz'ovicim-tas] as endangered

2 candidate species the contiguous US. or threatened
Petitioners Biodiversity Legal National Wildlife Federation Biodiversity Legal Forest Guardians,

Foundation and Jon C. Foundation, Jon C. Sharps, Biodiversity Conservation
Sharps and Predator Project Alliance, Center for Native

Ecosystems, and Rocky
Mountain Animal DefEnse

USFVVS On May 5, I995, USFWS On February 4, 2000 USFWS This petition was treated as A 90-day finding will be
Determination concluded that the present published a IZononth finding in the supplemental to the July 30, published in the Federal

Register by November 30,
2008

Legal 1a. 60-day N01 to Sue concerning Refer to Legal Actions for 1a. Complaint filed

             
   

      

 
 

 
  
  

   
   

  
 

  

  
 

   
 
 

   
    

   

      
  

   
    

   

   
   

  
   

    
 

     
    

   

  
  

    
   

   
 

 
     

    
   

   
      
    

 

     
      

     

     
     

    
    
   

     

     
    

    
       
     

      
       

    
      

       
    

    
     

       
  

 

 

 

              

             
   

      

 
 

 
  
  

   
   

  
 

  

  
 

   
 
 

   
    

   

      
  

   
    

   

   
   

  
   

    
 

     
    

   

  
  

    
   

   
 

 
     

    
   

   
      
    

 

     
      

     

     
     

    
    
   

     

     
    

    
       
     

      
       

    
      

       
    

    
     

       
  

 

 

 

              

Summary of Prairie Dog Petitions Submitted to the US Fish & Wildlife Service
(November 17, 2008)
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Actions delay in 90dday finding dated 12—0] -

98 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundation, Predator Project, (8: Jon
Sharps
1b. Letter of response dated 01-27-99
and 90-day finding published 03-17-
99
la. 60-day N01 to Sue conceming
delay in [Zamonth finding dated 08‘
02—99 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundadon
21). Letter of response dated 0922-99
and 12-month finding dated 02-01—00
321. 60—day N01 to Sue concerning
delay in 2003 CNOR dated 10-1503
from Forest Guardians et a1.
3b. Species Removal from Candidate
List dated 08—12—04
43. Complaint. filed concerning
removal from Candidate List dated
02—07—07 from Forest Guardians et al.
4b. This led to several motions and
the 08-01-07 petition to list the btpd.
On 10-09—07 the plaintiffs withdrew
their 02-07-07 complaint

the July 30, 1998 petition. concerning failure to take
action on 08-014)? petition
dated 03-13-08 by WildEarth
Guardians [formerly Forest
Guardians]
lb. A stipulated settlement
dated 07—01—08 agreed to
publish 90-day finding by l 1-
30—08

Lead USFW’S Kansas Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office
Office Manhattan, KS Pierre, SD Pierre, SD Pierre, SD

USFW’S William Gill Pete Gober Pete Gober Pete Gober
Contact Fifild SUPEWlSDY Field Sllpervisor Field Supervisor Field Supervisor

 

 

      
    

     
 

      
     

 
     

      
    

 
     

     
     

      
     

    
   

   
     
      
      

       
     

   

         
    

    
   
 

    
    

    
 

  
 

   
  

    
  

    
  

    
  

 
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 

 

      
    

     
 

      
     

 
     

      
    

 
     

     
     

      
     

    
   

   
     
      
      

       
     

   

         
    

    
   
 

    
    

    
 

  
 

   
  

    
  

    
  

    
  

 
 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

Actions delay in 90dday finding dated 12—0] -

98 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundation, Predator Project, (8: Jon
Sharps
1b. Letter of response dated 01-27-99
and 90-day finding published 03-17-
99
la. 60-day N01 to Sue conceming
delay in [Zamonth finding dated 08‘
02—99 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundadon
21). Letter of response dated 0922-99
and 12-month finding dated 02-01—00
321. 60—day N01 to Sue concerning
delay in 2003 CNOR dated 10-1503
from Forest Guardians et a1.
3b. Species Removal from Candidate
List dated 08—12—04
43. Complaint. filed concerning
removal from Candidate List dated
02—07—07 from Forest Guardians et al.
4b. This led to several motions and
the 08-01-07 petition to list the btpd.
On 10-09—07 the plaintiffs withdrew
their 02-07-07 complaint

the July 30, 1998 petition. concerning failure to take
action on 08-014)? petition
dated 03-13-08 by WildEarth
Guardians [formerly Forest
Guardians]
lb. A stipulated settlement
dated 07—01—08 agreed to
publish 90-day finding by l 1-
30—08

Lead USFW’S Kansas Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office
Office Manhattan, KS Pierre, SD Pierre, SD Pierre, SD

USFW’S William Gill Pete Gober Pete Gober Pete Gober
Contact Fifild SUPEWlSDY Field Sllpervisor Field Supervisor Field Supervisor

Actions delay in 90dday finding dated 12—0] -

98 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundation, Predator Project, (8: Jon
Sharps
1b. Letter of response dated 01-27-99
and 90-day finding published 03-17-
99
la. 60-day N01 to Sue conceming
delay in [Zamonth finding dated 08‘
02—99 from Biodiversity Legal
Foundadon
21). Letter of response dated 0922-99
and 12-month finding dated 02-01—00
321. 60—day N01 to Sue concerning
delay in 2003 CNOR dated 10-1503
from Forest Guardians et a1.
3b. Species Removal from Candidate
List dated 08—12—04
43. Complaint. filed concerning
removal from Candidate List dated
02—07—07 from Forest Guardians et al.
4b. This led to several motions and
the 08-01-07 petition to list the btpd.
On 10-09—07 the plaintiffs withdrew
their 02-07-07 complaint

the July 30, 1998 petition. concerning failure to take
action on 08-014)? petition
dated 03-13-08 by WildEarth
Guardians [formerly Forest
Guardians]
lb. A stipulated settlement
dated 07—01—08 agreed to
publish 90-day finding by l 1-
30—08

Lead USFW’S Kansas Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office South Dakota Field Office
Office Manhattan, KS Pierre, SD Pierre, SD Pierre, SD

USFW’S William Gill Pete Gober Pete Gober Pete Gober
Contact Fifild SUPEWlSDY Field Sllpervisor Field Supervisor Field Supervisor



             

 
 

  
 

   

   
   

   
   

   
  

 
 

   
    

    

      
    

   
   

    

   
    

  
     

   
 

     
   

    

    
 

    
   

   
   

   
     

 
 

      
    

   
    
    

    
   

    

    
   
   

    
     

   

     
      

      
    

   

    
      

      
 

     
     

    

   
  

   
     

      
    

      
    

     
      

   

    
    

      
   

   
  

   
     

  

             

 
 

  
 

   

   
   

   
   

   
  

 
 

   
    

    

      
    

   
   

    

   
    

  
     

   
 

     
   

    

    
 

    
   

   
   

   
     

 
 

      
    

   
    
    

    
   

    

    
   
   

    
     

   

     
      

      
    

   

    
      

      
 

     
     

    

   
  

   
     

      
    

      
    

     
      

   

    
    

      
   

   
  

   
     

  

Summary of Gunnison, White-tailed, and Utah Prairie Dog Petition and other listing actions

PETITION GUNNISON PRAIRIE WHITE-TAILED PRAIRIE DOG UTAH PRAIRIE DOG UTAH PRAIRIE DOG
DATE DOG JULY 15, 2002 NOVEMBER 5, 1929 FEBRUARY 3. 2003

FEBRUARY 23, 2004
Petition List gpd (f(iii-'rion'zir-s' List wtpd ('C:1.-'norn_i.-'s Imitation) as a Remove utpd ("Ch-’r'zon'1}:-'s Reelassify utpd {' C1--‘FIUH'I}-—’S
Request grim-117mm”) as a threatened threatened or endangered species pan-ideas) from threatened pars--*fn’ens} from threatened to

or endangered species and endangered list endangered
Petitioners Forest Guardians and 7'3 Center for Native Ecosystems, Forest Utah Division of Wildlife Forest Guardians, Center for

other organization and Guardians, Biodiversity Conservation Resources Native Ecosystems, Escalante
individuals Alliance, Terry Tempest Williams Wilderness Project, Boulder

Regional Group, Southern
Utah Wildemess Alliance,
and Terry Tempest Williams

USFW’S As a result of a settlement 90-day finding published in Federal Petition contained substantial 90-day finding published in
Determination agreement, on February '7, Register on November 9, 2004 that information. Species Federal Register on February

2006 published 90-day
finding in the Federal
Register that the petition
did not present substantial
infonnation indicating that
listing may be warranted.

On February 5, 2008
published warranted but
precluded finding for
montane portion of species
range with a listing priority
number of 2.

the petition did not present substantial
information indicating that. listing
may be warranted

In a Director’s memorandum
announced on July 12, 2007 we
would review the November 9, 2004
finding

Notice ofinitiation of 12-month
review published in Federal Register
on May 6. 2008

reclassified from endangered
to threatened on May 29,
1984. As part ofthis finding
promulgated 4(_d_) rule to
allow take ofup to 5,000
animals annually. On June
14, 1991 published a final
rule to allow regulated take of
6,000 animals annually.

21, 2007 that the petition did
not present substantial
infon'nation indicating that
reclassification was
warranted; Federal Register
also initiated 5-year review of
species status

             

 
 

  
 

   

   
   

   
   

   
  

 
 

   
    

    

      
    

   
   

    

   
    

  
     

   
 

     
   

    

    
 

    
   

   
   

   
     

 
 

      
    

   
    
    

    
   

    

    
   
   

    
     

   

     
      

      
    

   

    
      

      
 

     
     

    

   
  

   
     

      
    

      
    

     
      

   

    
    

      
   

   
  

   
     

  

             

 
 

  
 

   

   
   

   
   

   
  

 
 

   
    

    

      
    

   
   

    

   
    

  
     

   
 

     
   

    

    
 

    
   

   
   

   
     

 
 

      
    

   
    
    

    
   

    

    
   
   

    
     

   

     
      

      
    

   

    
      

      
 

     
     

    

   
  

   
     

      
    

      
    

     
      

   

    
    

      
   

   
  

   
     

  

Summary of Gunnison, White-tailed, and Utah Prairie Dog Petition and other listing actions
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Summary of Gunnison, White-tailed, and Utah Prairie Dog Petition and other listing actions
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Legal
Actions

la. 60—day NOl for failure
to complete a finding dated
July 29. 2004.
lb. Amended complaint for
failure to complete a
finding for this and other
species on December 7.
2004.

2a. 60—day NO] dated
August 17". 2006 regarding
90-day finding of Feb 2006
from Forest Guardians and
eight ether organizations
and individuals.
2b. Complaint filed on
December I3. 2006
challenging the 90dday
finding.
2c. Settlement agreement
with plaintiffs reached on
June 29. 200?

3a. 60-day NO] dated
September 25. 2008
challenging the FWS
decision to not list the
entire species.

la. On November 27. 2007 received
lawsuit. from Center for Native
Ecosystems and 3 other entities
regarding November 9. 2004 90—day
finding.
lb. FWS agreed to settlement
agreement on February 22. 2008 to
submit. notice initiating 12—month
review on or before May I. 2008; and
to submit 12—month finding to Federal
Register on or before June 1. 2010.
The lawsuit was dismissed on
February 26. 2008.

la. On February 2. 2004
received N01 for failure to
issue 90-day finding.
lb. On February 2. 2006
received complaint for
injunctive and declaratoryt
relief.
1c. On June 2. 2006 reached
settlement agreement
requiring FWS to make 90—
day finding on or before
February IT". 200?.

2a. On September 16. 2008
WildEarth Guardians filed a
complaint for declaratory and
injunctive relief on February
21. 2007*r 90dday decision to
“uplist” the species.

Lead USFW’S Western Colorado Field Utah Field Office Utah Field Office Utah Field Office
Office Office Salt Lake City. UT Salt Lake City. UT Salt Lake City. UT

Grand Junction. CO
USFWS Al Pfister Larry Crist Larry Crist Larry Crist
Contact Western CO Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor

 
 

     
     

   
    

    
     
    

 

   
    
     

    
   

  
   

   
   

 
  

    
   

    
   
   

     
  

      
     

     
     

 
     

      
    
        

      
       

     
   

 

     
     

   
     

   
   

 
       

  
    

     
   

     
    
    
    

     
   

  
 

   
 
   

   
    

   
    

   
    

 
 

  
   

  
   

  
   

  
   

 
 

     
     

   
    

    
     
    

 

   
    
     

    
   

  
   

   
   

 
  

    
   

    
   
   

     
  

      
     

     
     

 
     

      
    
        

      
       

     
   

 

     
     

   
     

   
   

 
       

  
    

     
   

     
    
    
    

     
   

  
 

   
 
   

   
    

   
    

   
    

 
 

  
   

  
   

  
   

  
   

Legal
Actions

la. 60—day NOl for failure
to complete a finding dated
July 29. 2004.
lb. Amended complaint for
failure to complete a
finding for this and other
species on December 7.
2004.

2a. 60—day NO] dated
August 17". 2006 regarding
90-day finding of Feb 2006
from Forest Guardians and
eight ether organizations
and individuals.
2b. Complaint filed on
December I3. 2006
challenging the 90dday
finding.
2c. Settlement agreement
with plaintiffs reached on
June 29. 200?

3a. 60-day NO] dated
September 25. 2008
challenging the FWS
decision to not list the
entire species.

la. On November 27. 2007 received
lawsuit. from Center for Native
Ecosystems and 3 other entities
regarding November 9. 2004 90—day
finding.
lb. FWS agreed to settlement
agreement on February 22. 2008 to
submit. notice initiating 12—month
review on or before May I. 2008; and
to submit 12—month finding to Federal
Register on or before June 1. 2010.
The lawsuit was dismissed on
February 26. 2008.

la. On February 2. 2004
received N01 for failure to
issue 90-day finding.
lb. On February 2. 2006
received complaint for
injunctive and declaratoryt
relief.
1c. On June 2. 2006 reached
settlement agreement
requiring FWS to make 90—
day finding on or before
February IT". 200?.

2a. On September 16. 2008
WildEarth Guardians filed a
complaint for declaratory and
injunctive relief on February
21. 2007*r 90dday decision to
“uplist” the species.

Lead USFW’S Western Colorado Field Utah Field Office Utah Field Office Utah Field Office
Office Office Salt Lake City. UT Salt Lake City. UT Salt Lake City. UT

Grand Junction. CO
USFWS Al Pfister Larry Crist Larry Crist Larry Crist
Contact Western CO Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor Utah Field Supervisor
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From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 8 Sep 2017 17:14:38 +0000
To: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: TBNG prairie clog mapping

Steve putting a bug in your ear as you're in and out of conversations about the future of prairie dog
management on TBNG and allocation of resources. it has become abundantly clear over the past
few months that there are few reliable numbers of actual (live) acres of prairie dogs across the
grasslands there. Some updated prairie dog mapping in the coming year would be very useful to
further planning.
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened. Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

161? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
I'd“. ~. n

Caring for the land and serving people
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From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 13 Mar 2017 22:57:11 +0000
To: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: TBNG prairie clog shooting

Steve any more word on your end about the removal of the ban on shooting? I spoke with Chelsea
Monks, the acting forest biologist, and it sounds like it was news to her though she has only been
there a few weeks. l’m still worried they are hanging out there on several fronts with this action.
Peter
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10 Key Items important to understand regarding the Grassland Plan Amendment
Proposed Action

Steve Kozlowski — 5/1/19
1. 3.63 Management Area would be changed to 3.67 Management Area, Including

Some Boundary Changes.
'Change is from BFF emphasis in 3.63, to short stature veg emphasis for associated
WL species in 3.67

2. The PD management Strategy will no longer be used, including goal acres, habitat
categories 1 through 3, and decision flow charts. Instead, the USFS will seek and
consider recommendations made by the 3rd Party Stakeholder Collaborative for
items such as PD mapping (including lands adjacent to TBNG), best available
science, integrated management principles (include multiple/diverse stakeholders
and cross boundary considerations), prioritization of colonies for control and
protection, population trends, etc.

3. Boundary Management Zones
-Grass|and—wide Boundary Management Zones will be established within one mile
of private residences.
It‘d-mile boundary management zones will be established where 3.67 shares a

border with private or state property.
-control of prairie dogs using rodenticides will be a top priority in these boundary
management zones. Thus, active colonies within boundary management zones
would not be calculated to contribute towards the goal acres for short stature
vegetation.
-Control on NFS is contingent on concurrent control efforts by the adjacent
landowner.
-In special circumstances, landowners may request a temporary %-mi|e boundary
management zone in 3.67 to prevent encroachment. Decision is at the Ranger's
discretion.

4. Goal in 3.67 of 10,000 acres active prairie dog colonies (short stature vegetation)
to provide adequate habitat for associated species (breeding and nesting). These
acres would be located outside of the 1 mile and 1%: mile boundary management
zones.

5. Arrangement of short stature vegetation in 3.67
-In 3.67, prairie dog colony sizes range from 100 to 400 acres, up to 1,000 acres.
These sizes are preferred for associated species according to recent literature.
IIHOne area in 3.6? would be managed for 1,500 acres of active prairie dog colonies
so as not to preclude potential reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. This aligns
with minimum requirements in the WGFD BFF Management Plan.

6. Minimum Acres of Short Stature Vegetation in 3.67
IAII management tools (in particular, lethal control of prairie dogs) are available
when 3.67 has greater than 7,500 acres of active PD, given sufficient consideration
of current prairie dog population trends and potential to reach the 10,000 acre
target in the future.
IrWhen 3.67 has 7,500 acres or less, lethal control is not allowed there, but density
control may be used to limit expansion. See exception below that provides for
flexibility.
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7. Satellite Colonies
If lethal control is needed in 3.67, and 3.67 has less than 7,500 acres of active PD,
temporary satellite colonies outside of 3.67 must be identified before proceeding.
In those identified satellite colonies, prohibit lethal control of prairie dogs. A
corresponding amount of lethal control could then occur within 3.67. Satellite
designation is intended to be temporary, but would remain in place until a satellite
colony is no longer needed to contribute to the sum of 7,500 acres of active
colonies.
Rodenticide use is allowed, and is the primary method for lethal control of Prairie
Dogs. Anti-coagulant and fumigant rodenticides are not allowed because of the
likelihood of negative effects to other wildlife, and in consideration of
recommendations made by the USFWS.
Recreational prairie clog shooting is allowed Grassland-wide. Shooting may be
tern porarilv prohibited on specific colonies in 3.67 when necessary to encourage
expansion toward target goals.

10. Implementation decisions that carry out this amendment will not preclude the
potential reintroduction of the black-footed ferret in 3.67.
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Kev Items of the Grassland Plan Amendment - Summary

Forest Wide Standards and Guidelines

1. BFF Habitat would not specifically be replaced if lost to development of a new
facility. Standard has been removed. Instead see target language in management
area 3.67.
Prescribed fire is not specifically used to create Plover Habitat. Standard has been

removed. Instead see target language in management area 3.67.

When poisoning to control prairie dogs or new facilities are developed, loss of
Plover habitat is not specifically replaced. Standard has been removed. Instead see
target language in management area 3.67.
The PD management Strategy will no longer be used. Instead, consider
recommendations made by the 3rd Party Stakeholder Collaborative.

When satellite colonies are temporarily identified (outside of management area
3.67} to meet target acres, prohibit lethal control in satellite colonies until target is
achieved inside of 3.67 and the satellite designation removed.
Rodenticide use is allowed as necessary for Prairie Dog control, but anti—coagulants
and fumigants are not allowed.

Only apply rodenticides no more than 3 consecutive years in an area.

Consider effects to associated species when using lethal control outside of
management area 3.67.
Grassland wide Boundary Management Zones will be established within one mile
of private residences.
-Control of prairie dogs using rodenticides will be prioritized in these boundary

management zones.
-Control on NFS is contingent upon concurrent control efforts by the adjacent

landowner.

10. Broken Hills and Cellars Geographic Areas
“Objectives no longer towards BFF habitat Goals.
iObjectives no longer towards 24,000 acres to 31,000 acres of low structure veg.

-Objective is now towards 10,000 acre active prairie dogs in 3.67, which provide
short structure veg.

11. Cheyenne River Special Interest Area
IRiparian corridor will serve as an aid to prevent the encroachment of prairie dogs
off of NFS and onto private lands.
-While prairie dog colonies may occur in the SIA, do not manage for the expansion
or persistence of colonies there.

12. 3.63 Management Area would be changed to 3.67 Management Area, Including
Some Boundary Changes.
iChange is from BFF emphasis in 3.63, to short stature veg emphasis for associated
WL species in 3.67
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13. Goal of 10,000 acres active prairie dogs (short stature vegetation) in 3.67 to
provide adequate habitat for associated species.

14. Colony Targets
'Prairie dog colony sizes range from 100 to 400 acres, up to 1,000 acres. These sizes are
preferred for associated species.

tOne area in 3.67 would be managed for 1,500 acres of active prairie dog colonies so as
not to preclude potential reintroduction of black-footed ferrets. This aligns with minimum
requirements in the WGFD BFF Management Plan.

15. Management Tools during Colony Minimums
IAII mgmt. tools are available when 3.67 has greater than 7,500 acres of active PD.

-When 3.67 has 7,500 acres or less, only density control would be used to control
expansion, see exception below that provides for flexibility.

16. Exception for Flexibility at Colony Minimum.
If lethal control is needed in 3.67, and 3.67 is less than 7,500 acres of active PD, temporary
satellite colonies outside of 3.67 must be identified, and control restricted there, before
lethal control can occur within 3.67.

17. Tools for Expanding or Controlling Prairie Dogs
ITools to expand or maintain prairie dog colonies include translocation, dusting, specific
colony shooting restrictions.
'Tools to control or maintain prairie dog colonies include rodenticides, veg barriers,
translocation, and density control.

18. Boundary Management Zones inside of 3.67
“xi-mile boundary management zones will be established where 3.67 shares a border with
private or state property.
icontrol of prairie dogs using rodenticides will be prioritized in these boundary
management zones.
-Control on NFS is contingent on concurrent control efforts by the adjacent landowner.
'Landowners may request a temporary %-mi|e boundary management zone to prevent
encroachment. Decision is at the Ranger’s discretion.

19. Recreational prairie dog shooting is allowed in the 3.67 Management Area;
however, shooting may be temporarily prohibited on specific colonies when
necessary to encourage expansion toward target goals. Standard

20. Implementation decisions that carry out this amendment will not preclude the
potential reintroduction of the black-footed ferret in 3.67
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From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: 5 Sep 2017 19:53:10 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS;Koz|owski, Steve -FS
Subject: 2670 direction for SS
Attachments: sensitive species viability 2670.PNG

Could you please tell me what this is saying? It seems straight forward, but it often never is, and there
are loopholes I am never aware of. I need your help.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 30?-358-7132
f: 307-353-7107
cpainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
lun'r. -"

Caring for the land and serving people
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Caring for the land and serving people



    

           

             
             

 

 
 

             

 

             
                   

               
               
 

    

           

             
             

 

 
 

             

 

             
                   

               
               
 

2670.32 - Sensitive Species

1. Assist states in achieving their goals for conservation of endemic species.

2. Review programs and activities as part of the National Ens-'iromnental Policy.r Act of
1969 process tln'ough a biological evaluation. to detennme their potential effect on sensitive
species.

3. Avoid or minimize impacts to species whose viability has been identified as a
concern.

4. Analyze. if impacts caiuiot he avoided. the significance of potential adverse effects on
the population or its habitat within the area of concern and on the species as a whole. (The line
officer. with project approval authority. makes the decision to allow or disallow impact. but the
decision must not result in loss of species viability or create significant trends toward federal
listing.)

    

           

             
             

 

 
 

             

 

             
                   

               
               
 

    

           

             
             

 

 
 

             

 

             
                   

               
               
 

2670.32 - Sensitive Species

1. Assist states in achieving their goals for conservation of endemic species.

2. Review programs and activities as part of the National Ens-'iromnental Policy.r Act of
1969 process tln'ough a biological evaluation. to detennme their potential effect on sensitive
species.

3. Avoid or minimize impacts to species whose viability has been identified as a
concern.

4. Analyze. if impacts caiuiot he avoided. the significance of potential adverse effects on
the population or its habitat within the area of concern and on the species as a whole. (The line
officer. with project approval authority. makes the decision to allow or disallow impact. but the
decision must not result in loss of species viability or create significant trends toward federal
listing.)

2670.32 - Sensitive Species

1. Assist states in achieving their goals for conservation of endemic species.

2. Review programs and activities as part of the National Ens-'iromnental Policy.r Act of
1969 process tln'ough a biological evaluation. to detennme their potential effect on sensitive
species.

3. Avoid or minimize impacts to species whose viability has been identified as a
concern.

4. Analyze. if impacts caiuiot he avoided. the significance of potential adverse effects on
the population or its habitat within the area of concern and on the species as a whole. (The line
officer. with project approval authority. makes the decision to allow or disallow impact. but the
decision must not result in loss of species viability or create significant trends toward federal
listing.)



     
     

     
       

  
 
 
 

                 

                 

    

  
  

  
     

     
 

  
  

  
   

   
  

       

     

       

      

     

              

 

     

       

      

     

      

  
  

  

     
     

     
       

  
 
 
 

                 

                 

    

  
  

  
     

     
 

  
  

  
   

   
  

       

     

       

      

     

              

 

     

       

      

     

      

  
  

  

From: Eaiutat. maxi | -E5
To: n I P r M -F
Subject: FIE: TBNG prairie dogs
Date: Friday. January 13. 2017’ 11:27:10 AM
Attachments: irnaoetim .pno

imaoeDDEpnu
imageDDSpng
imageDD4png

‘r’cs. Based on the 2015 data. We are trying to sort through mapping data collected by someone
contracted by TBGPEA but are having sorne issues. So we are sticking with that number for now
because that is solid.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests. Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger
District

p: 307-358-7132
f: 30T-358-?107
cpainter@f§.feg.gs

2250 E. Richards
Douglas. WY 82633
wwwisiedus
tamed] [a

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:01 AM
To: Painter, Cristi L —FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: TBNG prairie dogs

Hi Cristi. do you mean there are 8,000 ac of dogs outside the 3.63?

Peter

From: Painter, Cristi L—FS

Sent: Monday, January 09, 2017 3:30 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <oeterrncdonalda‘riis.i‘crrttiss

Subject: RE: TBNG prairie dogs

13.000 was in the 3.63 area

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
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Caring for the land and serving people
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Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
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Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Fianger
District

p: 30?-353-7132
f: 3D?-353-71D7
cpainter@f5.fed.us
2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
wwwisffidgs

3.4.: It
Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2016 10:01 AM
To: Magwire, Wendy R -FS «Calvrnaev-rirefiltered.use; Painter, Cristi L -FS <r::paiinter-fiiish:=ri.i_.i.4:-.>
Subject: TBNG prairie dogs
Importance: High

Wendy or Cristi, maybe I missed it or it just wasn’t included in the recent update for TBNG for the
BFF Exec. Committee. Can you give me the latest active prairie dog colony acres for TBNG? Your
2015 report said something north of 26,000 acres. For some reason I had closer to about 18,000
in my head and 26k is a pretty good sized complex. Is the latter a reasonable number to take into
the meeting this afternoon? OR if you don't see this in time.

Peter

     
     

 

  
  

  
   

   
  

 
       

     

       

           

    

  

                    
                 
                 

                    
            

 

     
     

 

  
  

  
   

   
  

 
       

     

       

           

    

  

                    
                 
                 

                    
            

 

Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Fianger
District

p: 30?-353-7132
f: 3D?-353-71D7
cpainter@f5.fed.us
2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
wwwisffidgs

3.4.: It
Caring for the land and serving people
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Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Fianger
District

p: 30?-353-7132
f: 3D?-353-71D7
cpainter@f5.fed.us
2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
wwwisffidgs

3.4.: It
Caring for the land and serving people
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From: Blv. Kristy...r
To: .1ggggr,flgnnis,, -F§; Walkgr, Mighggl 5 55;: Fgrgggg, Brian —FS, ; Mglig-ngld, Pgtgr M -F§; Lindsgg Sjgrling Hrgrk;

Hgyg, Mistsr a -FS: Steve :orregl: "Jonatngp Proctor [l1] [5} 1: Ehamoig L. Andergen
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Date: Monday, May 08, 201? 111333? AM
Attachments: imaeDl .ono

imageDDE'ong
iniageDUBprig
i m aoeDDd . ono
Ftesoonse to orairie doo shoc-tino order 3—29—17 amendedodf

Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We are still awaiting your response to our letter (attached). Please get back to us at your earliest
convenience.

Kristv Blv, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders ofWildlife
Lindsev Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition ofthe Humane Societv of the United States

From: Blv, Kristv
Sent: Wednesdav, March 29, 701? 5:09 PM
To: 'Jaeger, Dennis -FS' sdjaeger01@fs.fed.usa
Cc: 'Walker, Michael 5 -FS' smswalkertiftlfsteduse; 'bferebee@fs.fed.us' <bferebee@fs.fed.us>;
'petermcdonald@fsfed.us1 spetermcdonald@fsfedusa; 'Lindsev Sterling Krank‘

ibiifil Steve Forrest (”“51 rJonathan Proctor
{bitfi}

Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We have amended our letter after additional review of the relevant documents, including the 2009
Record of Decision: Thunder Basin National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategv and Land
and Resource Plan Amendment #3 and the 2015 update to the Black-tailed Prairie Dog Conservation
Assessment and Management Strategv for the Thunder Basin National Grassland. Dar additions in
the attached letter are highlighted l'l red.

We regard this matter as urgent and look forward to hearing from vou soon.

Sincerelv,

Kristv Elv, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders ofWildlife
lindsev Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of The United States
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PRAIRIE‘DOG
COALITION

”WT”: THE HUMANE SOCIETY
' OF THE UNITED STATES

March 29,2017

Dennis L. Jaeger, Forest Supervisor
US. Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests
Thunder Basin National Grassland
2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Forest Supervisor Jaeger:

We write you to express our profound disappointment regarding your March 3, 2017 email regarding your
rescission of the black—tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicionus) shooting prohibition on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland (Grassland). Although we recognize your need to manage the Grassland for myriad
interests, resources and activities, we believe this action goes beyond what would reasonably be required to
meet the concerns of the grazing community or increase forage for livestock given ongoing drought conditions,
while at the same time meeting your obligations under the National Forest Management Act and the
Endangered Species Act to provide habitat for species that the Forest Service has identified for special
management consideration. This decision concerns us for three main reasons: (1) it directly threatens
population sustainability of mountain plovers (Chqrodrius montonus); (2) it was made prior to modifying
livestock grazing practices in the face of drought; and (3) it fails to follow black-footed ferret reintroduction
(Mustelo nigripes) habitat standards in violation ofthe 2009 Record of Decision (ROD): Thunder Basin National
Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and Resource Plan Amendment #3 (2009 RDD) and the
2015 update to the Black—tailed Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy for the
Thunder Basin National Grassland (2015 Strategy).

The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition within designated areas directly threatens
population viability of the Grassland’s prairie dog and mountain plover populations (particularly as the
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' OF THE UNITED STATES

March 29,2017
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livestock grazing practices in the face of drought; and (3) it fails to follow black-footed ferret reintroduction
(Mustelo nigripes) habitat standards in violation ofthe 2009 Record of Decision (ROD): Thunder Basin National
Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and Resource Plan Amendment #3 (2009 RDD) and the
2015 update to the Black—tailed Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy for the
Thunder Basin National Grassland (2015 Strategy).

The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition within designated areas directly threatens
population viability of the Grassland’s prairie dog and mountain plover populations (particularly as the
breeding and nesting season is just beginning), which is counter to numerous Forest Service Manual and
Thunder Basin National Grassland Land and Resources Management Plan (Grassland Plan) standards and
guidelines. In addition, we believe that prior to this decision, insufficient measures were taken to follow the
Grassland Plan and the Forest Service Handbook standards surrounding the modification of livestock grazing
practices and adjustment of grazing capacity to adequately address rangeland resource conditions during this
period of drought. Finally, this decision is a violation of the two standards for maintaining black—footed ferret
reintroduction habitat. Respectfully, we are requesting that you immediately reinstate the prairie dog
shooting closure in the Grassland's entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 — Black-
footed Ferret Reintroduction Area, for the following reasons:

I The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition on the Grassland directly violates the
Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants] guideline for
mountain plovers (#29): To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not

PRAIRIE‘DOG
COALITION

”WT”: THE HUMANE SOCIETY
' OF THE UNITED STATES

March 29,2017

Dennis L. Jaeger, Forest Supervisor
US. Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests
Thunder Basin National Grassland
2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Forest Supervisor Jaeger:

We write you to express our profound disappointment regarding your March 3, 2017 email regarding your
rescission of the black—tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicionus) shooting prohibition on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland (Grassland). Although we recognize your need to manage the Grassland for myriad
interests, resources and activities, we believe this action goes beyond what would reasonably be required to
meet the concerns of the grazing community or increase forage for livestock given ongoing drought conditions,
while at the same time meeting your obligations under the National Forest Management Act and the
Endangered Species Act to provide habitat for species that the Forest Service has identified for special
management consideration. This decision concerns us for three main reasons: (1) it directly threatens
population sustainability of mountain plovers (Chqrodrius montonus); (2) it was made prior to modifying
livestock grazing practices in the face of drought; and (3) it fails to follow black-footed ferret reintroduction
(Mustelo nigripes) habitat standards in violation ofthe 2009 Record of Decision (ROD): Thunder Basin National
Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and Resource Plan Amendment #3 (2009 RDD) and the
2015 update to the Black—tailed Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy for the
Thunder Basin National Grassland (2015 Strategy).

The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition within designated areas directly threatens
population viability of the Grassland’s prairie dog and mountain plover populations (particularly as the
breeding and nesting season is just beginning), which is counter to numerous Forest Service Manual and
Thunder Basin National Grassland Land and Resources Management Plan (Grassland Plan) standards and
guidelines. In addition, we believe that prior to this decision, insufficient measures were taken to follow the
Grassland Plan and the Forest Service Handbook standards surrounding the modification of livestock grazing
practices and adjustment of grazing capacity to adequately address rangeland resource conditions during this
period of drought. Finally, this decision is a violation of the two standards for maintaining black—footed ferret
reintroduction habitat. Respectfully, we are requesting that you immediately reinstate the prairie dog
shooting closure in the Grassland's entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 — Black-
footed Ferret Reintroduction Area, for the following reasons:

I The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition on the Grassland directly violates the
Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants] guideline for
mountain plovers (#29): To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not



                
     

              
 

                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  
                 

             
            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

                   
               

 

               

                 

               

 

                
     

              
 

                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  
                 

             
            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

                   
               

 

               

                 

               

 

authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or within 0.25 miles ofplover nests from
March 15 through July 31:

Prairie dog shooting {in consultation with state wildlife agencies and US. Fish and Wildlife
Service).

It does not appear that any guidance has been given the public regarding this concern, nor is there any
way other than a shooting closure that violation of this provision is not inevitable, given that mountain
plover nests are extremely difficult to locate. As we have already passed the March 15 deadline, a
closure is immediately required to meet this guideline.

We are providing you with a map representing the most recent (2016) records of nesting mountain
plover within Categories 1 and 2 on the Grassland, buffered by the 0.25 mile limits proscribed in the
plan (Figure 1, attached). These areas should be closed to shooting immediately to remain in
compliance with the plan.

This decision was made prior to employing other standards of rangeland management first: Modifir
livestock grazing practices, as needed, to reduce adverse impacts of drought to threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species and species at risk. Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources
Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants) (#2).

It does not appear that any attempt was made to modify grazing to address deteriorating range
conditions prior to recession of the shooting closure order.

This decision was made prior to following Goal 2, Objectives 1 and 2 of the Grassland Plan first:
“1. Annual grazing levels will be adjusted, as needed, during periods of drought or for other conditions.
2. As needed, revise allotment management plans (AMP) to meet desired vegetative conditions
described in Geographic Areas and to implement all appropriate management plan direction.”

This decision was made prior to appropriately modifying grazing permits in the face of drought. It is
within your decision-making authority to ”modify a term grazing permit by reducing the permitted
numbers, seasons of use, or allotments to be grazed as necessary to protect, restore, or improve
rangeland resource conditions. Decisions to modify term grazing permits by reducing livestock
numbers or seasons of use will be made in writing by the authorized officer exercising professional
judgment and utilizing the best information available at the time of the decision.” (FSH 2209.13 Grazing
Permit Administration Handbook, Chapter 10, Section 16.13).

This decision violates the two Grassland Plan (Chapter 3) black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat
standards: ”1. Authorize only those uses and activities that do not reduce the suitability of the area as
black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat. 2. Manage all prairie dog colonies within this Management
Area as though they were occupied by black-footed ferrets, and apply all Standards and Guidelines as
though black-footed ferrets occupy all colonies. "

This decision directly violates the year round recreational shooting of prairie dog closure in Category 1
as outlined on page 4 of the 2009 ROD: ”Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be considered core habitat.
Recreational shooting of prairie dogs will be prohibited year round within Category 1 Prairie Dog
Habitat. ”

This decision directly violates the prohibition of recreational shooting of prairie dogs within the
Grassland’s Management Area (MA) 3.63, the Category 1 Area, and within the five Category 2 Areas as
outlined on pages 9 and 13 of the 2015 Strategy: ”A. General Strategy Components: Recreational
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shooting afproirie dogs is prohibited on all NFS lands within TBNG LRMP Management Area 3.63 —
Block—footed Ferret Reintroductian Area and the Category 1 Area; shooting is also prohibited in the five
Category 2 Areas, unless objective acres of occupied prairie dogs have been met (then see Appendix A H
Decision Screens for specifics).

There is a distinct and clear separation between what is allowable under the existing 2009 REEL/2015
Strategy update within the context of Category 1 and 2 prairie dog colonies in relation to meeting the
management objectives. There is no authority absent a revision of the 2009 ROD/2015 Strategy update
that would permit you to authorize shooting within the Category 1 area. Furthermore, we have yet to
see documentation that Category 2 acres are above objective.

“Recreational shooting ofproirie dogs is prohibited within MA 3.63 and the Category 1 Area. Shooting
has been found to leave prairie dog carcasses that contain high levels of leadfragments. These
fragments could lead to secondary poisoning of other wildlife if consumed (Pauli 2005). Prairie dogs are
susceptible to hunting related disturbances and shooting has a cascading effect on population level
processes {Pauli et ai, 2007). ”

The effects ofshooting as a management tool are nearly impossible to gauge. Shooting can result in
removal of pregnant prairie dog females and young of the year, promote increased emigration, and
affect behavior. The impacts are largely based on shooting intensity, which in an unregulated setting
cannot be controlled. We do not see how opening shooting within the 3.63 management area will
either result in increased forage over the short or long term, result in the desired distribution of prairie
dogs, or benefit the sensitive species that are present. Shooting invariably results in non-target species
{like burrowing owls, Athena cuniculorio) being shot, either intentionally or accidentally.

We did not contest the opening of areas outside the 3.63 area to shooting when you made that
decision in 2015, absent findings that the Category 2 colonies were, in fact, over objective. Apparently
opening most the Grassland to shooting was ineffective in accomplishing a reduction in numbers. We
do not believe that opening the MA 3.63 and Category 1 Area in its entirety will result in anything but
disrupted prairie dog behavior, destruction ofthe prairie dog social system, increased lead deposition
on the Grassland, and fragmentation of prairie dog colonies.

The arrival of spring also brings the return of nesting mountain plovers and burrowing owls.
Recreational shooting of prairie dogs not only threatens the birds’ ability to establish and maintain
nest sites, but also their survival as they are susceptible to being shot. A much more narrowly tailored
action is required to comply with the Grassland Plan.

I This decision likely violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA demands agency
transparency in its decision-making through public involvement. Baltimore Gas & Electric v. NRDC, 462
U5. 8?, 9? (1983); Kern v. BLM, 284 F.3d 1062, 1073 (9th Cir. 2002). “Byfocusing both agency and
public attention on the environmental effects ofproposed actions, NEPA facilitates informed decision—
moking by agencies and allows the political process to check those decisions.” New Mexico v. BLly'l, 565
F.3d 683, 203 (10th Cir. 2009). Arguably, the shooting closure was incorporated by reference and
became part of the existing Grassland Plan (see Appendix B, Decision Screen 2, shooting can be
opened only ”outside restriction“) Rescinding a long-standing shooting closure order was not merely a
return to the status quo, but due to the longevity of the order and its inclusion by reference into the
Forest Plan, a significant change to the environmental regulatory regime on the Grassland.

We would like to have a discussion with you and your team at your earliest convenience to discuss these issues
and to hear your opinion why your decision is not a violation of the 2009 R00, 2015 Strategy, Forest Plan, the
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Forest Planning regulations, and NEPA. In the interim, we ask that you immediately close to prairie dog
shooting the Grassland’s entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 —- Black—footed Ferret
Reintroduction Area, and inform the local community and the public that shooting is prohibited, as required by
the plan. Thank you for your considering of our request.

w?) L3 ea
Kristy Bly
Senior Wildlife Conservation Biologist — World Wildlife Fund's Northern Great Plains Program

EMA?
Steve Forrest
Rockies and Plains Representative — Defenders of Wildlife

Lindsey Sterling Krank
Director — Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

cc: Michael Shane Walker (District Ranger, Thunder Basin National Grassland)
Peter McDonald (Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species Program Leader, Rocky Mountain Region)
Brian Ferebee (Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region)
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Forest Planning regulations, and NEPA. In the interim, we ask that you immediately close to prairie dog
shooting the Grassland’s entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 —- Black—footed Ferret
Reintroduction Area, and inform the local community and the public that shooting is prohibited, as required by
the plan. Thank you for your considering of our request.

w?) L3 ea
Kristy Bly
Senior Wildlife Conservation Biologist — World Wildlife Fund's Northern Great Plains Program

EMA?
Steve Forrest
Rockies and Plains Representative — Defenders of Wildlife

Lindsey Sterling Krank
Director — Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

cc: Michael Shane Walker (District Ranger, Thunder Basin National Grassland)
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Brian Ferebee (Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region)
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Figure 1. 2016 Mountain plever nest locations buffered by 0.25 miles.
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From: Blv, Kristv
Sent: Mondav, Marcl127,2017’ 11:45 AM
To: 'Jaeger, Dennis -FS' ctljaegertil:tEtfsi'eclus:
Cc: 'Walker, Michael 5 -FS' cntswallterrtitfsfed.tit-12>; ‘bferebee@fs.fed.us' slaferebeertflfsfeduse;
'petermcdonald@fs.fecl.us1 coetc-rmctlonoldr'fi'J-fs.."ceo.use; ‘Lindsev Sterling Krank‘

ibiifii :Steve Forrest {b11151 ; 'Joriathan Proctor
ibiifii Nelson, Jeff “1H5!

Subject: RE: Suspension of sheeting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

Please see the attached letter outlining our response to your decision and request for action. We
look forward to speaking with vou soon.

Respectfullv,

Kristy Blv, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders ofWildlife
Lindsev Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Societv of the United States

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS [mailto:cljaogc rt} '1 tiff fs.fc-t.l.._i s]
Sent: Fridav, March 03, 201.? 2:43 PM
Tod? ; Blv, Kristy

one Dave Pellatt "1H5!
Subject: Suspension of shooting restrictions

l have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of Prairie Dogs within designated

areas on the Thunder Basin National Grassland effective March 3, 2017 for a period of 12 months.
This decision was made after review ofthe TBNG Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP
Amendment #3, as well as current conditions on the TRNG. The situation will he reevaluated in
2D18.

The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002 to protect the unique ecosvstem
associated with black—tailed prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in 2000—01
and viable prairie dog populations needed to be re—established. A major factor in the establishment

of the protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers, and the subsequent habitat
thev create, at a level that would enable possible reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.

Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically high levels on the TBNG and across NE
Wyoming. In late 2015 we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being considered for
reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. The decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS
and State of Wyoming.
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We are proud that our conservation efforts have been successful. In 2002 our prairie dog
population was less than 4000 acres, today we are approaching 30,000 acres. As you are well aware,
this increase has created additional stress with our grazing community, and we are actively working
to balance all needs.

On another note, lam pleased to announce the Candidate Conservation Agreement has been signed
by the USFWS, Bll, Forest Service, and Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie Ecosystem. Huge thanks to
Dave Pellatz for his vision and persistence. This will be a great tool to promote voluntary
conservation measures of both Shortgrass and Sagebrush ecosystems on public and private lands.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National

Grassland

p: scams—2400
c: 301399-1404
d'ae er01 fs.fed.us

2-458 Jackson Street

Lai'an‘iie WY 8207'0

www.ts.ted.us
tum-"3:“

Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error. please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.
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From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: 23 Mar 2017 20:02:10 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: BP
Attachments: TBNG Prairie Dog BP_032317.docx

Peter-

Here is the BP that will be shared with Brian. Please do not share. Thanks for your help on this!

Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5014
c: 303-242-7675
f: 303-27'5-5075
slohr®fs.fed.us

240 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
lung; n

Caring for the land and serving people
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Caring for the land and serving people
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From: JSidle
Sent: 18 Mayr 2019 13:31:53 -0600
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS. (”1' (51'
Subject: Comments on TBNG Proposed 3.63 action
Attachments: Revised Comments on the TEN-S Proposed Plan Amendment Sidle
051819.pdf

Hi Peter and Nancy - Attached are the comments i sent to USFS regarding the TBNG 3.63. The
tntero‘iscipiinary Team Leader, Monique, at Laramie said during the webinar that comments
submitted in response to the Scoping Document woutd not be shared with the public. So, here
they are.

John
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May 18, 2019

Mr. Russell Bacon
Forest Supervisor
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests and Thunder Basin National Grassland
2648 Jackson ST
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Mr. Bacon,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed action to change prairie dog
management on Thunder Basin National Grassland (TBNG). 1 formerly worked for the USDA
Forest Service as the Endangered Species Coordinator for Great Plains National Grasslands. My
office was in Chadron, Nebraska. So, I have some familiarity with prairie dog and black—footed
ferret matters. I worked on black-footed ferret recovery and prairie dog conservation at multiple
levels, from field work to administrative responsibilities.

Please accept my comments as stated below on the 2020 Thunder Basin National Grassland Plan
Amendment Scoping Document and Proposed Action: Changes to Grassland Plan Direction
(Scoping Document).

First, the Scoping Document states: The Forest Set-'viee i-vill prepare an en virom-nental ii-npaet
statet-t-tent to inform the responsible official "'s decision. If' the responsible official decides to
tenet-id the grasslat-id plat-t, it will be amended t-ntder provisions of the 2012 Plant: ing Rate. So.
according to the above statement in the Scoping Document. it is possible that the USDA Forest
Service responsible official will decide not to amend the plan and the 3.63 prescription will
remain as is. However, it seems as if the decision to remove the 3.63 black-footed ferret (BFF)
area has already been made. On August 14, 2018, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
produced the Thunder Basin and Black-footed Ferrets Talking Points (copy attached) which
reads in part:

r ln No vemher 201 7 the USFWS, USFS and the Department signed an It—tteragenes
Statement that the relttt‘t’fltlt--t(?l ion o[1/errets t--t---’£'t.S‘ not appropriate at that time and. that the
agencies shoalal (Tahiti-lite to fitens prairie dog mat-iagentent action-ts on boundary control
and disease control. Copy of statement is attached.

r Nrn.--*et-i--ther 2016, the Governor of Wy‘tttt’tittg and the Directors of the Wynn-n ing Game and
Fish Departt-t-tet-tt, Wyatt-n ing Qfliee of"State Lands and Ini.--*estimen.ts and the W}-’Ui’i’t ing
Department onriettltnre sent letters info rt-ning the USFS that ageneies 0’id not sapport
reit-itrodnetion and en rret-tt pt-‘airie dog mat-tagement intplementatiot-t.

.‘e The Depot-*tt-i-tet--tt, the Wyoming Department 6!nt‘it7t.-tllt--tt’€, the Sari-rice. and USFS
pahlicaily [sic] stated that they do not supportferret reitttrodt-tctiott t-tntil ongoing pnblic
issaes are resolved.

Add to the above the toilets-ring matte from a Casper Star Tribune article, Forest Service Urged to
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May 18, 2019

Mr. Russell Bacon
Forest Supervisor
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests and Thunder Basin National Grassland
2648 Jackson ST
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Mr. Bacon,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed action to change prairie dog
management on Thunder Basin National Grassland (TBNG). 1 formerly worked for the USDA
Forest Service as the Endangered Species Coordinator for Great Plains National Grasslands. My
office was in Chadron, Nebraska. So, I have some familiarity with prairie dog and black—footed
ferret matters. I worked on black-footed ferret recovery and prairie dog conservation at multiple
levels, from field work to administrative responsibilities.

Please accept my comments as stated below on the 2020 Thunder Basin National Grassland Plan
Amendment Scoping Document and Proposed Action: Changes to Grassland Plan Direction
(Scoping Document).

First, the Scoping Document states: The Forest Set-'viee i-vill prepare an en virom-nental ii-npaet
statet-t-tent to inform the responsible official "'s decision. If' the responsible official decides to
tenet-id the grasslat-id plat-t, it will be amended t-ntder provisions of the 2012 Plant: ing Rate. So.
according to the above statement in the Scoping Document. it is possible that the USDA Forest
Service responsible official will decide not to amend the plan and the 3.63 prescription will
remain as is. However, it seems as if the decision to remove the 3.63 black-footed ferret (BFF)
area has already been made. On August 14, 2018, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
produced the Thunder Basin and Black-footed Ferrets Talking Points (copy attached) which
reads in part:

r ln No vemher 201 7 the USFWS, USFS and the Department signed an It—tteragenes
Statement that the relttt‘t’fltlt--t(?l ion o[1/errets t--t---’£'t.S‘ not appropriate at that time and. that the
agencies shoalal (Tahiti-lite to fitens prairie dog mat-iagentent action-ts on boundary control
and disease control. Copy of statement is attached.

r Nrn.--*et-i--ther 2016, the Governor of Wy‘tttt’tittg and the Directors of the Wynn-n ing Game and
Fish Departt-t-tet-tt, Wyatt-n ing Qfliee of"State Lands and Ini.--*estimen.ts and the W}-’Ui’i’t ing
Department onriettltnre sent letters info rt-ning the USFS that ageneies 0’id not sapport
reit-itrodnetion and en rret-tt pt-‘airie dog mat-tagement intplementatiot-t.

.‘e The Depot-*tt-i-tet--tt, the Wyoming Department 6!nt‘it7t.-tllt--tt’€, the Sari-rice. and USFS
pahlicaily [sic] stated that they do not supportferret reitttrodt-tctiott t-tntil ongoing pnblic
issaes are resolved.

Add to the above the toilets-ring matte from a Casper Star Tribune article, Forest Service Urged to
Drop Ferret l-lopes, dated September 3., 2(_)18: Tyler Ahhott, USFl--'l--"S stateri‘i.sot-‘_/or the l-‘l-ironting
attire, said ls'lt’erlnest'la_v time is no possihilitr- tlt_f:_ft'f‘t‘t‘£’i.t‘ heittg reintrtn'ltteed until there is greater
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t'ttnnttnnilr stntptn't and ittntrovctnent tit/"the lnthital. thttps:.-"'.-"'trib.com.-"'Itc\s--'s.-"'statc—alnl—
rcaional.-"finest—serificc—til'aetl—to—t't_ip—ferret—ht_ipcs.--"articlc iii—lfillad-l—Salli—nfi—htif‘i—
e—‘lcai‘éifl—ltl—Hl‘.html').

Is it reasonable that the USDA Forest Service responsible official is going to go against the
Governor of Wyoming, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Wyoming Office of State
Lands and Investments, the Wyoming Department of Agriculture and the above—mentioned
signed statement“?

Scoping Document and Cover Letter

The Scoping Document and accompanying April I l, 2019 Cover Letter state: Con-anents on this
project are reiptestedl/or a period o/‘30 days to help idet-tti/i‘ isst-tes related to the proposed
action and develop altert-tatives. Conn-net? ts that address specific aspects of the proposed action,
idet-ttifv altert-tative i-va),--'s oft-treetit-tg the purpose and needfor the project, or provide suggested
longaage jor grass land. phat direction. will he n-iost asa]it/.

I believe that there are major issues related to the premises (public health, safety and economic
damages} of the proposed action. The premises are stated in the Cover Letter and Scoping
Document but there is nothing in the Scoping Document and supporting information on the
USDA Forest Service web site to substantiate “significant health, safety and economic impacts
on neighboring landowners", the very reasons given in the Scoping Document for the proposed
action.

The first paragraph of the Cover Letter states:

The Forest Service proposes to art-tend prairie dog management direction in the Tina-trier Basin
National Grassland land and resin-tree tnattaget-t-tent plan to place greater entplntsis on control
and active management ofprairie dog colonies to address sigt-ti/icat-tt ran-arerns related to health.
safe tv. and economic impacts on t-teighhoring lt’tttt’ltIH-t-71Et‘S. The proposed actiot—t it-tchtdes changes
to tnat-n'tgetnent area hotntdaries and cl'tintges to grass ltlt"l(l—l-t-=‘l(l€, geographic area, and
nan-tagenient area plt'tt't. directiot-t that pertains to prairie dogs, short-statare prairie habitat. and
associated species inatatget-neta (e.g.. mountain plat-Tit", ln.a*t-'oi-vittg out], and .si-vi/‘tjosi.

The first paragraph of page I of the Scoping Document states:

The Forest Service proposes to diner-id prairie dog mattaget-t-tet-tt direction. in. the Thin-trier Basin
National Grassland lat-id and resource t-t-tanagetnent plan" { “grassland plan "7) to place greater
etnphas is on control and active manager-nerd ofprairie dog colot-tt'es to address significant
cot-icerns related to health. safety, and economic it-t-tptnirts on neighborit-tg lt'tt‘itilttl-t--‘t'l.t.?t‘.5'. This
scoping document describes the project location. the pt-apose and needfor the prefect, and a
prelintitn‘njr proposal so that you can provide cot-ntnents and help to improve the prrnect.

So. significant public health and safety issues and economic impacts are occun'ing on and in the
vicinity of TBNG and these matters will be resolved by a proposed action that includes changes
to n-ianagentent area boundaries and changes to g rasslanddwide, geographic area, and
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nuantgement area plan direction that pertains to prairie dogs. short-stana'e prairie hahitat. and
associated species nutnagement (e.g., motuitain plover, harrowing owl, and sn-th‘ifos}.

Public Health

What is Public Health?

Although the Scoping Document does not define public health (I assume public health refers to
plague), any forthcoming environmental impact statement should define Public. Health.
According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
(https:it's-"warts-nodetoundalirmorg-"stirat—pul'ilire—health). public health is “the scieru'e ofprotecting
and in-tproving the health ofpeople and their communities. This work is (IC'ltlE‘t.-’€£l lay pron-toting
healthy lifestyles, researching disease and injury prevention, and detectit-tg, f?t“€l.--‘€tl.ill’lg and
t'tfl‘ptll'ltllllg to infectious diseases.

The CDC is "the nation '5' leading public health agenov. dedicated to saving lives and protecting
the health o/‘Americrms. CDC keeps America secta'e hy controllit-tg disease otahretlts; t-i-ialtit-tg
st—n-‘efittod and i-t-'ater are safe; helping people avoid leading causes ofdeath such as heart
disease, cancer, Sll’flh’fl and diabetes; and i-vorlting globally-t to reduce threats to the nation 's
health. l-llh.en a natiomtl health secarity tl-treat tuipears; CDC nary not knot-v rigl-tt t'll-t-—-’cl_i-‘ why or
hot-v many people are aflected, but the agency has l-1---'0rld- class espertise to _fit-id out l--t-'llfll is
making people siclc and l--t--‘l‘ttftl to do alnntt it.

CDC is ready 24/7 to respot-td to any t-tatural or mam-nude et-tent. By cormectit—tg state and local
health depot-'tn-ients across the tuition. CDC can discover patterns iii/"disease and r spot-id i-i-‘lien
needed. CDC monitms health, iii/brats decisicn-i-t--t-'a'tl<ers, and prantides people i-vith. infernn'ttion
so they can take responsibility fitn' their (ill-=77 health. CDC also trait-2s and guides state and local
public health laboratory partners to et-iswe that labs can safely detect artd respond to dcatgeroas
health tl'treats. "

Public Health as a Widespread and Significant Concern on the TBNG

The Scoping Document specifically mentions public health as a “widespread and significant
concern" [page 2) and a prime reason for pursuing the TBNG amendment. Again. health is
featured prominently by being mentioned in the second sentence of page 1 of the Scoping
Document as well as in the second sentence of the Cover Letter. Public health is mentioned
again on pages 2. 6, and 7 of the Scoping Document. This suggests that something serious
regarding the public health of neighboring landowners and users of the TBNG has changed since
the 2002 record of decision and that an amendment is now necessary. Is this true? Typically.
land management agencies amend management plans because something substantial has
changed. and a proposed amendment is required.

iv Page 1 - ”The Forest Service proposes to art-rend prairie dog management direction in the
Thunder Basin National Grasshuid land at-u'l resource n-nu-iagement plan-'1‘f (“gt-*asslatul
plan "_'_) to place greater emphasis on crn-itrol and active rucmagement ofprairie dog
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colonies to address sigt-ii/ieant eta-teerns related to health, safety. and economic impacts
on t-teighhorit-ig lat-rdoi-vnet-‘s.”

.r' Page 2 — Despite the ecological signifitante ofprairie dogs, the attitnals canse
H’idflfi'flt‘d-{ld and s ign i/ieat-tt etincern. related to pahlie health, safety ofhtrntan.s and
livestoelr. agricalnaal prtnltartitm, land valaes. aridL/aci/ities.

.r' Page 6 - The 2001 Thin-trier Basin National Grassland res-tired lat-rd and resonrce
management plat-t (“grassland plat-t ”'_'_) and the .2002 record ofdecision lirnit ase ofprairie
dog rodentieides to s itaatitnis t‘t-N-trtli-tii-tg pub]is health and salet_v risks and darnage to
fitcili t tes.

r Page 7 - More efieetively mot-toga prairie dog co[any encroachtnentporn. the Thander
Basin Nationot Grassland onto private and state Iand. Encroaclnnent cvnrcerrrs irtataa’e
pahito health, agricaltaral prodaction. land valties, .facilities. and serving as a good
neighbor as deserilnid in the record o/‘decision.for the grassland plan.

The second sentence on Page 1 of the Scoping Document is inconsistent with the “Purpose and
Need” section (page 7) of the Scoping Document which briefly mentions public health. It is
simply difficult for the reader to reconcile the elevated importance of“public health“ in the
opening statement of the Scoping Document with the Purpose and Need section of the Scoping
Document. I make the same comment in other sections of this letter regarding “public safety and
economic damages”. items not even mentioned in the Purpose and Need section.

Nevertheless. let’s explore the “widespread and significant“ public health issue. Although many
pages in the Scoping Document are devoted to various chronologies about black-tailed prairie
dogs, virtually no information is provided about any declining public health or increasing public
health risks and threats on the TBNG, specifically on and in the vicinity of the 3.63 area and the
proposed 3.67 area. For example, as the extent of prairie dog colonies increased on and in the
vicinity of TBNG what changed in the arena of public health? Is there a linear relationship
between prairie dog colony acreage expansion and public health?

Considerable resources were likely spent to map tens of thousands of acres of prairie dog
colonies. Were resources dedicated to understanding public health changes?

The Scoping Document states:

In 2018, the Wynn-ting Department ofAgricalta re cot-netted a collahorative stokeho 1'der
g roap that included private lttt’tdfl t--t--’t"t e rs. Matt-gt)1-‘€t"tlttt€tt[til orgat-it‘eatiot—ts. and government
representatives to find a lasting solatirnt to balance nuilttple uses on. the grassland. The
groap l-t-’t)t‘k€ifl together over a 6-rnot-tth period on sot-ne of the most controvetsial issaes
related to prairie dog t-nat-iaget-net-tt, and in Deeet-nher 2018 they }?t’t}1--’ld€d a recorntnendation
that has .5‘t3t"1-’titl as the has is for th is proposed action.

If public health (plague) is a “widespread and significant concern” as stated in the Scoping
Document, were the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) andtor the Wyoming
Department of Health’s Public Health Division contacted for their input during the a months of
work by the group convened by the Wyoming Department of Agriculture? Assuming that public
health in the Scoping Document means plague (the Document is not explicit on this matter), did
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the USDA Forest Service consult with public health officials and epidemiologists prior to
making the claim in the Scoping Document that plague is a “widespread and significant
concern"? Did the CDC or Wyoming Department of Health conclude that plague is a
widespread and significant concern on the Thunder Basin National Grassland? I called the
Wyoming Department of Health on May 8, 2019. and was referred to the Department‘s Clay Van
Houten who indicated that plague was not a widespread and significant concern. The TBNG
Working Group Summary Letter of December '28, 2018 (:89 pages) was copied to numerous
Wyoming organizations and agencies but not to the Wyoming Department of Health:

Wyoming Association of Conservation Districts
Wyoming County Commissioner's Association
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation
Wyoming Game and Fish Department
Wyoming Mining Association
Wyoming State Grazing Board
Wyoming Stock Grower's Association
Wyoming Weed & Pest Council
Wyoming Wool Grower's Association

lf public health (plague) is a valid premise for the proposed action, why didn‘t the Wyoming
Department of Health receive the summary letter?

Referring to prairie dogs. the Thunder Basin National Grassland Situation Assessment and
Process Recommendations states:

.r Their association i-t.--'itl'i the plague is also considered a hazard to hip-nan health by the
State and others

r Another concern i-vas that prairie dog plague wit! afl'ect hurnans
r Two prairie dog pIague-related issues that i--1---'ere rinsed include plague i-i-iartaiity in.

prairie dog populations and the l-t---‘(_H"t‘_'t-‘ that prairie dogs cot-istitute a health hazard due to
possihty ca trying this disease

r Specific issues rinsed incli-tded prairie dog encroaelm-tent on. primate and state lands.
[unaidary (Titt’tft‘fli, plugite as a hurnau. health concern...

None of the above mere statements is substantial enough to warrant a plan amendment. What is
meant by the above by the State?

People have many concerns about a lot of things but whether those concerns should be acted
upon by an agency requires a close examination. The USDA must look to public health
authorities. I would like to see information. from public health officials confirming that there is
an existing or potential widespread and significant public health problem on and in the vicinity
of TBNG that warrants the USDA Forest Service’s proposed “greater emphasis on control and
active management of prairie dog colonies.” The environmental impact statement that will be
prepared for this plan amendment needs to thoroughly analyze the public health problem by
contacting the CDC and the Wyoming Department of Health. By statute and regulation. those
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agencies are charged with determining whether or not there is a human infectious disease
problem, not the USDA Forest Service.

Regarding public health, specifically human infectious diseases, CDC typically uses the word.
widespread. to describe an ongoing infectious human disease. A search for “widespread“ on the
CDC web site thttps://search.cdc.gov/search/?querv=widespreadI reveals some examples:

if Notes frrnn the Field: \"Videspread Transtnissirm of Circulating Vaccine-Derix-*ed
Polim-‘irus Identified b
This report discusses increased poliovirus sur\--'eillance in the Horn of Africa.

Jr lm--'estigat_i1_i_g Liver Disease in Ethiopia I Sharing Our Stories I NCEl-l
This story explains an epidemiological investigation into the cause of widespread deadly
liver disease in Ethiopia, featuring a team of epidemiologists from CDC/NCEI—I. Ethiopia
health...

r undateclaflasaaaflui:i.a:g.LiaisoLSaacsfis1assassin29111::52:bi‘aaaa-'_._£L;tltt§
was 3.5".»ii. ‘II‘II which was above the national baseline of 3.2% (Figure 2). State—Specific
Activity Levels Until the week ending January 5. widespreadfii‘” influenza activity had
not been reported in any state

Jr P_133g,ress Ton-'ard Poljggyyglitis Eradication —— Pakistan. 1994—1995
In 1997. Pakistan reported 1 I47 polio cases. representing widespread poliosdrus
circulation nationally and constituting 223"}; of cases reported worldwide.

r Pertussis I Outbreaks I PEP Postexposure .»"\ntilnicrt_ibial Prophylaxis I CDC
Pertussis Outbreaks. With increasing incidence and widespread community transmission
of pertussis. extensive contact tracing and broad scale use. of PEP among contacts may
not be an effective use...

ii'r Strategies to Reduce Person—to—Person 'liranstnissitm during \N-"idespread Escherichia coli
01571 l7 Outbre

What is the History of Public Health on and in the Vicinity of the 3.63 Area and Proposed
3.67 Area on TBNG?

r Page 6 — The 2001 Thin-rater Basin Narnmal Grassland revised {and and resotn‘ce
management plan (“grass/amt plan ") and the .3003 record ofo'ecr'sion fin-tit use ofproirie
dog roo’ernfez-ides to situations nit-*oI tin-1g pnbliti' health and safety risks and dannrge to
facilities.

.r Some questions:
o What has changed during 2002-2019 such that there are now widespread and

significant concerns for public health, concerns that were not addressed in 2002‘?
o Are more hutnan residences in the vicinity of the 3.63 area and proposed 3.67 area

closer to prairie dog colonies today in 2019 than in 2002‘?
o During 2002—2019, how many interventions were made by the USDA Forest

Service to control prairie dogs because of the potential spread of plague to
humans“?

o During 2002—2019, how many cases of plague in humans have occurred in the
vicinity of the 3.63 area and proposed 3.67 area? How many Thunder Basin staff,
livestock permittees, hunters. hikers, birders, etc. have contracted plague?
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r undateclaflasaaaflui:i.a:g.LiaisoLSaacsfis1assassin29111::52:bi‘aaaa-'_._£L;tltt§
was 3.5".»ii. ‘II‘II which was above the national baseline of 3.2% (Figure 2). State—Specific
Activity Levels Until the week ending January 5. widespreadfii‘” influenza activity had
not been reported in any state

Jr P_133g,ress Ton-'ard Poljggyyglitis Eradication —— Pakistan. 1994—1995
In 1997. Pakistan reported 1 I47 polio cases. representing widespread poliosdrus
circulation nationally and constituting 223"}; of cases reported worldwide.

r Pertussis I Outbreaks I PEP Postexposure .»"\ntilnicrt_ibial Prophylaxis I CDC
Pertussis Outbreaks. With increasing incidence and widespread community transmission
of pertussis. extensive contact tracing and broad scale use. of PEP among contacts may
not be an effective use...

ii'r Strategies to Reduce Person—to—Person 'liranstnissitm during \N-"idespread Escherichia coli
01571 l7 Outbre

What is the History of Public Health on and in the Vicinity of the 3.63 Area and Proposed
3.67 Area on TBNG?

r Page 6 — The 2001 Thin-rater Basin Narnmal Grassland revised {and and resotn‘ce
management plan (“grass/amt plan ") and the .3003 record ofo'ecr'sion fin-tit use ofproirie
dog roo’ernfez-ides to situations nit-*oI tin-1g pnbliti' health and safety risks and dannrge to
facilities.

.r Some questions:
o What has changed during 2002-2019 such that there are now widespread and

significant concerns for public health, concerns that were not addressed in 2002‘?
o Are more hutnan residences in the vicinity of the 3.63 area and proposed 3.67 area

closer to prairie dog colonies today in 2019 than in 2002‘?
o During 2002—2019, how many interventions were made by the USDA Forest

Service to control prairie dogs because of the potential spread of plague to
humans“?

o During 2002—2019, how many cases of plague in humans have occurred in the
vicinity of the 3.63 area and proposed 3.67 area? How many Thunder Basin staff,
livestock permittees, hunters. hikers, birders, etc. have contracted plague?



             
              

    

        

                  
  

               
             

      

               
            

                
   

            
  

           
              

          
             

             
         

                
             

              
      

               
                

                
 

                 

               
                
              

              
              

  

                 
                  

             

 

             
              

    

        

                  
  

               
             

      

               
            

                
   

            
  

           
              

          
             

             
         

                
             

              
      

               
                

                
 

                 

               
                
              

              
              

  

                 
                  

             

 

o While epizootic plague reduced prairie dog colony acreage from 48.000 acres on
TBNG and 27.000 acres on private land to 600 and 500 acres. respectively. how
many humans contracted plague?

Likelihood of a Public Health Issue on TBNG

The last time a human in Wyoming contracted the plague was in 3008. one of sis cases since
1978 t l_1_1;_t.1_1.~+_:_i:|.regal) . W's-"ago ‘-'«'"1‘!Hill.is‘_l;1s_4;l.l_l;hiifl '|rrtiraisin_.-'_c_a;tsr_-s:11ido) lira;"reminitslj _r~'_c_L;ts_ca1|aaire-i}.
The six cases occurred in Fremont. Goshen and Laramie counties. a long distance from the
Thunder Basin National Grassland (Figure I). Nationwide. there were 105 cases ('12 fatalities)
of plague in humans during 2000—2017.

I understand the need to eliminate prairie dog colonies or control fleas in the “immediate"
vicinity of a human residence. However. any largescale elimination. including one—mile buffer
zones from residences. of prairie dog colonies ostensibly to reduce the risk of plague in humans
cannot be substantiated.

Plague prevention should be consistent with CDC recommendations for plague prevention in
h umans ( h ltps : u w w . cdc . go v .--"pl a a u e.-' p re v c n t io n.--" i nd ea .11 1 ml ):

1. Reduce rodent habitat around your home. workplace. and recreational areas. Remove
brush. rock piles. junk. cluttered firewood. and possible rodent food supplies. such as pet
and wild animal food. Make your home and outbuildings rodent—proof.
Wear gloves if you are handling or skinning potentially infected animals to prevent
contact between your skin and the plague bacteria. Contact your local health department
if you have questions about disposal of dead animals.

3. Use repellent if you think you could be exposed to rodent fleas during activities such as
camping. hikin g. or working outdoors. Products containing DEET can be applied to the
skin as well as clothing and products containing permethrin can be applied to clothing
{always follow instructions on the label)

4. Keep fleas off of your pets by applying flea control products. Animals that roam freely
are more likely to come in contact with plague infected animals or fleas and could bring
them into homes. If your pet becomes sick. seek care from a veterinarian as soon as
possible.

5. Do not allow dogs or cats that roam free in endemic areas to sleep on your bed.

to

To further explain my point about plague. let me briefly discuss the mosquito—borne West Nile
virus. In stark contrast to the very small number of plague cases in the United States (2000—
2017.). during a similar period. 1999-2017. there were 48.183 cases (2.163 fatalities") of West
Nile in the United States. Wyoming. especially northeast Wyoming. the location ot‘TBNG. has
one of the nation’s highest. average annual incidences of West Nile virus neuroinvasive disease
(Figure 2).

One is far more likely to contract West Nile virus. a potentially debilitating or fatal disease. than
plague on and in the vicinity of the TBNG. There are no vaccines to prevent or medications to
treat West Nile virus in humans ('https:.-"".--"'n-'ww.cdc.gin-'.--"n-'estiiiler'") but plague in humans is easily
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treated. Are there widespread and significant public health concerns about the impacts ofWest
Nile virus on and in the vicinity of TBNG? Is the USDA Forest Service contemplating the
elimination or vast curtailment of stock tanks. stock ponds and other standing water sources
harboring breeding mosquitos on TBNG? ls the widespread application of larvicides being
contemplated? Will there be a plan amendment to address West Nile virus? Probably not:
rather. the USDA Forest Service would likely advise its staff and the public to follow various
prevention measures recommended by public health agencies (example below from the
Wyoming Department of Health _). Similarly, any plague prevention should follow the above
modest CDC recommendations.

Another illustration of this issue is lightning. Citizens of Wyoming are much more likely to be
killed by lightning than by plague. According to the National Weather Service: “From 1996 to
2013. lightning has been attributed to 8 fatalities and 70 injuries across Wyoming. Wyoming is
1st in number of lightning deaths & injuries per capita (1959 to 2012)."
(hllps:.-".-"u.-'ww.weather.gov-it: \--'s.--"se.\-' ere weather awareness week thurs)

4 D's of West Nile Virus prevention ('hltpst..-".--"health_vt-'\--'o.et'n.-'..-"piihlicltcalth.--"inl‘cctitnis—discase—
cpidcluiolt ig}--—u11i1.--"disenses-"tron—niIc—t'irus.-"):

l. DAWN & DUSK When possible. avoid spending time outside at dawn and dusk
2. DRESS Wear shoes. socks. long pants. and a long—sleeved shirt when outdoors for long

periods o1~ time or when mosquitoes are most active. Clothing should be light colored and
made ol‘ tightly woven materials to keep mosquitoes away from the skin.

3. DRAIN — Reduce the amount of standing water in or near your property by draining andior
removing it. Mosquitoes may lay eggs in areas with standing water.

4. DEET — For additional protection from mosquitoes. use an insect repellent containing
DEET (MN-diethyl-tn—toluamide) or picaridin (KBR 3023'}. Other insect repellents such as
oil of lemon eucalyptus and [113535 are also registered by the EPA but may be less effective
than products containing DEBT. It is important to follow the product guidelines when using
insect repellent.

What is Really Meant by Widespread and Significant Concern for Public Health?

In addition to the comments in the Thunder Basin National Grassland Situation Assessment and
Process. the TBNG Working Group Summary Letter of December 28. 2018 ('89 pages) cites only
two references to plague:

1 l Page 25 — protecting residences i-t'here herdth and safety issues are rt cot-teem with it one—
ttiiie prairie dogfi'ee and prescrihedfirefree hitfier zone

'2.) Page 54 - Prairie dogs are a medical [record hecwuse they carry-1 the. plague. H-‘itit'it is
:oouotiti'.

Again. is the above enough for the USDA Forest Service to use public health as a premise for the
proposed action and ignore actual public health information? Although the USDA Forest
Service is obligated to listen to people’s concerns. perception and unwarranted fear about plague
should not be a premise for proposed actions by agencies.
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Twenty years after a controversial and later retracted paper in the medical journal, Lancet,
hypothesized a link between the measles, mumps, rubella (MMR) vaccine and autism, there is
still public concern about MMR even though observational studies have not been able to identify
an increased risk for autism after MMR vaccination. However. public health agencies have
continued the important. task of vaccinating children because they know how deadly several
vaccine-preventable childhood diseases can be if vaccination coverage is insufficient.
Worldwide. vaccinations have eliminated or drastically reduced contagious diseases and each
year they prevent more than '3. million childhood deaths from diphtheria, tetanus. pertussis. to
name a few.

Still, public perceptions, myths and fear of vaccination and other health treatments persist in
some areas. Mistrust in the current fight against Ebola in the eastern Democratic Republic of
Congo today has led to the murder of some public health care responders and the destruction of
some health care facilities. A lack of institutional trust and widespread misinformation are
factors that undermine control efforts. Today’s social media can easily magnify perception and
fear. making the separation of fact and fiction more difficult today than in the past in any part of
the world.

Has the USDA Forest Service failed in some measure here? There are not many people who live
in the vicinity of the TBNG 3.63. area. The USDA Forest Service could easily partner with staff
of the CDC and Wyoming Department of Health to explain key points about plague. Meetings
could be held to lay out the facts about plague. There is nojustificatiou to premise a plan
amendment based on public health.

I make the above comments about public health because I believe that the Scoping Document’s
premise about public health (plague in humans) is not substantively based and cannot be used to
justify wholly or in part the proposed plan amendment. The USDA Forest Service should hear
directly from public health agencies and their epidemiologists (CDC and Wyoming Department
of Health) before stating that public health (plague) is a widespread and significant concern on
TBNG as stated in the Scoping Document. By statute and regulation, determinations related to
infectious diseases in humans are the responsibility of the above state and federal agencies and
not the USDA Forest Service.
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Figure ]. Since the mid—20th century. plague in the United States has typically neeun'ed in the
rural West. The ease shown in Illinois was lab—associated (lillns:.--".--"\s-'Wis.erle.ens-'s’nlueLle.-"msns.-"').

Figure 2. Average annual incidence of West Nile virus neuroinvusive disease reported In CDC
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Public Safetv Issue

The Cover Letter and Scoping Document indicate that one of the premises for the proposed
action is widespread and significant concern for public safety ofhumans and livestock:

Th.e Forest Service proposes to amend prairie dog ttttttlttgement direction in the Thand.er Bas in
National Grassland land and resota-‘ce tn.at-tagement plat-t] (“grasslandplan "'i) to place greater
emphasis on control and active management ofprairie dog co1art ies to ttddress significant
crmcerns re."ated to health, safety, and econon-tic impacts on neighhot-‘it-tg {Cinch}lt-‘t’tét'fi'.

Despite the ecological s igni/icance ofprairie dogs, the anit-t-tals cruise 1--i--*idespread and significant
cm-tcern related to public health, safety ofhumans and livestock, agricaltotal prodactiot—t, land
i—--'aiae.r, andfacili ties.

I do not see any information in the Scoping Document about changes in public safety that have
occurred since the 2001 TBNG plan. As the extent of prairie dog colonies expanded and
contracted what changes to public safety occurred? How many roads, bridges, dams, cemeteries,
and other facilities were undermined by prairie dogs? The USDA Forest Service and private
landowners must have some record of damages to expensive facilities. What safety issues
identified in the 2001 plan rose to such new heights during 2001 -2019 that. a plan amendment is
required? Did new safety issues arise during this period to warrant the proposed amendment“?

What is meant by safety oflivestock‘i Although public safety appears in the 2001 TBNG
management plan, livestock safety does not appear. The Scoping Document is likely referring to
livestock breaking their legs by stepping into prairie dog burrows? How often has this occurred
and was it so widespread and significant during 2001-2019. even when the extent of prairie dog
colonies reached 75.000 acres. as to warrant the Scoping Docutnent’s proposed action? The
Thunder Basin National Grassland Situation Assessment stated that Son-1e also t-net-ttiot-ted holes
prairie dogs make l-|.-'l't ich are considered haeardoas to livestock and wildlife. However, I was
struck by the comment of Ty Checketts in the report of the Collaborative Working Group:

.r Prairie dogs are a phys ical danger to pry-“family. I ha t-‘e l--t--'ttnessed two ofmy children and
tl'teit-' hot-1res trip in a pto irie dog hole andfall. One daaghter i--i.-'as smashed by the ho rs e,
hat my son was tl'tt"‘ttl't---‘tt. clear. l-Vonls do not express the feeling o/‘a dad l-i--‘t.ttt.‘l't ing this
happen. 1 ha ve also had two otl-ter neighbors l-telpit-tg me that had the same experience.

In almost 20 years on the national grasslands from Texas to North Dakota, I asked countless
stockmen whether their livestock were injured by prairie dog burrows. No one ever said yes.
Finally. Mr. Checketts provides a yes. However. I do not believe that safety of livestock is a
widespread and significant concern to serve as a premise for the proposed action. I can envision
a galloping horse tripping in a burrow but slow lumbering cattle are not likely to stumble into
burrows.

Have broken legs on bison been a problem at Wind Cave National Park where bison have grazed
since 1914‘? As an aside, I have often wondered if broken legs were a major mortality factor
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among bison when bison numbered in the tens of million and prairie dog colonies covered 100
million acres.

Economic Impacts

Again, the Scoping Document does not provide any quantitative or qualitative information on
“widespread and significant" economic impacts (“agricultural production, land values, and
facilities”) that occurred during prairie dog colony expansion and contraction (2001 - 2019).
One should be able to ascertain what facilities were damaged and whether agricultural
production increased or decreased. It is, however, important to separate the effects of drought
and the effects of prairie dog colonies.

Just as there are photographs of prairie dogs and denuded grassland in the Scoping Document.
there should also be photographs of injured or dead livestock, damaged or destroyed facilities.
testimonials of economic losses, changed realty appraisals, and so forth in order to adequately
substantiate the premises of the Scoping Document.

The Collaborative Working Group presents a few qualitative statements about economic
impacts:

3r Campbell County Board of Commissioners
o Portions til/"the TBNG ore loct'tted in all three cot-titties, t-vitlt the t-t-tojority locoted

in Crmverse ond Weston Counties, and this area has a s ignificot-tt irnpoct on our
economies. Prairie dog densities have historically been cycliig'ctl r-i-iith times of
intnlerote pomrlotions to estret-t-ielv high densities to t-‘irti.toll_t-‘ decimated
piznmlotions once the plngne hos occio‘red. It is in times ofhigh density thot is the
most cotni‘en-n'i-ig its the prairie dog elimim'ites any existing nsohlejinoge lern'ing
the. lot-id.sti'c.n.;ie void oft-*oltiefiH“ At-iiniol Unit Month 's (A UM ’s) ot.--*oilt.ti:rle/or
grazing operatiot-ts, in in irnol l'tohitotjizir t--t--*ildlife use and high potentiolfi:n'
eros ion. Th is tiltit-t-toiely negatively (meets the soig'io earn-'2int-tics o]i the cot-ntties end
our residintts.

Ir Thunder Basin Grassland Ecosystem Association
e We encinn'oge the Forest Service to considin' livestockfinoge needs os l-t-"c.‘ll, since

ectn-itnnic t-‘iohilitv ofronri'hing et-iteiprises is o (.rrititi'ol compliment in tnointoining
heolthjv rind pt‘oi'lnctit'e rnngelonds.

A Casper Star Tribune article. Forest Service Urged to Drop Ferret Hopes, dated September 3,
"EU I 8. stated: The prolrie dog in/estotion inenns or loss tiliiin‘oge onil Budd-Folio: soitl
londoirnets hore drosticollr rt-vlnced their livestock herd os result. In 30M onrl Etil 7, Bodil—
into: estitnotes the Thunder Bosin proirie dogs cost ronelters fills! million
{https : .-".-"'trih .ctjnn.--"ncu--'s.--"s1'at c-antl-rcg i rnu'tl..-"'ti'ircst -scrv icc—urgcd-trmlrop— ferret"—
lu'ipcs..-"'articlc 92450atl4—S433filiffi—l'*n(ifl)—c4ca7f)(l—ld—Hflitml l.
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Perhaps Budd—Falen is correct at $1.4 million, and $1.4 millionjust might. be the amount the
USDA Forest Service will have spent on this entire plan amendment process. I recommend that
the USDA Forest Service pull together the economic impacts, check its veracity. and present that
to the public.

In summary, I view the premises for the proposed action as very weak to non-existent based
upon what is presented in the Scoping Document and other information on the Medicine Bow
Routt web site. The Scoping Document should have at the very least presented a level of detail
on public health, safety and economic impacts similar to the detail presented for prairie dogs.
There are tables and chronologies of prairie dog petitions for listing, history of prairie dog
management, maps and so forth. Where is the detail for public health. safety and economic
impacts?

If the premises of widespread and significant concerns for public health, public safety and
economic impacts are fundamentally flawed. how can this proposed action proceed"?

Black-footed Ferret

l) For a Scoping Document whose major purpose is to eliminate a BFF recovery site (item 1
under the Proposed Action), there is almost no information presented on the EFF, not
even an acknowledgment that the species once occurred on TBNG (see Anderson et al.
1986). Instead of a table on prairie dog petitions which is of no value to the Scoping
Document, the Scoping Document should put into perspective how few BFFs remain in
the wild and how few reintroduction sites exist and how difficult it is to establish a
reintroduction site. It’s not. as if there is an abundance of such sites and eliminating one
site is of no consequence.

2) Page 4: These and on}! firmrefar at populations are trim-urged by (he Wynn-1 irig Gan-rte ctr-1d
Fish. Beltran-Tram; L-H'IdHF‘ the Wit-touring BIack. 1[hated Fewe! Mtiringerr-ian! Plan.

a. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) already manages two BFF
sites in Wyoming. BFF recovery efforts are more than grateful for that. If the
WGFD does not want to manage a BFF population on TBNG that does not negate
the USDA Forest Service’s mandate to recover endangered species. Other
organizations and agencies could contribute to the cost. A BFF recovery site on
the Buffalo Gap National Grassland, South Dakota operates without the
involvement of South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks. In any case federal agencies
do have responsibilities under Section 7(a)(l) of the Endangered Species Act to
do their utmost for the recovery of listed species.

3) The issue of BFF reintroduction onto TBNG should be discussed. The Scoping
Document does not disclose why a ferret reintroduction in the 3.63 area has not already
been formally evaluated, proposed or initiated. This information is basic and relevant to
understanding the proposed amendment and needs to be disclosed and discussed in any
forthcoming DEIS, FEIS and Record of Decision. It’s been 18 years since the 2001
TBNGpMn
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the wild and how few reintroduction sites exist and how difficult it is to establish a
reintroduction site. It’s not. as if there is an abundance of such sites and eliminating one
site is of no consequence.

2) Page 4: These and on}! firmrefar at populations are trim-urged by (he Wynn-1 irig Gan-rte ctr-1d
Fish. Beltran-Tram; L-H'IdHF‘ the Wit-touring BIack. 1[hated Fewe! Mtiringerr-ian! Plan.

a. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) already manages two BFF
sites in Wyoming. BFF recovery efforts are more than grateful for that. If the
WGFD does not want to manage a BFF population on TBNG that does not negate
the USDA Forest Service’s mandate to recover endangered species. Other
organizations and agencies could contribute to the cost. A BFF recovery site on
the Buffalo Gap National Grassland, South Dakota operates without the
involvement of South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks. In any case federal agencies
do have responsibilities under Section 7(a)(l) of the Endangered Species Act to
do their utmost for the recovery of listed species.

3) The issue of BFF reintroduction onto TBNG should be discussed. The Scoping
Document does not disclose why a ferret reintroduction in the 3.63 area has not already
been formally evaluated, proposed or initiated. This information is basic and relevant to
understanding the proposed amendment and needs to be disclosed and discussed in any
forthcoming DEIS, FEIS and Record of Decision. It’s been 18 years since the 2001
TBNGpMn

13

Perhaps Budd—Falen is correct at $1.4 million, and $1.4 millionjust might. be the amount the
USDA Forest Service will have spent on this entire plan amendment process. I recommend that
the USDA Forest Service pull together the economic impacts, check its veracity. and present that
to the public.

In summary, I view the premises for the proposed action as very weak to non-existent based
upon what is presented in the Scoping Document and other information on the Medicine Bow
Routt web site. The Scoping Document should have at the very least presented a level of detail
on public health, safety and economic impacts similar to the detail presented for prairie dogs.
There are tables and chronologies of prairie dog petitions for listing, history of prairie dog
management, maps and so forth. Where is the detail for public health. safety and economic
impacts?

If the premises of widespread and significant concerns for public health, public safety and
economic impacts are fundamentally flawed. how can this proposed action proceed"?

Black-footed Ferret

l) For a Scoping Document whose major purpose is to eliminate a BFF recovery site (item 1
under the Proposed Action), there is almost no information presented on the EFF, not
even an acknowledgment that the species once occurred on TBNG (see Anderson et al.
1986). Instead of a table on prairie dog petitions which is of no value to the Scoping
Document, the Scoping Document should put into perspective how few BFFs remain in
the wild and how few reintroduction sites exist and how difficult it is to establish a
reintroduction site. It’s not. as if there is an abundance of such sites and eliminating one
site is of no consequence.

2) Page 4: These and on}! firmrefar at populations are trim-urged by (he Wynn-1 irig Gan-rte ctr-1d
Fish. Beltran-Tram; L-H'IdHF‘ the Wit-touring BIack. 1[hated Fewe! Mtiringerr-ian! Plan.

a. The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) already manages two BFF
sites in Wyoming. BFF recovery efforts are more than grateful for that. If the
WGFD does not want to manage a BFF population on TBNG that does not negate
the USDA Forest Service’s mandate to recover endangered species. Other
organizations and agencies could contribute to the cost. A BFF recovery site on
the Buffalo Gap National Grassland, South Dakota operates without the
involvement of South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks. In any case federal agencies
do have responsibilities under Section 7(a)(l) of the Endangered Species Act to
do their utmost for the recovery of listed species.

3) The issue of BFF reintroduction onto TBNG should be discussed. The Scoping
Document does not disclose why a ferret reintroduction in the 3.63 area has not already
been formally evaluated, proposed or initiated. This information is basic and relevant to
understanding the proposed amendment and needs to be disclosed and discussed in any
forthcoming DEIS, FEIS and Record of Decision. It’s been 18 years since the 2001
TBNGpMn

13



             
               

         
               

             
              
            

              
          

              
             

           
                

              
           

            
    

          
           

            
          

          
                

 
          

      
              

               
              
             

           
             

            
       

              
             

           
               

                
              

        
              

            
              

             
               

 

             
               

         
               

             
              
            

              
          

              
             

           
                

              
           

            
    

          
           

            
          

          
                

 
          

      
              

               
              
             

           
             

            
       

              
             

           
               

                
              

        
              

            
              

             
               

 

4)

5)

6)

7)

The Scoping Document states: Active prairie dag color-ties i-vithin manager-neat area 3.6?
i-vill be t-nanaged toward a target af 10, 000 acres to s1.ttrt assaciared species sach as
meanta in ptaver (figa re 6.), barrai-ving owl, and swiftfar.

a. At the time of the 2001 TBNG plan, there were 12,000 acres of prairie dog
colonies and that was viewed as adequate for a BFF recovery site. Indeed.
Appendix H of the plan states: Graves and C[ark (1986), rising data front. the
Meeteetse ferret papalatian, suggested that a MVP af214 breeding adidtferrets
would be needed to t-r--ic.iin.tc.iin an efliadim papi-tlatiart a/‘ 50 adatts. Us in.g the area
r tea irat-ieats often-vats in. the Canata Bas iii/Bad!ands reiairedaat ian area, a
rain itni—in-i catnp[er size of 7, 490 to 1 2, 840 acres i-voidd be needed ta sappart 2}4
adait ferrets. Harris et a]. (1989) ased den-iagraphic data frat-n bath Saath Dakota
and amin.g ‘lie rret papalations in. a comp- i-tter s int.alatirm. nitride] and saggested
that 90 to 10(_')‘/errets i-voaid hat-re a .95 % probability a/‘sa rvivii-1g 50 to 1100 years.

b. So, given that the amendment will allow 10,000 acres of prairie dog colonies, I
recommend maintaining the 3.63 designation and keeping the door open for
BFFs. At the same time, TBNG should pursue a vigorous boundary control
protocol for prairie dogs.

c. Yes, the Purpose and Need states: Et'tSt.-tt"€ manager-nerd direction idei-itifies
habitat reaairernents needed to sappart viab]e papidatians ofprairie dogs and
associated species, such as mamate in. pith-tat", b it rranth-2g owl, and s 1--i--*i/i ‘far, and
that i-i-iatiagen-ient 1--t---’0£.-ti(i not prec!tide .liar-t r 2 rein!radiation. a/‘biack 1[bated ‘ferr it.
However, eliminating the 3.63 designation sends the opposite message. The
“don’t worry we may still have BFFs" tone of the above quote is not at all
encouraging.

d. I recommend citing USDA Agricultural Research Service research to substantiate
the 10,000 acres for associated species.

Comment: The EIS process should use the best available scientific information (36 CFR
2.19.3) to evaluate the impacts of plague and the proposed amendment on the ability of
the prairie dog ecosystem in the existing 3.63 area to support future BFF reintroductions.
The results of this evaluation should be compared to the EFF family/breeding adult
ratings documented in the Biological Assessment and Evaluation supporting the 2002
FEIS. These results should also be compared to any BFF family/breedin g adult rating
assessments conducted during the preparation of the 2015 and earlier LRMP amendments
to prairie dog management direction on TBNG.
Comment: I suggest an alternative that modifies the proposed amendment to leave the
3.63 management area prescription for BFFs in place but allows greater facilitation of
prairie dog management to more effectively reduce unwanted colony expansion onto
adjoining private and state lands. Currently, there are less than 1,000 acres of prairie dog
colonies in the 3.63 area leading anyone to question the urgency for a proposed action in
the Scoping Document. The apparent urgency needs to be fully disclosed so the broader
public can better understand all the relevant issues.
An important issue is the obvious disconnect between the purpose and need( s) identified
in the Federal Register notice and the proposed amendment. Specifically, the notice
identified the need to refocus management of the 3.63 management area and to delineate
more logical boundaries for Management Area 3.63. Yet, the proposed action is to
eliminate the 3.63 designation. The notice also identifies the need to align with the 2018
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8)

9)

Wyoming Black-footed Fen‘et Management Plan. Again. the proposed amendment takes
TBNG and USPS in the opposite direction. The Wyoming BFF plan has an Libjective of
at least one reintroduction site in black-tailed prairie dog colonies. and it also identifies
the need to identify and evaluate potential future reintroduction sites. following a
protocol described in Wyoming BFF plan. In fact. the state BFF plan specifically states
that the new ESA l statewide designation paves the way for establishing additional
reintroduction sites within the state. USDA Departmental Regulation 9500-004
specifically states that the Department will conduct its activities and programs in a
manner that assists in the identification and recovery of threatened and endangered
species. By leaving the 3.63. designation in place. TBNG and USFS are compliant with
this Departmental regulation by fonnally identifying the 3.63 area as a potential BFF
reintroduction site for further evaluation. At a minimum. USDA Forest Service should
not eliminate the 3.63. designation before further evaluations can be completed by the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department and other cooperating agency personnel with BFF
expertise.
Notwithstanding the importance of the Wyoming BFF Plan. would the USDA Forest
Service. a federal agency. please acknowledge any importance or relevance of the federal
BFF recovery plan and the draft revision of that plan?l
Issue: The Scoping Document did not mention the new tools being developed to better
manage plague in the future both in prairie dogs and BFFs. This new information is
relevant to the proposed amendment and should be included. evaluated and documented
during the EIS process as it relates to future management of prairie dogs and. potentially.
BFFs in TBNG. The best available scientific information (36 CFR 219.3) related to the
potential significance of these new tools should also be disclosed and used in the
forthcoming EIS and supporting Biological Assessment and Evaluation.

i0} Page 8: The Forest Service proposes the?jiJiiflt-t-‘it’tg: 1. Chm-ige the esistir—tg Thtnirier Boss in
Notional Gross/rind nnnmgen-zent area 3.63. "b/ocit--__/iftoteriffl-v'et reintrotinction hnhitcn. "
to o net-v monogem ent nreo 3. 67, ‘"rdr-igelrnniis with short -stotnre vegetation eiiiphosis. "
Adopt innnogenient oreo themes. desired conditiot-is. standards, tin-ml gnicieiines to dea
en-iphnsiee re introdnctirn-i ofbirtckifitmrerlferret and en-iphosiae short—stornre vegerntion
([5 o ire}? connmnen.t o/‘a tnosoit‘ ol't-‘egetotion cornnun-tities across the inco-ntgerne:It tired
to Inter-ride hchino[br n voriety effossini-inted species. Uprime grossInno- wide and
geographic area direction for consistency i-i.-'ith n-innngen-ient oren 3. 67 (see “Proposed
Action." Changes to Grassland Plan Direction, ” ot-‘ni/oh/e on the project i-vehsite:
ig_l'_n_i_.f_xf/:i_i_'i_i'11'J.i‘Ji"t/.ns/tn-ynr/inyntJnry‘r-v “t (Efflflfifl ."’L;r_rigir-v't =55—LELJ

a. I oppose the elimination of the 3.63. BFF management area because it removes
emphasis for endangered BFFs. Fifteen FS units contain some level of prairie dog
occupancy (Sidle et al. 2006') but only 3 units have large enough prairie dog
complexes to contribute towards BFF recovery (Buffalo Gap. Little Missouri. and
Thunder Basin National Grasslands). and thus a portion of those units were
designated in 2001 for 3.63 BFF management to contribute towards recovery of
the species as mandated by the Endangered Species Act. There are no other Forest
Service units that have enough prairie dog colonies to contribute a viable BFF
population to recovery. The above three Forest Service lands represent a fraction
of their units and all FS lands in total. Of the 30 BFF reintroduction sites in North
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America, only 15 are occupied and one (Conata Basin on the Buffalo Gap
National Grassland) currently has a BFF population that meets U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery goals. Recovery of BFFs will require a
viable population on TBNG.

b. The USFWS has always ranked TBNG as a priority BFF recovery site.
i. In the 1990s, the EFF Interstate Coordinating Committee (precursor to the

BFFRIT) identified TBNG as one of the highest priority recovery sites in
the nation.

ii. In an August 2.. 2000 letter from the USFWS BFF Recovery Coordinator,
J. Michael Lockhart, to Forest Supervisor, Jerry Schmidt, USFWS stated:
The Cheyenne Rit-ter area afTBNG is one of the top iii-’0, {Tilt}? the best
potential jet-'ret reintroa’action. site in North Ant.erica today.

iii. In 2002, the USFWS ranked TBNG 7Ill overall in a list that included active
BFF recovery sites.

iv. In a March 16, 2007 letter from USFW S to USDA Forest Service, the
need for National Grasslands to contribute to BFF recovery was
reinforced.

v. In 2008, the USFWS ranked TBNG as 61" in North America for potential
reintroduction sites, despite a recent plague epizootic that drastically
reduced habitat.

vi. A BFF Species Status Assessment for Wyoming (Esch et al. 2005)
suggested the black-tailed prairie dog complex at TBNG represented a
significant site for potential BFF recovery.

vii. Luce (2006). a former BFF biologist for WGFD, identified TBNG as an
immediate potential BFF reintroduction site and WGFD had assessed BFF
habitat at TBNG in 2003 (:WGFD 2.003).

viii. The Multi—State Conservation Plan for the Black—Tailed Prairie Dog (Luce
2.003, Luce et al. 2006) specified a target objective of a prairie dog
complex >5,000 acres for conservation of prairie dogs.

in. Others have identified TBNG as a priority site for prairie dog ecosystem
conservation (Wuerthner 1997, Buseck et. a1. 2005, Johnsgard 2005,
Proctor et al. 2006. Sidle et al. 2006).

In Wyoming. BFFs are considered a species of Greatest Conservation Need by
WGFD State Wildlife Action Plan (2017) and the Wyoming BFF Management
Plan (2018) calls for at least one BFF recovery site in the black—tailed prairie dog
range. The most obvious black-tailed prairie dog site in Wyoming for a viable
reintroduced BFF population is on TBNG. BFFs are native to Wyoming and
occupied TBNG likely into the 1970s, with a BFF skull found in 1979 suggesting
the recent occupation (Anderson et al. 1986).

it 1 Page 8: 2. Drain: the hoLindaries ,[itr ntanageateat area .3. (5 7 to ase natural ha rriers to
t-ninin-iiee prairie dog tilt)t---’€t‘tt€t“ti, sach as the Cheyenne River and Roche!le Hi!is. Ease
cot-fliers in that-tagenter-it by rechtcing overlap i-vith sage—grouse priority habitat
mat-tagerr-tent areas, rech-‘ai-vit-tg the Cheyet-tne River Special Interest Area tofitcits ort
riparian. biotic ctn-t-n-t-trarities, escledit-1g any areas 1--t--’iih.itt 1 mi1e a/i res ia'ences, and
rear-icing hottaaaries with state anal prit-tate properties (figare 4 arta ./iga re 5}. Reassign.
areas that are terrier-ea__fi-‘ant. the existing tnat-iagentent area 3. 63 using adjacent
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management area preset'tptions (see “Proposed Action: Changes to Grassland Plan
Direction, ” available on the project t-vebsite:
http://t 1 ‘l 1 wt; tat. tts/neptt/nepa_tnrtiet't t-tt'pphp ."prt nectISTJH W).

a. I support using natural barriers and obstacles to delineate boundaries between
management areas.

it. One-mile buffer from residences is excessive and arbitrary. It cannot be
substantiated.

12:} Page 8: 3. Elit-nit-utte use o/‘tlte Black-tailed Prairie Dog Cot-tsert-atim-t As..ressmem and
Management Strategy/or the Tl-utnder Bash-t Natiot-tal Grass/amt (.205 update. available
on the project t-vebsite: http://tI.-'1-t-‘t-t-‘._fi?ji?(l.t-tS/t'tEpft/t’t.€pt.3t_pt‘ty'ECT_€.t‘}J.pltftifpt'tHECIZJ-jél 79}.
includit-tg categories 1 . 2, and 3 prairie dog nan-tagement areas and decision screens.

a. Comments: I oppose eliminating use of the 2015 Prairie Dog Assessment and
Management Strategy. It appears that this strategy was not implemented in any
meaningful way and the efficacy of the strategy has yet to be assessed. 1 would
like to see the Forest Service fully fund implementation of the current strategies
and management as intended. The need for a new prairie dog management
strategy is unwarranted when the previous strategy. barely a few years old, was
never implemented.

13} Page 8: 4. Establish a t‘ttit‘litt’tt‘..tttt quarter-mile bonndarv n-ntt-tagemet—tt :orte t-t--‘ltet-‘e
tnat-ntgement area 3.67 shares a border t-vlllt private or state property. Within the
luna—tdary t-tuu-ntgemet-tt sot-re, cot-ttrol rig/"prairie dogs using roden.ticides t-vill be prio rit iaed
to redatce intpacts to surroturding lando t-1.--'t--tets (figure 5). Treatmet-tt t--t-'illt in a bot-tndar}:
mat-taget-t-tent eone t-vill be ia collaboration l--t--'ill’t acliacent 1ando t--t--'ners for private lat-ids or
the lessee/or state lands. For control on. Natiot-ntl Fores! System lat-ids to proceed t—vithin
a hora-tdarv nun-mgement eon.e, the landoaner or lessee will need to engage in concurret-tt
control on the adiacent private or state ltlt‘tdh‘. [f the Forest Service finds that certait-t
colonies cat-tse chronic encroaclanent problems, the Forest Service t-vill l-t--‘titt‘h t-vith
partners through a third-party collaborati ve stakeholder group (see t-ti-tmber 7belot-1-il to
detert-t-tin.e appropriate actions. L-t'tt‘ltltt t-1.--'t--tet-:s esperiencit-1g persistent or in-u-t-tit—tent
encroucht-t-tent after treatmet-zt tit-ray request cot-tsideration ofa temporary threeaquarter—
t-t-tile boundary management :one. All tools not otherwise restricted by the grassland plan
will be t'tvailablel/or t-tse in the inn-tit.tlttt‘_\-‘ management sot-1e at any time.

a. Comments: I support aggressive prairie dog control on private land borders when
undesired encroachment is occurring or imminent. I also support the notion of
concurrent control on private lands. I do not support the use of a third-party
collaborative stakeholder group to determine the appropriate actions. The Forest
Service should not cede management authority or decisions to any third party.

14} Page 9: 5. l-‘l-"here possible, adopt use ofthe Natural Resources Conservation Service 's
Ecological Site Descriptiot-ts in nun-tagenter-tt area 3.67 as the basis to describe plant
count-tintities. evaltn'tte ti't-trrent and desired r‘ot-tditions. and maintain or improve native
vegetation and t-vildli/e habitat.

a. Comments: I oppose the designation of management area 3.67 and the use of
NRCS Ecological Site Descriptions to guide management, particularly in areas
with prairie dogs. The NRCS guides are designed for livestock forage production
and do not accurately account for wildlife such as prairie dogs. The use of NRCS
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guides is an overt prioritization of plants and forage. not functioning wildlife
communities.

15} Page 9: 6. Establish theI_fi’)llrn-t--'it-ig parametersfor prairie dog color-iv tnat-iagetnent: a.
Active prairie dog color-ties with in into-mgenterit a r at 3.67 will be tnanagrnl to t-va rd a
target of l 0, 000 acres to staiport associatral species SHE/'2 as mormtain plotter (figs: r t 6),
ba rro i-vit-ig oi-vl, and si-t--'iftfo,r.

til . Comments: Please provide the analysis and citations that. justify a 10,000-acre
target for the above associated species. The work. of USDA Agricultural Research
Service is relevant. I also strongly suggest a Population Viability Analysis that
uses the best science available for each species to determine the appropriate
amount of prairie dog acreage for the long-persistence of these species on TBNG,
incorporating the effects of plague, drought, livestock grazing, shooting and other
factors that may influence these populations.

16} Page 9: b. Actit-te prairie dog colonies shoald be distributed across the landscape and
vary in s ice, tip to approxit-nately l, 000 acres, i--t--'ith an emphasis on colonies (#100 to 400
acres. At least one complex in mat-tagenietit (urea 3.67 t-vill be nntnagedpr at least i .500
acres ofactive prairie dog colonies.

{I .

b.

d.

Comments: I oppose limits of prairie dog colony size and emphasis for a
particular size class. These numbers seem to have no basis in science regarding
viability of prairie dogs, mountain plover. burrowing owl. swift fox, and BFFs.
The 1.500 acre-complex appears to be a minimal attempt to provide BFF habitat
that will not result in a viable population of BFFs that contributes towards
recovery goals. The USFWS in the 2015 decision regarding the Wyoming l
non-essential experimental statewide designation mistakenly stated: The n-iain
reaa irentents for BFF reit-itrodaction ar 2: ("I _) An area a/‘occiaiied prairie dog
habitat that is ptn-posefirlly managed and ofsafj‘iciet-it size to rapport a viable
popalation offer-vets (a tninant-an. of 1,500 ac (608 ha) ofblack-tailed prairie dog
occapied habitat.
No black-footed ferret recovery site to date has supported a viable population of
BFFs on 1,500 acres of black—tailed prairie dogs and best available science does
not support this number. I suggest a larger complex.
If this proposed 1.500-acre complex is intended to potentially support BFFs, then
it is vastly different than the area suggested by the 2.015 TBNG Black-Tailed
Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy where the Forest
Service wrote (page 12): It is anticipated that l 8, 000 acres will be safi‘icient
habitat to allow jet-vets to persist through a plagi-te episootic and FECUlr-"El"
nano'ally along trim. the prairie dog popalations. The proposed fifteen hundred
acres would be 92% less habitat than the Forest Service asserted only 4 years ago.
The only BFF population that is currently viable occurs on the Buffalo Gap NG
(Conata Basin/Badlands NP), South Dakota. There, a prairie dog colony
complex, made up of large, closely spaced colonies. and varying in size from
10,000—40,000 acres due to plague, has maintained a BFF population whose
minimum of 30 breeding adults meets the USFW S recovery criteria.
The WGFD State Wildlife Action Plan (2017) affirms: Conseat-tently. the size of
prairie dog colonies and densitv of[no-'roi-r-‘s are the most important fitctors in the
saccess ofreintroduction sites and “Perhaps the greatest threat to the
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guides is an overt prioritization of plants and forage. not functioning wildlife
communities.
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Service is relevant. I also strongly suggest a Population Viability Analysis that
uses the best science available for each species to determine the appropriate
amount of prairie dog acreage for the long-persistence of these species on TBNG,
incorporating the effects of plague, drought, livestock grazing, shooting and other
factors that may influence these populations.
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protsistence a/‘Blt'tirkjlittitetl Ferret is the in.--*aihibi1ity of large prairie dog colonies
fin‘food and shelter.

e. When the Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Multi—State Working Group was developn
guidelines for prairie dog management, group Chair, Bob Luce, solicited input
from the USFWS regarding desired prairie dog colony size for BFF
reintroduction. USFWS BFF Recovery Coordinator, J. Michael Lockhart,
responded to Luce in a March 16, "2001 letter that was copied to the EFF
Recovery Implementation Team and outlined the best knowledge regarding
colony size and reintroduction success. Lockhart summarized the (”a-page letter by
writing: Put into sirnplest tertns - the only true tneasu re offer-vet reintroduction
success to date suggests that high density, plaguefifree, black-tailed prairie dog
cot-i-t[_;iie..res in access of 10, 000 acres. i-vith large cor 2 colonies. ttttd i-i--'h ich a r i not
suhiect to artificial perturlrtations (eg. shooting/poisoning) are needed to
reestahlish wildferret populations. Con1.--‘£.’t".'t€l\ ferret reintroductitms into
smaller, nio re isolated, prairie dog caniplexes, hat-re not suc.‘c.‘essy‘i..tlly established
stable/errat popt..tlations, etien in cot--t--tple..res i-vith relatit-ely high prairie dog
densities.

f: More recently, an analysis of BFF reintroduction sites by Jachowski et al. (201 l),
including a co-author from WGFD, concluded: The most iniporttu—ttfacttn‘ related
to ‘lerret re it itroduct ion success l-‘l--"CI.S' a cta-ni-tlatiue metric inca tpo rating hoth s ise
of the ar ta occupied by prairie dogs and density o/iprairie dog lJI.-tt"t‘(JI--t=’.5‘ t-t-'llli. in
that area. Each ofthefom‘ successfitl sites had prairie dog populatitnis that
occupied an area ofat least 4300 ha. No sites Will? <4300 ha ofprairie dogs were
success/id in ata intain ing P30 adult individual ./errets o ver ti"!att iple yea rs without
augh-tentation ei-en lift/refit had a high prairie dog bt.-tt"t‘(Ji-1--’ density. The
aveto rch ing in-zpcntance of the availability ofhigl't-aualin hahitat suggests
n-un-uigers should prioritize actions that tna into in and et-zl'tance the availability of
large ideas with high prairie dog ln-irtni-u density, i--i.-‘h.ich a rt. hectn-n ing
increasingly rare due to anthropogenic in:pacts and disease outhr asks.

Black-tailed Prairie Dog

1} Issue: The Scoping Document did not adequately identify or discuss why the 2015 and

2)

earlier LRMP amendments for prairie dog management were not effective in controlling
prairie dog expansion onto adjoining private and state lands. These reasons need to be
thoroughly and clearly disclosed so the broader public can better understand all the relevant
issues.
Page 5: Mapping e[orts during these years .S'll.01--t---’€d that (active prairie dog colonies expanded
to over 75, 000 acres, rno re than dot-tbl ing the previoas r arord ,[isr t-nagutted acres.
a} The issue of prairie dog colony expansion should come as no surprise. The maximum

future acreage of prairie dog colonies on TBNG (federal land only) predicted in the 2002.
FEIS and supporting Biological Assessment and Evaluation was 48.000 acres, an
estimate derived from habitat modeling. The maximum acreage mapped on TBNG since
the 2002 FBIS was 48.000 acres as indicated in the Scoping Document. As a result. the
more current 48.000 acre maximum does not constitute unexpected growth or new
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3)

4)

6.}

information from that originally predicted in the 2002 FEIS and Supporting Biological
Assessment. anti Evaluation.

Page 5: Cari-1prrdteasit-e Inappa1g regard t--t---'ere coastrear-red by an:e and/i-ma’:7mg ; Ian-vever. a
was estimated. that acnta/ acrrarge ir-npacted by prairie dog e..r1;rr.msam signi/i‘canrly exceeded
the '75, 000 acres recorded.
a) I am concerned that rigorous efforts to assess the status of prairie dogs was not made and

likely overestimated by third party stakeholders. While I do not argue that significant
colony growth may have occurred, I suspect. there may be large exaggerations or
inaccuracies of estimated prairie dog colony acreage. Mapping prairie dog colonies and
estimating occupied acres is of considerable importance. Many trained wildlife biologists
have studied and developed techniques for estimating prairie dog colonies (Biggins et al.
2006). including several FS biologists (Schenbeck and Myhre 1986, Sidle et al. 2.001,
2.002., 2012.), and while these techniques can be applied by technicians and other
practitioners, they are rooted in scientific rigor and require proper funding and timing.

b) The above issue is not a trivial point because the essence of this contentious issue is “how
many prairie dogs are there?” It is even more important in the context of BFF recovery
because we tend to assume that every acre of a prairie dog colony is equivalent to BFF
habitat. That likely is not the case as multiple studies demonstrated that BFFs select for
high densities of prairie dogs/burrows within a prairie dog colony (Biggins et al. 2006b;
Livieri 2007', 2012; Jachowski et al. ”2010, 2.01 1; Beds et al. 2011).

c) The use of the phrase, “Active Colonies" — Although I have used this phrase in the past. it
is inaccurate. A colony of animals (birds, mammals and others) is only a colony if the
animals are present. There really is no such thing as an active or inactive colony, just
colony.

Page 5: Figure 3 implies that the “denuded” area depicted was a result of drought and prairie
dog colony expansion. Was this area closed to livestock grazing at that time? Such
photographic documentation should be labeled to include livestock grazing when
appropriate. If cattle concurrently grazed this area depicted in the photograph, was livestock
grazing reduced during the drought? Direction and guidance in the current LRMP for TBNG
calls for reducing livestock grazing during drought. If there were no adjustments in livestock
grazing during the drought. perhaps it would be appropriate to reiterate the drought direction
in the LRMP in the forthcoming LRMP amendment.
The Scoping Document states that In. the State o/‘Wyomotg, prairie dogs are classified as an.
agr—v‘cainn-a! pest / W.S. 11-5-102 (c.t_)(.rz‘i_)/. In the interest of fair play, the Scoping Document
should have mentioned that the Wyoming State Wildlife Action Plan lists the black-tailed
prairie dog as one of the state’s Species of Greatest Conservation Need (WGFD: N884 (Cb),
Tier 11).
Some speculate that there can not be a BFF reintroduction at. TBNG because of the wild
swings in prairie dog populations due to plague. However. prairie dog management is
evolving, and anew sylvatic plague vaccine is proving effective (Abbott et a]. 2.012,. Rocke et
al. 2017). The planned DEIS associated with the proposed action should thoroughly discuss
prairie dog management tools and not foreclose on BFF reintroduction.
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likely overestimated by third party stakeholders. While I do not argue that significant
colony growth may have occurred, I suspect. there may be large exaggerations or
inaccuracies of estimated prairie dog colony acreage. Mapping prairie dog colonies and
estimating occupied acres is of considerable importance. Many trained wildlife biologists
have studied and developed techniques for estimating prairie dog colonies (Biggins et al.
2006). including several FS biologists (Schenbeck and Myhre 1986, Sidle et al. 2.001,
2.002., 2012.), and while these techniques can be applied by technicians and other
practitioners, they are rooted in scientific rigor and require proper funding and timing.

b) The above issue is not a trivial point because the essence of this contentious issue is “how
many prairie dogs are there?” It is even more important in the context of BFF recovery
because we tend to assume that every acre of a prairie dog colony is equivalent to BFF
habitat. That likely is not the case as multiple studies demonstrated that BFFs select for
high densities of prairie dogs/burrows within a prairie dog colony (Biggins et al. 2006b;
Livieri 2007', 2012; Jachowski et al. ”2010, 2.01 1; Beds et al. 2011).

c) The use of the phrase, “Active Colonies" — Although I have used this phrase in the past. it
is inaccurate. A colony of animals (birds, mammals and others) is only a colony if the
animals are present. There really is no such thing as an active or inactive colony, just
colony.

Page 5: Figure 3 implies that the “denuded” area depicted was a result of drought and prairie
dog colony expansion. Was this area closed to livestock grazing at that time? Such
photographic documentation should be labeled to include livestock grazing when
appropriate. If cattle concurrently grazed this area depicted in the photograph, was livestock
grazing reduced during the drought? Direction and guidance in the current LRMP for TBNG
calls for reducing livestock grazing during drought. If there were no adjustments in livestock
grazing during the drought. perhaps it would be appropriate to reiterate the drought direction
in the LRMP in the forthcoming LRMP amendment.
The Scoping Document states that In. the State o/‘Wyomotg, prairie dogs are classified as an.
agr—v‘cainn-a! pest / W.S. 11-5-102 (c.t_)(.rz‘i_)/. In the interest of fair play, the Scoping Document
should have mentioned that the Wyoming State Wildlife Action Plan lists the black-tailed
prairie dog as one of the state’s Species of Greatest Conservation Need (WGFD: N884 (Cb),
Tier 11).
Some speculate that there can not be a BFF reintroduction at. TBNG because of the wild
swings in prairie dog populations due to plague. However. prairie dog management is
evolving, and anew sylvatic plague vaccine is proving effective (Abbott et a]. 2.012,. Rocke et
al. 2017). The planned DEIS associated with the proposed action should thoroughly discuss
prairie dog management tools and not foreclose on BFF reintroduction.
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Short-Stature Grassland Vegetation

The Scoping Document does not define “short—stature vegetation" and I cannot find that term in
any range management or ecology text. I assume that the Scoping Document is referring to short
statured shortgrass prairie species.

The proposed action is to etnplntsize .shtn‘t-stattn‘e vegetation as a key contprntent ofa mosaic of
vegetation communities across the nntnagenmn area to provide habitat/in a variety of
associated species. However. such an emphasis already exists under the current plan. Extensive
prairie dog habitat provides for the variety of associated species that the proposed action
mentions. Because the proposed action will manage for only [0.000 acres of prairie dog
colonies to support associated species such as mountain plover. burrowing owl. and swift fox.
then the proposed action will be supporting associated species to a far lesser extent than the
current plan. Indeed. one associated species

Many scientists have noted the link between prairie dog colony short stature vegetation and
associated species. Indeed. you already know that the matter has been the subject of research by
USDA Agricultural Research Service.

3... Bird communities on prairie dog colonies have significantly greater densities of
burrowing owls. mountain plovers. killdeer. horned larks. McCown‘s LDI'lgSptll‘S than bird
conununities off colony sites. The strength of prairie dog effects is consistent across the
northern Great Plains. Vegetation modification by prairie dogs sustains a diverse suite of
bird species in these grasslands. Areas in the North American Great Plains with prairie
dog colonies support higher densities of at least 9 vertebrate species than sites without
colonies. Prairie dogs affect habitat for these species through multiple pathways.
including creation of belowground re'fugia. supply of prey for specialized predators.
modification of vegetation structure within colonies. and increased landscape
heterogeneity.

r The mountain plover is a good example of a grassland species adapted to living in very
sparse and prostrate vegetation (see the mountain plover research at Pawnee National
Grassland by Dan Uresk of the USDA Forest Service). Like the piping plover nesting on
almost barren sandbars and alkali wetland shorelines. and the snowy plover on barren
lake shorelines in the Great Plains. the mountain plover is another bare ground plover.
What the Scoping Document illustrates as Deninierl grasslandfalter-ting drought
conditions and the prairie dog population expansion of2016—201 7 is mountain plover
habitat.

Other

;.. Issue: FSl—l 1909.213 and the 2017 amendment to the 2012 planning rule directs LRMP
amendments prepared after 5/9/15 to conform to the 2012 planning regulations. Given
this direction. how can this proposed amendment and E13 process proceed and be
completed without having the TBNG Species of Conservation Concern (36 CFR 219.9}
identified. approved. and available at the onset of this an‘tendment process?
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3* During the May 8, 2019 webinar. I asked if the comments in response to this Scoping
Document. could be made public. I was told no by Monique Nelson. The Wyoming
Department of Agriculture Collaborative Working Group made its findings and comment
letters public. The USDA Forest Service should also make public the comments it
receives in response to the Scoping Document.
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Interegeeey Statement
LES. Forest Service, 1.7.5. Fish and Wildlife Service.

and Wyeming Game and Fish Department
Deeemher 4. 2017

tit-er the past several tears. the Thunder Basie Week-mg Citeup art-.1! the Thunder their. Lettering. Jitter-let: has
pretrided eeuitry representatives. flDttUVfifltl't".E-Tltfli ergeiiieetient. pelt-riitteet. end the public with
t';pper't'.1:ities te dist-ties t.:et;:-itI:.el eeeeitiens and related reenttHertteet fitter-5:. en the Thunder Hat. :1
Natienel Grtii'slmtd {Grassland}. Several themes emerged frern these ilitteuesit'tns, ineludittH gruesltutd
resteretier...e ..-ti..e-JeH FltFtT'tHFl-E‘ rrir eat an._t the re:rtrred teit- en e. l:.ei I. lee-ted ferret:

The T..' S. Fmest hem-tee, ICE l’ith art-rt tk-"ilrl'It'e Reit'iee. mt Wt'I'Jrntrte Gerrte erul Fieh Llepartmeht
eteeHniee the melee etC further eelielft-IL‘Irtitiert aria".- enable: engagement th‘" Hr.iitt.t'tt‘..l restttft'tttert Attii militiite
.Iitttttegtereent strategies. .I’t jeittt eseininetien ef the gelding tleeurnentt'. that intluenee :irtLl ilireet
eteret‘erttertt et't'ie theater-”:13 I.I.il! tdi‘ilfite Mar“:- pt:'-:eti“;el est eat::tert': egress-er} ease-.t . .1 s..ee;e, --.I.'.I-I:i'-l
and eeeriemitt issuee, and altered eenditirins. the prtrrtttry deeurtterits fer ie‘ ietit irielude ”Thunder itesitt
Leid are; Reee_urLt: “’lfleyerrIerI fits: I.l.I+l l'. em. 2} l'. e_;r;e L_t.r s rtetiI_-.:-_5_: tiershtte'l er'i-j
ManaHetttEttt ShetflH‘t’ IEDlli .Etr-t'tegit.Lé'tt Lend. tlet‘ts itieludittHI tet_:.i.'t.ttei'_i tJtEtli 1e ti-‘tg ttuliitat artIJ Hrawlertd
reeditiiirts. he..e eheneed et-er tinte Iteeuistetirte this re“'.ie'ut

‘tk-"e. -Ct“.It'.t€t'fltl‘-5C|}' agree *httt the reine‘eduetiee etfi biflLk-Tflflflied tenets en the C.ii-:iI-..':.;ie.ritl is net :ippmprlete
.1: this tire lrt.‘~;.tesrl~ the.-un‘eet tI'I.Ies'st terre'Ien-it- prairie jet; FT.LtIi:tEEIT'Ii-'.'lii eetjtxts. fit:'.ue‘:r.-_._: eel..Ie.'1Hrt-'
centre! and tilt-tease eetttrel. The l_J.E'~. Fereet Ser‘v'iee 1will meniter eeelegteel pregrere and gratetterirl
reste-rttrier: tit-t-‘Etiet. e". the “itrer...leee lritereetien teeth Stakeheleers Will eentittue “’1 These tmthztrtttrtt
iesuea

We appreeiete the time tut-.l eeeieauett It! HIE-it? ant'elt'ee in the eellelyettetzte eFrirtt te Imptete :Iu: t-t'ttree
:tseet ie the Thunder Basin Netiettel Grassland
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Thunder Basin and Black-footed Ferrets Talking Points
August '14. 2018

In 1994. the black-footed ferret captive breeding program was turned over to the USFWS
(Service). The Service proposed that ferret reintroductions be suspended in white-tailed
prairie dog colonies and that future reintroductions focus on black-tailed prairie dog
colonies. This put the Shirley Basin reintroductions on hold and made releases on the
Thunder Basin National Grasslands (TBNG) a priority.

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (Department) disagreed with this approach but
coordinated with TBNG to ensure adequate ground work was conducted for potential
ferret reintroduction. At that time. the Department terminated development of additional
black—footed ferret release sites in Wyoming due to differences in opinion.

Since 200], when the Land and Resource Management Plan for Thunder Basin National
Grasslands (TBNG) was finalized. there have been numerous conflicts regarding
implementation of the plan with regard to black—tailed prairie dog management and
black—footed ferret reintroduction.

As detailed in the Land and Resource Plan. areas of the grasslands were managed
specifically for black—tailed prairie dogs

o This action resulted in landowner dissatisfaction due to a lack boundary
control and the degradation of leased grazing allotments.

{3 Thunder Basin instituted a shooting ban on key areas in March 2002 to
maintain prairie dog populations

In 2016 the USPS hired the Ruckelshaus Institute to moderate workshops to discuss
prairie dog management issues.

o These workshops had little public or landowner support.
o A summary of these meetings can be found at:

l‘lllpiffWWW.tl\\-'\-'D.t‘tltl/l‘ltlllb/l’tlckfllShims—infilllLllEfCUlltlbt‘il‘tlll‘v'fl—
solutions/thumler—btisinfindes.html

November 2016, the Governor of Wyoming and the Directors of the Wyoming Game and
Fish Department. Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments and the Wyoming
Department of Agriculture sent letters informing the USPS that agencies did not support
reintroduction and current prairie dog management implementation.

In 2017 Plague reduced prairie dog numbers. Before the Plague outbreak. prairie dog
densities were very high and considered to be at socially unacceptable levels.
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Thunder Basin and Black—footed Ferrets Talking Points
August 13. 2018
Page 2

In November 2017 the USFWS. USPS and the Department signed an Interagency
Statement that the reintroduction of ferrets was not appropriate at that time and that the
agencies should continue to focus prairie dog management actions on boundary control
and disease control.

Currently the USFS is working with the Wyoming Department of Agriculture to take
further steps on this issue by holding monthly meetings to discuss a forest plan revision
before the end of 2018.

C}

C?

NGOs support ferret reintroduced on the TBNG.
While ferrets have been associated with “unacceptable" prairie dog
management. there is still some landowner support for ferret
reintroduction.

The Department. the Wyoming Department of Agriculture, the Service. and USPS
publically stated that they do not support ferret reintroduction until ongoing public issues
are resolved.

o

C}

C}

Currently there are no plans to reintroduce ferrets to Thunder Basin
Grasslands. The draft ferret management plan developed by the WGFD
calls for a population of ferrets in black-tailed prairie dog habitat. The
location of this population is not predetermined.
While the TBNG contains high quality ferret habitat, reintroductions will
not occur until social concerns are resolved.
Should ferret populations be released. dedicated funding is essential for
boundary and plague control.
Any releases should be conducted with community support.



From: Prosser, Chadlerir W -FS
Sent: 15 Mar 2019 16:52:04 +0000
To: Prosser, thadleyr W -FS;McDona|d, Peter M -FS
Subject: Conversation with Prosser, ChadleyW —FS

Prosser, Chadley W —FS 9:42 AM:

Good morning Peter — have time for a call?
McDonald, Peter M —F5 9:43 AM:

Can we do it in 15?
Prosser, Chadle}r W —F5 9:43 AM:

yep, just want to call me when your ready? (bite)
McDonald, Peter M -FS 9:43 AM:

ok
McDonald, Peter M —FS 10:15 AM:

Just sent you sharepoint link to Nebraska legacy prairie dog files. If you want to start looking in
there, I'll look in my pinyon folders for the Manning letter.

Prossor, Chadleyr W —FS 10:15 AM:

ok great — thank you!
Prosser, Chadley W —F5 10:21 AM:

email didn't come through. can you attach the link to skype.
McDonald, Peter M —F5 10:22 AM:

https://usdaocc.sharepoint.coml:f:/s;’fs—r02-rr}TESfEsBScD-
hbTJtEEtdMSABGYCV 1|Q2WWNOP0fc0wl4g?e:pKUDdR

Prosser, Chadleyr W —F5 10:23 AM:
thank you.

10:25 AM "'r"r..r_.i asae: to send "20000514 BTPD added to rfss.pdf' 1L: Presser. 'l':|ie-:.l|e'-...-' 15.
10:25 AM "'~."'o.i aloe: to send "20000614 BTPD added to rfss.pdf' :c: Presser, «filliez-clle'gi' i5.
10:25 AM '20000614_BTPD_added_to_rfss.pdf" :rar's:fi:':-'i'r.":-::J_
10:25 AM "s-"cci cancezed ti'e fie trar'sfe '.
McDonald, Peter M —F5 10:25 AM:

Here is the letter making BTPD a R2 RFSS if you don't have it
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:29 AM:

Haven't found the Manning letter but this reference tells you what you were asking about: G.
Manning. Acting Deputy Director ofthe National Forest System, letter 1999

Prosser. IlChau:ilr.':§.rr W — F5 10:30 AM:

perfect, I'll add in the title. I haven't found the letter yet either.
McDonald, Peter M —F5 10:30 AM:

That should be Chief but let me see if I can find a second reference to confirm
Prosser, Ehadleyr W —FS 10:30 AM:

ok
Prosser, (Ihadlerrr W —F5 10:32 AM:

I do have reference of the Chief rescinding 1998 guidance
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:32 AM:

Deputy Chief. not Deputy Director
McDonald, Peter M —FS 10:32 AM:

Still checking
Prosser. Chadley W —F5 10:32 AM:

k
Presser, I‘.‘:l‘laudleg.rr W —F5 10:34 AM:

so the reference to Gloria should be: "Acting Deputy Chief of the National Forest System"?



      

          
      

      

                 

         
      

               
                

      

            
         

            

            

      

  
       

            

      

     
     

     

      

            

        
      

        
      

                

  
      

  

      

          
      

      

                 

         
      

               
                

      

            
         

            

            

      

  
       

            

      

     
     

     

      

            

        
      

        
      

                

  
      

  

McDonald, Peter M -F5 10:34 AM:
I think so but that's what I'm trying to confirm

Prosser. Chadley W —F5 10:34 AM:

k
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:33 AM:

Haven't found the letter but another letter from her in 1999 identifies her as Associate Deputy Chief,
NFS. I think you'll be fine going with that.

Prosser, Chadley W —F5 10:39 AM:

Ok, I'll go with that. Thank you for looking this up. Have a good weekend.
10:43 AM "~."'oi_i asaoo to son-cl "Summary of Prairie dog petitions sidle112408.doc' to Prossc-r {Lil‘acllc-y W es.
MCDDI‘Iald, Peter M -F5 10:43 AM:

Finding other stuff during my search that may be helpful to you
10:43 AM "Summary of Prairie dog petitions_sid|e112408.doc" l ll'c'T'll"|."-.~l"':"fl'l"|:'.'|::l.
10:44 AM ‘~.-"ou a-si-:-.er.:: to sen-cl "20000511lr btpd cooperation bosch.doc" to Presser, 'l-_-l‘--_'EICllE‘_‘j,-" ”IF-i" F5.
10:44 AM “'r'ttnu a.'~-_.:-::r‘rr: t-:'_: sen-cl "20000517_btpd_cooperation_bosch.doc" to f-‘rli::u.~'-;.'-:r:"r, IZ__|"::t:lli"r-;.--' W —F_‘_.
McDonald, Peter M —F5 10:44 AM:

One more
10:44 AM ‘i"'u.'_"IL_i -:'_al”ic'eLecl line We ll-Elllfsl-El'.
10:45 AM "~."'ou asi-::er.:: to send "20000726 NFS limits on btpd poisoningrtf" to Prosser, -i'_'l".:an:llej..-' W F5.
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:45 AM:

An important one from 2000
10:46 AM '2000051? btpd cooperation bosch.doc l transforr'c-cl.
10:41Ir AM '20000726__NFS limits on _btpd__poisoning.rtf — ti ar'i'_-_~l"e::'e-:_l.
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:4?r AM:

Last one if you haven't seen it. one to be aware of
htt/fsweb.r2.fs.fed.us/rr/R2 TES Site 2007/esa/RF letter BFF 8may2007.doc

Prosser, Chadley W -FS 10:50 AM:
This is great information - thank you again.

McDonald, Peter M —FS 10:51 AM:
All from here. Feel free to browse and let me know if you have further questions.
https:r’r’usfs.app.box.com/folderf40809408265

Prosser, Chadley W —F5 10:51 AM:
will do.



    

      

       

      

     

                    
      

                    
     

                
      

              
     

          
      

                   

 

    

      

       

      

     

                    
      

                    
     

                
      

              
     

          
      

                   

 

From: Truex, Richard -FS
Sent: 19 Mar 2018 16:51:45 +0000
To: Truex, Richard -FS;McDona|d, Peter M -FS
Subject: Conversation with Truex, Richard -F5

Truex, Richard —FS 10:43 AM:
Did you know Chad Prosser is on as acting DR in Douglas? Not sure if that is good or bad.

I'tI'lclJonaldr Peter M -F5 10:49 AM:

No I didn't and can't say I know him very well. Name is familiar but where did he come from?
Truex, Richard -F5 10:49 AM:

He was here acting behind Tom for a while. Normally on DPG as range prog lead.
McDonald, Peter M -FS 10:49 AM:

That's why the name is familiar! Ugh. Not sure what to think about it.
TrLIE'K, Richard —FS 10:50 AM:

I'm sort of in 'ugh' response too for the moment...
McDonald, Peter M —FS 10:51 AM:

l was more referring to my inability to recall him, which in itself maybe says something about him (or
me}!



     
      

    
       

  

 
                    

               
               

           
               

                   
         

                     
              
                   

   

 

          
 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

 

 

 

        

     
      

    
       

  

 
                    

               
               

           
               

                   
         

                     
              
                   

   

 

          
 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

 

 

 

        

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 6 Mar 2018 15:12:29 +0000
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Subject: Follow up to our call yesterday
Attachments: USFS_Selected_Species_Laws_Po|icies.pptx

Steve,
If helpful I pulled from slides from a presentation Nancy Warren and I gave a few years ago at the
ESA for Line Officers continuing education class. They provide some of the "citations" for our
responsibilities to species like the black-tailed prairie dog as a regional sensitive species and other
species associated with prairie dog communities. most prominently the endangered black-footed
ferret but many others including other R2 sensitive species, e.g. swift fox, mountain plover, western
burrowing owl. The BTPD was put on the list because it was very close to being listed under the
ESA due to over 95% reduction across the range.
The full presentation is on the regional TES fsweb site. It‘s a good one to get up to speed on laws
and policies associated with giving special management attention to native, declining species on the
NFS lands and how we got to where we have with managing for species like the BTPD and BFF.
http:fffsweb.r2.fs.fed.usfrr/R2_TES_Site_2007lesaiNW-
Pl‘vllvl Role of Line Officer & Biologists 5May2011 finalpptx
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
www.fs.usda.govidetailfu|lir2fhomef?cid=ste|prdb526‘l599&width=full

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

151? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
I‘Nuln '.~ ",,‘
_ 1-”

Caring for the land and serving people



   

         
        

      
     

     
        

        
        
    

       

   

         
        

      
     

     
        

        
        
    

       

Endangered Species Act
>Provide a means to conserve ecosystems upon which T&E

species depend Provide a program to conserve T&E
speciesTa ke steps to achieve purposes of
treatieslVligratory bird treatiesCITESFisheries — Northwest
Atlantic and North PacificOther international
agreementsln section 5 of ESA, the Secretary of
Agriculture is directed to: “establish and implement a
program to conserve fish, wildlife, and plants, including
Federally listed species” (16
U.S.C. 1534 et seq. and FSIVI 2670.11)



   

         
        

         
        

      
        

         
         

      

   

         
        

         
        

      
        

         
         

      

ESA Section 7(a)(1)

>All other federal agencies shall, in consultation with and
with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this chapter
by carrying out programs for the conservation of
endangered and threatened species.Conservation = “all
methods and procedures which are necessary to bring
endangered and threatened species to the point at which
the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no
longer necessary (e.g. recovery and delisting).”



   

       
       

         
       

       
       

  

   

       
       

         
       

       
       

  

ESA Section 7(a)(2)

>Each federal agency shall, in consultation with
the Secretary, insure that any action authorized,
funded, or carried out by such agency, is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
any endangered or threatened species or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat.



    

                      
             

     

    

                      
             

     

National Forest Management Act

Forest plans must:"Pruvide for diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in
order to meet overall multiple use objectives of a land management plan ...“

NFMA, 16 USC 1604 (g)(3)(b)



  

         
       

       
     

        
         

       
         

       

  

         
       

       
     

        
         

       
         

       

NFIVIA Regulations

”Fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain
viable populations of existing native and desired
nonnative vertebrate species in the planning area.”

36 CFR 219.19”|n order to
insure that viable populations will be maintained, habitat
must be provided to support, at least, a minimum
number of reproductive individuals, and that habitat
must be well distributed so that those individuals can
interact with others in the planning area.”



   

          
       

        
      

      
        

        
       

           
       

       
       

   

          
       

        
      

      
        

        
       

           
       

       
       

USDA Regulation 9500-4

Assist in the identification and recovery of threatened and
endangered plant and animal speciesAvoid actions which
may cause a species to become threatened or
endangered Evaluate and conserve habitats necessary for
the conservation of threatened and endangered
speciesConsult as necessary with the Departments of the
Interior and/or Commerce on activities that may affect
threatened and endangered speciesDo not approve, fund
or take any action that is likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of threatened and endangered species or
destroy any habitat necessary for their conservation
unless exemption is granted under subsection 7(h)



     

       
           

       
        

         
       

   
  

     

       
           

       
        

         
       

   
  

Forest Service Manual — 2620

>To preclude trends toward endangerment that would
result in the need for Federal listing, units must develop
conservation strategies for those sensitive species whose
continued existence may be negatively affected by the
forest plan or a proposed project. To devise conservation
strategies, first conduct biological assessments of
identified sensitive species.

FSM 2621.2



     

       
       

     
     

  
     

      
  

     

       
       

     
     

  
     

      
  

Forest Service Manual — 2670

>Maintain viable p0pulations of all native and
desired nonnative wildlife, fish and plant species
in habitats distributed throughout their
geographic range on NFS lands.

FSM 2670.22,2Deve|0p
and implement management objectives for
populations and/or habitat of sensitive species.

FSM 2670.223



      

     
      

     
        

     

      

     
      

     
        

     

Forest Service Manual — 2670 (cont)

>Sensitive species must receive special
management emphasis to ensure their viability
and preclude trends toward endangerment...
FSM 2672.1 - TES Planning (similar to FSM
2670.22, 1. — TES Objectives)



     

      

  

    

             

             

        

            
  

  

                
             

                
   

      

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

 

 
        

     

      

  

    

             

             

        

            
  

  

                
             

                
   

      

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

 

 
        

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 14 Feb 2019 23:25:57 +0000
To: pete_gober@fws.gov
Cc: john_hughes@fws.gov;kimberly_fraser@fws.gov;Harper, Robert -FS;Swiader,
Jennifer E -FS;Lohr, Steve -FS;Bierman, Sylvia (Clark)- FS;Harper, Robert -FS;Barrera, Bobbi L -FS;Allen,
Lydia R -FS;Maes, Ronnie -FS;Abegglen, Jeffrey S -FS;Dobesh, Phillip A -FS;I<ozlowski, Steve -FS;Shive|y,
Stephanie -FS;Krueger, Patricia A -FS;McDona|d, Peter M -FS
Subject: Forest Service annual report - Black-footed ferret recovery and Prairie dog
habitat management
Attachments: 20190114-USFS-BFF—Report-ZOlB-FlNAL.pdf

Attached is our annual report for 2018. We were delayed getting this together for the winter
executive committee meeting and then the government further delayed finalizing the report. As
always, a great thanks to our regional and fieid personnel in helping pull together this information
again for 2018.

Let me know of any questions.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
wwwfs.usda.oovfdetailfullfr2e’homef?cid=stelprdb528l5998width=full

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-351 5
peter.mcdonald@usda.gov

181? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17'
Lakewood, CO 80401
wwwfsfedus
tutu-:3“
.- .--"

Caring for the land and serving people



           

 

            

  

           
   

    

             
              

             

             

          

              

             
             

          

           

 

            

  

           
   

    

             
              

             

             

          

              

             
             

          

TO: Pete Gober, Black-footed Ferret Recovery Coordinator, US. Fish and Wildlife
Service

CC: Robert Harper (W0), Erin Swiader (R1), Steve Lohr/Sylvia Bierman (R2), Robert
Trujillo (R3)

SUBJECT: US. Forest Service 2016 Report on Black-footed Ferret Recovery/Prairie Dog
Habitat Management Activities

DATE: February 14, 2019

National Grasslands continue to represent some of the best opportunities for black-footed ferret
recovery in the wild. One of the most successful black-footed ferret reintroduction sites to-date
in the national recovery program is at Conata Basin/Badlands, South Dakota, which includes
habitat on the Buffalo Gap National Grassland and adjoining Badlands National Park. The
annual monitoring recently completed at Conata Basin/Badlands continues to provide
encouraging news about the post-plague rebound of the ferret population in the recovery area
there. Plague management continues to be a central management issue in the national
recovery program for the black-footed ferret. Several plague research studies are in progress
and a summary for 2018 is attached to this report.



   

      

                  
              

                 
             
              
            

               
               

                 
  

        

                
   

         

               
             

               
             
              
                

                
               

               
     

         

             
               

              
                

                 
        

 

   

      

                  
              

                 
             
              
            

               
               

                 
  

        

                
   

         

               
             

               
             
              
                

                
               

               
     

         

             
               

              
                

                 
        

 

NORTHERN REGION (R1)

Dakota Prairie Grasslands (DPG): General Information

Prairie dog populations on DPG are managed in terms of complexes (a complex is a group of at
least 10 prairie dog colonies with nearest neighbor intercolony distances not exceeding 8 miles
and with a total colony complex acreage of at least 1,000 acres), while also complying with the
"good neighbor" policy. As resources allow, black-tailed prairie dog colonies are surveyed about
every 3 years to detect trends for Land Resource Management Plan-level monitoring on Dakota
Prairie Grasslands (DPG). Generally, 2018 mapped prairie dog acreages increased from 2015;
it has been hypothesized that some of this increase was caused by dry conditions experienced
throughout the DPG prairie dog range (only 6.83 inches of precipitation was measured in the
center of DPG prairie dog range in 2017, which is less than half of the annual average
precipitation amount).

Dakota Prairie Grasslands: Cedar River National Grassland, ND

(No change from 2018) This small (6,800 acre) unit does not contain any active colonies of
black—tailed prairie dogs.

Dakota Prairie Grasslands: Grand River National Grassland (GRNG), SD

Prairie dog populations on the GRNG are managed to establish two or more complexes. About
2,678 acres of black-tailed prairie dog colonies were surveyed in 2018 (27-31 August);
cumulating into a 24% increase from 2015. Prairie dog expansion is emphasized in three focal
areas (respective acreages at 2018 mapping time in parenthesis) while complying with the
“good neighbor" policy: Corson County Focal Area (717 acres), Pasture 7-8-9 Focal Area (799
acres), and Pasture 6 Focal Area (1160 acres). Corson County Focal Area had less acreage at
2018 mapping time than 2015 (11% decrease); the cause for most of decrease is unknown and
cannot be completely attributed to control efforts on GRNG since 2015. About 287 acres of
lethal prairie dog control was done in areas adjacent to non-National Forest System (NFS) lands
the autumn after 2018 mapping.

Dakota Prairie Grasslands: Little Missouri National Grassland (LMNG), ND

Both the Medora and McKenzie Ranger Districts that together comprise the LMNG contain
black-tailed prairie dogs. Prairie dog populations on the LMNG are managed to establish two or
more complexes in both the badlands geographic area and in the rolling prairie geographic
area, while also complying with the "good neighbor" policy. There are six prairie dog focal areas
on LMNG. Four of these have greater than 1,000 acres of area on NFS lands (acreages listed
below are at mapping time 2018: July-September 27):



             

           

            

       

      

              

             
                  

               
                

 

            

            
                

               

              

             

              

               

               

                 

          

          

 

             

           

            

       

      

              

             
                  

               
                

 

            

            
                

               

              

             

              

               

               

                 

          

          

 

- South Unit Theodore Roosevelt National Park Focal Area (1 ,519 acres). This focal area
on DPG land is adjacent to Theodore Roosevelt National Park land;

. 8W Slope Focal Area (also known as Boyce Creek/Indian Creek, 1,948 acres);

. SW McKenzie Focal Area (1,380 acres); and

I NW McKenzie Focal Area (1,689 acres).

Part of the NW McKenzie Focal Area is designated as Management Area 3.63 (black-footed
ferret reintroduction habitat); there were approximately 786 acres of active prairie dog acreage
on MA 3.63 in 2018 at mapping time, compared to 567 acres in 2015. In summary, on LMNG,
4,814 acres were mapped on the Medora District and 3.544 acres were mapped in the
McKenzie District, this is about a 44% and 57% increase for the two districts, respectively, from
2015.

The DPG completed the Little Missouri National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Project
Environmental Assessment (EA) in 2018. The selected alternative authorized in the 2018
Decision Notice (DN) allows for the control of prairie dogs on NFS lands bordering non-NFS
lands with zinc phosphide along a 1A mile zone paralleling non—NFS property. As authorized in
the DN, after control procedures are assessed and determined to have been effective, a
vegetation barrier may be established at approximately 300 feet from the non-NFS land
boundary when feasible to discourage future encroachment. For the first time on LMNG since
2014, lethal control of prairie dogs was conducted on lands bordering non-NFS lands during
autumn of 2018. Medora District had about 2,054 acres of lethal prairie dog control. McKenzie
District had about 1,774 acres of lethal prairie dog control; no prairie dog control was done in
Management Area 3.63 (black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat). Control procedures have
been initially assessed and appear to be effective thus far.



    

        

             
               

              
                

                
                
             

               
              

            
               
              

               
              

               
                  
      

               
           

           

        
   

 
    

 

       

       

       

       

       

       

              

   

              
               

               
                
                 
                  
              
              

 

 

    

        

             
               

              
                

                
                
             

               
              

            
               
              

               
              

               
                  
      

               
           

           

        
   

 
    

 

       

       

       

       

       

       

              

   

              
               

               
                
                 
                  
              
              

 

 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION (R2)

Nebraska Natlonal Forest: Buffalo Gap National Grassland, SD
Conata Basin (BGNG East 1A). Black-footed ferret population monitoring was conducted in the
Agate, Sage Creek and Heck Table areas of the Conata Basin. Additionally, the Steer Pasture
black-footed ferret management area north of Badlands National Park was also surveyed. As of
November 2016, a minimum of 111 individual black-footed ferrets (Le, 36 adults and 52 kits on
Forest Service lands and 11 adults and 12 kits on National Park Service lands) have been
trapped and processed. Twenty-four of the 33 total kits on the Roberts, Agate and Sage Creek
Pasture colonies, were vaccinated against plague as part of an SPV/FipronillDust evaluation. All
ferrets in Heck Table, Steer Pasture and Prairie Wind were vaccinated. These numbers are not
a final population estimate, because additional surveys are needed and some of the animals
observed during surveys were not successfully trapped and processed. The fall population
decreased from the prior year’s estimate of 147 total animals. A more detailed analysis and
population estimate will be provided in the Conata Basin/Badlands NP site report in late
January. In 2016 prairie dog colony expansion was noticed across the Wall District. In 2017
prairie dog colony expansion continued largely aided by few plague or other disease outbreaks
and drought conditions throughout much of the year. Active prairie dog colonies were mapped in
2017 with a total of 9,910 acres in the Conata Basin; a reduction of 68%. when compared to
2007 (pre-plague) active acres (Table 1).

Table 1. Wall Ranger District - acres of active prairie dog colonies by Geographic Area
and 3.63 Management Area (Black-footed ferret management area) for 2007 (pro-plague)
through 2017. Colonies were verified as being active, GPS’d and mapped.

Year Wall North WaIISE* Wall SW** ”A 3'63:9°"ata MA 3533”“ TOTALBasm Pasture

2007 506 1 ,677 1,060 31,372 733 35,350
2009 550 1 ,891 1,371 15,926 725 20,463
2011 366 562 552 9,114 607 11.203
2013 364 1,016 376 7,545 720 10.041
2015 322 1,339 411 6,763 819 9,674
2017 649 2,214 706 9,910 675 14,356

*=Does not include Steer Pasture MA 3.63 **=Does not include Conata Basin MA 3.63

Ferret Family Rating

The 2018 FFR was determined using burrow counts from the from fipronil and dusting
application data, then utilizing 93% as the measure to figure active burrow densities from this
total. These data resulted in a territory adjusted FFR of 128.1 across the Conata Basin black-
footed ferret management area (does not include Steer Pasture); which is up from 125.4 in 2017
(Table 2). Plague continues to be a concern for ferrets and their prey. The 201 7 total active
prairie dog acres in the Basin are at their highest level since 2011. The FFR increased for a
fourth consecutive year which is partly due to increased prairie dog acreages as densities
tended to decrease slightly in many parts of Conata Basin. Many colonies that nearly plagued-



                
            

             
   

 

            
             

 

 
 
 
 

 

           

 

               
                 
                

               
               
              

     

 

                
                

               
               
                 

               
                

               
                  

                 
                    

                
                

               
          

       

             
               

              
              
               

              
              

             

 

                
            

             
   

 

            
             

 

 
 
 
 

 

           

 

               
                 
                

               
               
              

     

 

                
                

               
               
                 

               
                

               
                  

                 
                    

                
                

               
          

       

             
               

              
              
               

              
              

             

 

out in 2008-2010 are starting to recover and if that trend continues, in combination with normal
or below normal precipitation, then active prairie dog acreage could grow quickly.

Table 2. Territory-adjusted FFR for the Conata Basin 2006-2018. Does not include Steer
Pasture 3.63 MA.

2000 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015 201?r 2018
FFR 400.8 286.5 214.3 20?.9 125.2 159.9 136.6 106.2 113.6 122.4 125.4 128.1

"/0
Change

from —28% —25% —3% 40% +28% —15% —22% +7% +8% +25% +1%
Prior
Year

Dusting

The 2018 dusting effort consisted of a private contractor that dusted 456,913 burrows in 8,406
acres of prairie dog habitat located on the Wall Ranger District. Dusting was initiated on April 3,
2018 and completed on November 14, 2018. Methods were identical to what has been used in
the past by the interagency dusting crew. The contractor was provided the dust and all
equipment except the ATV’s, fuel and personnel to do the work. A FS representative was
responsible for inspection of work and coordinating duster maintenance and repair as well as
validating GPS coverage and payment.

Fipronii

In 2018 the NEPA used for plague management on the Wall Ranger District was reviewed and
modified to allow for the use of multiple dust insecticides as well as Sylvatic Plague Vaccine
(SPV), and a newly labeled fipronil grain bait. Previous research on the fipronil insecticide has
provide promising results for flea control and is being used at a larger experimental scale
(Colony Level) in order to determine if there are any unexpected effects from the chemical to the
ecosystem or other non-target species. In 2018 the fipronil baiting effort consisted of a private
contractor who applied fipronil grain bait to 37,018 burrows in 780 acres of prairie dog habitat
located on the Wall Ranger District. The baiting was initiated on September 25, 2018 and
completed on October 24, 2018. One half cup of was bait was applied near the entrance of each
active burrow either by hand or baiting machine. In a side by side comparison, it took roughly
half as long to bait the colony by hand as it did to bait with the machines. The contractor was
provided the fipronil grain and baiting machines, but used their own ATV’s, fuel and personnel to
do the work. A FS representative was responsible for inspection of the work and validating GPS
coverage. Based on the initial results, it appears that this application will not require any
specialized equipment, and may be more cost effective than dusting.

Evaiuation of New Insecticides for Flea Control

Some colonies of prairie dogs in Conata/Badlands have been dusted with deltamethrin (Delta
Dust) for over 10 consecutive years. As fleas are repeatedly exposed to deltamethrin, they may
develop resistance to the insecticide, resulting in decreased efficacy of dusting for flea control
and plague management. Recent USGS and PWR data (Eads et al., unpublished data) suggest
that on 2 Conata colonies dusted with deltamethrin for 10 to 11 years, fleas developed
resistance to deltamethrin. With that said, dusting on those 2 colonies was discontinued from
2015 through 2017, and as of 2017, many fleas on those colonies exhibited molecular
signatures (enzyme assays) identical to susceptible fleas; i.e., resistance was at least partly



                 
             

               
           

              
               

                  
               
           

               
               

            
 

             
             

              
                 
                  
               

          

         

              
             

             
               

               
                

               
  

         
 

             
               

               
            

        

            
             

               

 

                 
             

               
           

              
               

                  
               
           

               
               

            
 

             
             

              
                 
                  
               

          

         

              
             

             
               

               
                

               
  

         
 

             
               

               
            

        

            
             

               

 

purged from the flea populations. If deltamethrin is used in a rotating fashion with other tools for
plague management, fleas might not evolve resistance to deltamethrin. USGS and PWR have
conducted research to assess the relative efficacy of new insecticides that might be used in
rotating fashion with deltamethrin. Encouragingly, an edible insecticide grain with systemic
fipronil has provided promising results. Following treatment of prairie dogs with fipronil grain in
2016, 2017 and 2018, fleas nearly disappeared for 3 consecutive months. From 2016 into 2017,
and 2017 into 2018 fleas on the fipronil plots remained suppressed for 11 to 12 months (Eads et
al., unpublished data). Thus, in the future, fipronil grain and deltamethrin might be used under
an integrative approach to plague management at Conata/Badlands. Additional work with
fipronil looked at efficacy based on bait application methods, and evaluated the efficacy of a
fipronil-laced pellet bait. The initial data appears to show that the fipronil treatments are highly
effective, and could be conducted relatively quickly and potentially cheaper than dusting
treatments.

Smithwick (BGNG West 1/2). Prairie dog acreages at Smithwick (a second Management Area
3.63 - Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction Habitat on the Buffalo Gap National Grassland} were
surveyed by U.S. Forest Service personnel in 2016 who found two hundred ninety-five (295)
acres of active colonies. This is significantly higher than the 108 acres surveyed in 2012, but still
short of the 490 acres that prairie dog colonies occupied in 2010. A drive-through of the area in
2014 discovered that suspected plague continues to be present in the area. The next full
inventory for this area is expected to occur in 2019.

Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests: Thunder Basin National Grassland, WY

The Forest Service has embarked on an amendment to the land management plan/prairie dog
management strategy for the Thunder Basin National Grassland based on new information. An
interdisciplinary team of federal, state, and private stakeholders is advising the agency on
issues and options related to prairie dog management on the National Grassland into the future.
The Forest Service will publicly issue a Notice of Intent to prepare and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) at the end of March 2019. Tentatively, a Draft EIS is scheduled for public
release in June 2019, with a final Record of Decision on the amendment expected around
September 2020.

Pike-San Isabel National Forests: Comanche / Cimarron National Grasslands,
CO/KS

No change from 2016-17: The Comanche and Cimarron National Grasslands are identified as
potential reintroduction sites. Due to the continuing impact of plague and other issues on these
grasslands, it is expected that it will be some time before suitable conditions to support black-
footed ferret reintroduction will be achieved. However, there were significant recovery actions
adjacent to the Comanche National Grasslands in 2015.

Two landowners adjacent to the National Grasslands expressed support for black-footed ferret
reintroduction under the NRCS EQUIP program. These landowners had the minimum number of
acres to qualify for the program; however, additional acres were needed to ensure success of



            
              

           
              

         

              
               

            
               

              
              

 

            
              

           
              

         

              
               

            
               

              
              

 

the reintroduction. The Comanche National Grassland and USFWS discussed the likelihood of
black-footed ferrets moving on to the grasslands. While the Comanche was supportive of the
reintroduction effort there were some concerns about impacts to ongoing Grasslands
management. The Grasslands and USFWS were able to work out an agreement that allowed
for the continuance of ongoing management actions on allotments.

The Grasslands Biologist supported release efforts at two sites adjacent to the grasslands. A
total of 20-25 ferrets. all inoculated against the plague. were released in one day. Subsequent
surveys found relatively good survival of initially released ferrets and also reproduction—they
found two kits. The Comanche National Grassland will continue to work with the NRCS and
USFWS to ensure the highest probability of success. There are some concerns that recent
outbreaks of plague on the Comanche will impact the success of the reintroduction effort.



   

     

             
               

            
                
               

                
        

 

   

     

             
               

            
                
               

                
        

 

SOUTHWESTERN REGION (R3)

KiowarRita Blanca National Grasslands, NM/OK

Lack of funding prevented personnel from conducting BTPD monitoring in 2018. No ferret
reintroduction has occurred at the Kiowa or Rita Blanca National Grassland, and we did not
comprehensively monitor Black-tailed Prairie Dog colony acres in 2018. Observations of small,
disjunot pockets of prairie dogs on the Rita Blanca National Grassland show that no large scale
rebound has yet occurred since the recent plague events. On the Kiowa National Grassland in
New Mexico, observations of major colony size decline between April and June of the past year
may indicate that plague has affected these colonies.



  

         
         

    
         

    

         
           
             

           
             

            
          

          
             
           

        
             

             
          

          
 

             
            

             
            
               
           

   
              

            
               

             
      

             
            

             
            

  

         
         

    
         

    

         
           
             

           
             

            
          

          
             
           

        
             

             
          

          
 

             
            

             
            
               
           

   
              

            
               

             
      

             
            

             
            

ATTACHMENT 1

Research Update: Identifying New Tools for Conserving Black-footed Ferrets
David A. Eads', Dean E. Bigginsg, and Travis Livieri3

'Colorado State University (daeads@colostate.cdu)
2U. S. Geological Survey, Fort Collins Science Center (bigginsd@usgs.gov)

3Prairie Wildlife Research (tlivieri@prairiewildlife.org)

Sylvatic plague seriously impedes progress toward recovery of black-footed
ferrets. Dusting of burrows with DeltaDust‘E 0.05% deltamethrin (a pulicide) has
proven effective in suppressing the fleas that transmit plague and has become one
of the most effective tools for conserving black—footed ferrets. However, if
DeltaDust‘i—i is used repeatedly over time, fleas can develop resistance to the active
ingredient, resulting in ineffective flea control, as found on 2 colonies ofblack—
tailed prairie dogs in Conata/Badlands (Eads et al. in press).

Using an effective pulicide has large economic consequences and ramifications
to achieving recovery of the black-footed ferret. Conservation of the ferret will rely
on an integrative approach to plague management, for instance involving rotating
applications of insecticidal pulicides with different active ingredients.

Fipronil, a broad spectrum pulicide, has been identified as a tool. for managing
plague. Fipronil can be applied at low concentrations to host-fed bait as a “feed-
through” systemic pulicide (Borchert and Poché 201 1). Step-wise research is
needed to appropriately and effectively incorporate fipronil into plague mitigation
programs.

Over the past 3 years, 2016-201 8, we have evaluated the efficacy of systemic
fipronil on colonies of black-tailed prairie dogs in Conata/Badlands. To start, we
tested 0.005% fipronil grain, an EPA registered product. On. 2 colonies in 2016,
fipronil grain suppressed fleas on prairie dogs by 97—100% for 3 consecutive
months. Later in June and July 2017, fleas were 65—74% less prevalent on the old
fipronil plots, relative to control plots. Thus, fipronil grain effectively suppressed
fleas 12 months.

In 2017, we created new fipronil plots on 3 colonies to further evaluate the
short-term efficacy of fipronil grain as a pulicide. Fipronil grain suppressed fleas
by 95—100% for 3 months (Fig. 1). Later in June 2018, fleas were 73-98% less
prevalent on. the 2017 fipronil plots, relative to controls. Thus, Thus, fipronil grain
effectively suppressed fleas for 11 months.

In 2018, we continued to evaluate fipronil grain, this time on 7 sites.
Throughout the field season, we processed prairie dogs “93,750 times and detected
336,000 fleas (and 3e6,400 mites and tel ,200 lice). We compared two methods of
fipronil. grain application; at burrows and along 10—m grid transects. Flea control



               
             

            
 

             
           

          
             

             
         
             

 
            

            
              

            
           

               
  
            
              
             
              
              

         

               
             

            
 

             
           

          
             

             
         
             

 
            

            
              

            
           

               
  
            
              
             
              
              

         

over 3 months was similar on sites where fipronil grain was placed at burrows and
on sites where the grain was distributed along transects; the latter form of
application was faster and cheaper. Fipronil suppressed fleas by 99—100% for 3
months.

In 2018, we also evaluated fipronil-laced pellets (0.80 mg fipronil per pellet; M.
R. Matchett personal communication) that might be distributed to prairie dog
complexes using automated dispensers attached to ATVs and unmanned aerial
vehicles (drones; Krieger et al. 2018). We tested the pellets on 3 experimental
sites. About 3 months after the treatments; fipronil pellets had suppressed fleas by
67-100%. These results are encouraging. Nonetheless; field observations suggest
continued research is needed to increase the palatability of these pellets to prairie
dogs.

Fipronil is appealing as a management tool because it is easily distributed;
sufficient numbers of prairie dogs consume the fipronil—laced grain and pellets for
effective flea control; and the ingredient suppresses fleas for at least 11 to 12
months. In addition; the product. is targeted toward rodent hosts; and would
presumably have little effect on non-target species; except for other ectoparasites
on. hosts that consume fipronil in. host blood (a. topic of ongoing study; thanks to
WWF support).

We thank World Wildlife Fund for supporting this research. In 2018; the
funding helped to support our field crew (2 crew leaders and 20 volunteers) and
housing. Field work will continue in 2019. We will further evaluate the long-term
efficacy of fipronil; in grain and pellet format; as a pulicide. Moreover; we will
continue to evaluate other pulicides that might be added to the toolbox for plague
management. We look forward to continued research with WWF.



    

      

     

    

       

    

   

          

   

  

        

     

       

          

      

   

 

                 

    

 

  
   

  
         

  
  

  

   
   

  
   

  

       

    

      

     

    

       

    

   

          

   

  

        

     

       

          

      

   

 

                 

    

 

  
   

  
         

  
  

  

   
   

  
   

  

       

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 7 Dec 2017 17:27:18 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: FW: BFF statement
Attachments: Signed Joint Statement 12 04 2017.pdf

BFF statement in Wyoming.

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Wildlife, Botany, and Fish Resource Team Leader for the MBRTB
Forest Wildlife Biologist
Sage—grouse Coordinator
559 972—1934 cell, 307 7-15—2343 office, sliiozlovvslti[illsfedus
From: Voos, Aaron T —FS
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:16 PM
To: Kozlowski, Steve —FS <skoz|owski@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Underhill, Sandra — FS (sandraunderhill@fs.fed.us>
Subject: BFF statement
KeHe/Koz,
This interagency statement will be shared publicly by Russ on Thursday in Gillette. Just making sure you
are aware. See attached...
Aaron

Aaron 1l.~"oos
Public Affairs Specialist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests & Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2323
G: 970-819-2898
otvoosufaiiz-r'e.lodus

2468 Jackson St.
Laramie. WY 82070

w» anI. --

Caring for the land and serving people



  
        

      
   

                 
          

             
           

          

               
              

             
              

               
             

            
        

               
              

              
             

 

                 
       

  
  

   
    

  
    

  
  

  
      

  
 

    
 

  
        

      
   

                 
          

             
           

          

               
              

             
              

               
             

            
        

               
              

              
             

 

                 
       

  
  

   
    

  
    

  
  

  
      

  
 

    
 

lntcragcncy‘ Statement
“.54. Forest Service, Lia‘s". Fish and Wildlife Service

and “-"y'aming Game and Fish Department
December 4, 2017

Over the past several years. the 'l"hunder Hasin Vv’orlting Group and the Thunder Basin Learning Series has
provided ct'iunty representatives. non-governmental rn‘gaaiaations. permittees. and the public with
carportnnilics to discuss ecological crniditions and related management issues on the 'l'hundcr litasin
National Grassland (Grassland). Several themes emerged from these discussions. including grassland
restta'ation. prairie dog management. and the reintroduction ofhlt-ick~t'i:ioter.l ferrets.

the His. Forest Service. US. Fish and tk-"ildlil'e Service, and Wyoming Game and Fish Dcpartn'tcnt
rccviigniae the value of further collaboration and public engagement on grassland restoration and vvilt'llilc
management strategies. .-'\ joint esamination ot‘ the guiding documents that intlncncc and direct
management of the Grasslands will identity any potential adjustments necessary based on science. social
and economic issues. and altered conditions. The primary documents for revievv include: I] 'l'hunder Basin

:‘tv-'laii:'iaentc-.Iit Strateav (H.115): Ecological conditions. including occupied prairie dog habitat and grassland
conditions. have changed over time necessitating this rev-'icvv'.

‘v’v'e cooperatively agree that the reintroduction of tilticlt—tiaatcd ferrets on the (”jrassland is not taipropriate
at this time. Instead. the current locus surrounds prairie dog management actions. including boundary
control and disease control. The US. Forest Service vvill monitor ecological progress and grassland
resttu‘aticm activities on the Grassland. Interaction with stakeholders vvill crmtinue. on these important
issues.

We appreeit-tte the time and dedication of those involved in the collaborative efforts to improve our shared
asset in the 'l"hunder Basin National (firassland.

l .

13.x .r _ _,——
I

Russ Bacon lylcr Ahhott bcott lalhot't
Forest Supervisor Field Supervism' Director
rvlcdiciac Bovv-Routt National l‘vlotnitaiii—Prairie Region Wyoming Game and Fish
Forests and Thunder Basin US. Fish and \R’ildlil‘e Service Department
National Grassland
lJSlF-t Forest Service



From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 14 Dec 2017ir 16:27:33 +0000
To: martin.s.lowney@usda.gov
Cc: pete_gober@fws.gov;Abegglen, Jeffrey S —FS;Jonathan Proctor

thitfill
Subject: FW: CB/B acres dusted in 2017

Martin,

After the BH" lixec [.‘ommittee in Phoenix, I checked with Pltil Dobesh at the L‘onata Basin site about the
numbers in this handout {table} from the meeting. I thought they didn‘h look quite right and I understood
you and Pete were interested in tlte latest figures. Below are the acreages Phil says are the most current for
bt prairie dog acres and acres. dusted in 2017 for Conata Basin-"Badlands.

Also I didn't bring it up in the meeting, but I recalled you saying something about doing what we say wlteu
it comes to boundary management ofprairic dogs. I can tell you from years of experience with prairie dog
management at various levels, that different people have different ideas about what boundary
”management" means, i.e. prairie dog—free zones vs. something less aggressive but still managed. For the
federal lands that the FS manages including in Cooata Basin, if we were to try and remove all prairie dogs
in a buffer next to adjacent private lands, first ofall I don‘t believe that is even possible on large btpd
complexes without one heck ofa massive and expensive control campaign year in and year out. Prairie
dogs simply find a way in larger complexes of several thousand acres like at Conata Basin or Thunder
Basin. Secondly. depending on how interwoven the federal and private lands are, establishing a buffer
intended to be free ofprairic dogs tip against private lands including inholdings could represent again an
immense amount ofprairic (log control and make it very difficult to manage for larger complexes of
interconnected colonies in any strategic and biologically meaningful way. We also do have some publics
sotne ofwhich were also at the exec committee meeting that don't particularly like large-scale lethal control
ofprairic dogs and we also ha e to listen to as managers of federal public lands. It may logistically be more
possible to manage prairie dog-free zones on smaller complexes. but even that can leave little remaining iii
the interior. As we deal with larger federal complexes like Conata Basin and Thunder Basin, boundary
management becomes increasingly more complex by an order of magnitude logistically, financially,
politi tally. and socially.

So it's more complicated than just saying that we should all live up to commitments to managing boundary
encroachment and I believe we have to be careful with our cxicma] messages from within the national
recovery program. I completely agree that we need to increasingly find ways to more effectively manage
the boundaty encroachment issue and by necessity it has to be mulli—I‘aceled. In addition to using the
variety oflethal and non-lethal options already asailable in our prairie dog management plans, as I tried to
point out at the Phoenix meeting this week, the national recos cry program and the executive committee
overscciog it should also look at targeting some of tltc private land incentive programs in and around the
federal lands to promote more acceptance ofprairic dogs at that federal-private interface. Git-'cn tltc
primary focus on the private lands in the national BFF recovery program these days, that could be one
potentially very important way to connect it. back to the federal lands that seem to have diminished in
attention within the national program in recent years but I believe still ltave a potentially very important
role to play in national recovery of the EFF. Hard to get there without concerted efforts and sttpport to
solve the prairie dog management dilemma that still plagttes the national BFF recovery program and the
large btpd complexes on federal lands-

I‘m looking forward to hearing more about the plague management NEPA as things proceed. Please keep
me in the loop. Thanks.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Group Leader



     
  
   

  
  

 
     

   
 

       

 

   
     

       
      

       

                    
                    

  

   
  

  
   

    
  

 
   
   
   

  

       

   
     

       
      

       

               

    

     
  
   

  
  

 
     

   
 

       

 

   
     

       
      

       

                    
                    

  

   
  

  
   

    
  

 
   
   
   

  

       

   
     

       
      

       

               

    

Threatened. Endangered and Sensitive Species
Ferest Sen-rice
Reeky MeLmtain Regien
p: MEETS—5029
c: 303—4TS—35l5
petermcdenaldtijtfs.fedus
lfil? Cele Beulcyard. Bldg l7
Lakeweed. CD 3040]
mistedps

Caring fer the land and serving peeple

Peter

----- |Drigina] Message-nu
Frem: Debesh. Phillip A -FS
Sent: Wednesday. December l3. ROI 7 Itlfltl AM
Te: McDonald. Peter M —FS sipetermcdenald-tfl?t‘s.t‘edesie
Subject: RE: CBt’B acres dusted in ROI 7'

Tetal prairie deg acreage en the Wall District is 14.356 and et‘that 9,910 acres are located in Cenata Basin
3.613 and RTE acres are in Steer Pasture. The tetal prairie deg acreage fer Badlands Natienal Park in 20] 7’ is
2.?99 acres.

Phillip A. Debcsh
Wildlife Bielegist
Ferest Sery-‘iec
Wall Ranger District
p: GUS—ETQ—EIEG est. 2]?
[‘2 GUS—ZTQ-ETES
pdeheshtjiii t's . l'ed . us
7'10 Main Street
PO. Bes 425
Wall. SD STTFJD-Ol-S
www. [is . fr: (1. L] s

Caring fer the land and sen-'ing peeple

-----Original Message-----
Frem: McDonald. Peter M -FS
Sent: Wednesday. December 13. '20] 7' 10:21 AM
Te: Dehesh. Phillip A —FS fipdebcshfiijfs.t'cdlisT-s
Subject: RE: (TB-"B acres dusted in 2017

Thanks Phil. ls there am estimate fer prairie deg acres at CBEB grasslands and park“?I

Sent [rem my phene



            

                    
                

 

 

   
  

  
   

    
  

 
   
   
   

  

       

   
     

       
         

      

                    
                   
 

    

            

                    
                

 

 

   
  

  
   

    
  

 
   
   
   

  

       

   
     

       
         

      

                    
                   
 

    

On Dec I3. Bill 7 (1:53:09 PM. ”Debesh. Phillip A -FS" sipdebeslrtgttt‘s.fedes'fie wrete:

EVEI’FTI‘ITI‘IE that we dusted this year was in Cnnata Basin: nn acres were dusted in the Park. The tetal acres
that l have are 5323 acres dusted. Let me knew it‘ynu need any other infertnatien.

Th anks.

Phil

Phillip A. Debesh
Wildlife Bielegist
Forest Sen-ice
Wall Ranger District
p: 605-279-2126 est. 2]?
1": 605-3?9-2?25
ptlebeslitfgI-tt‘s.l’ed.us
T [0 Main Street
PD. Bea 425
Wall. SD 577'9tJ-0425
www . t‘s . fed. as

Caring fer the land and serving peeple

-----Original Message-«u
Frnln: McDonald: Peter NI -FS
Sent: Tuesday: December 12, 2017 3:00 PM
Te: Travis Livieri {tilViCl'ltiti-ipt‘tiil’icwlldllfCflI‘EZ": Dnhesh. Phillip A -FS sipdehesht’ijig:t‘sfcdals}
Subject: (“BIB acres dusted in 20]?

In esec committee and looking at btpd and dusted acres fer CBfi'B that den'tjibe with Phil's repertjusl l'ar
Wall RD. Did yea have actual acres for (legs and dusted acres fer the whale reeevery area this year“?
Peter

Sent [rein my phone



Frem: Presser, Chandlersr W —FS
Sent: 11 Feb 2019 17:00:25 +0000
Te: Rice, Richard - F5
Subject: FW: Discussion on Thunder Basin Plan Amendment

-----Original Ammintment—————
Frnm: Presser, Chadley Us" TS
Sent: Tuesday, February 05.. 201‘) I 1:33 AM
Te: P'resser1 C'ltedle},r W -FS: MeDeneld: Peter M -FS; Nelsen, Menique L —FS: Keelewski. Steve —FS;
Rutlterierd, Tait — FS
Subject: Discussion en Thunder Basin Plan Amendment
“-‘Then: Tuesday? Fel'irusij»r 12, 201i;I 3:00 PHI—4:00 PM (MTV-06:00) Centre] Time ([38 3: Canada).
Where: (Tell ERR—8443004 nsssende (””51

Call-in: 888-344-9904
Passe-err]: "’5 (51



     
      

    
    

  

                   
     

 
     

       
     

   
                  

                  
                     

               
               

             
                  

                  
               

                 
               

             
 

     
      

    
    

  

                   
     

 
     

       
     

   
                  

                  
                     

               
               

             
                  

                  
               

                 
               

             
 

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 23 Mar 2017 13:57:12 +0000
To: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: FW: draft BP
Attachments: 20170322-TBNG-BTPD-shooting.docx

You may have already noticed but it appears I missed a word “opinions“ at the end of the first
sentence of the background section.
Peter
From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 2:57 PM
To: Loh r, Steve —FS <slohr@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: draft BP
lcouldn’t keep this one to 1 pager. I didn‘t go into great detail about forage availability and
opportunities. The present issue is really not about that though l agree it is connected. We just have
to be careful with that topic, there is a lot of history to it. The agency and region moved away many
years ago from lethal management of prairie dogs for more livestock foraging opportunities due to
tension with federal statutes (MUSY, NFMA, ESA) and science that didn‘t support claims of intense
competition between prairie dogs and livestock despite traditional beliefs. The RMRS station in
Rapid City under the former director Dan Uresk did a number of seminal prairie dog studies right in
Conata Basin in the 705 and 805. That said, we need to continue to refine our effectiveness in
boundary encroachment. We have also had some discussions off and on about how we might
explore strategies to offset impacts to permittees that bear the brunt of the prairie dog acreage in
their allotments, is make other allotments available, changing on and off dates, etc. That is
something that perhaps we could discuss more with the new range program manager.
Peter



ID) {5)
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From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 20 Jul 2017 15:28:22 +0000
To: Buchanan, Jacqueline A -FS;Lohr, Steve -FS;Clark, Sylvia G -FS;Upton, Carolyn -FS
Subject: FW: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017
Attachments: Updated PlagueMap7_18.pdf

Jacgue and everyone,
Attached is an updated plague map for Thunder Basin. The areas affected by plague so far are in
blue and I'm told equals ~8000+ acres and growing, including affecting the MA 3.63. Given the rapid
and extensive impact of the plague so far together with a continued high risk of more spread across
the grasslands, i believe there is a genuine need for some active management of the situation
including revisiting the shooting ban, dusting plans, and rodenticide control and overall more active,
strategic management of the situation. I realize there still may be a need for some targeted boundary
control of prairie dogs yet this year. However, I am concerned there is a genuine risk under the
current situation that without more active management of it, we could see some pretty dramatic loss
of prairie dogs district-wide. Worst case scenario is the prairie dogs falling below viability thresholds
and out of alignment with the LMP. I don’t consider this to be an overly dire forecast but a very likely
scenario without more active management of the situation given what has happened so far and still
possible.
I also called Steve Kozlowski. acting MBR forest biologist, this morning to relay some of these
concerns.
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

1617 Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
mm ':

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 4:57 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:~
Subject: FW: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-353-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82833
Wflfl-IS-Ifid-Pfi



Caring for the land and serving people

From: Parker, Ryan — FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2017' 1:26 PM
To: one:
Cc: Lauren Cathleen Connel
Subject: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/13/201?
Ignore previous email. This has attached files.
Ryan

Painter, Cristi L —FS <Cpaintor@fs.fed.us::-
{hHE}
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From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 22 Apr 2019 14:19:11 +0000
To: Shorrock, Donna - FS
Subject: FW: Grassland Plan Amendment Info
Attachments: Desktop outline for Grassland Plan Amendment - kozlovvski 4-16-19.docx

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: Thursday, April 18, 2019 1:51 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS spetermcdonald@fs.fed.usa; Truex, Richard -FS <rtruex@fs.fed.usr-
Subject: Grassland Plan Amendment Info

In case you are interested.
Scoping Document — 20 pages or so. Very well written and accurate. -
https://vvvvvv.fs.usda.gov/nfs/l1558/vvwvv/nepa/110862 FSPLT3 4638367pdf
Kozlowski’s Thorough Cliff Notes of Scoping Document — 1 page, accurate, but incomplete sentences.
{see attachment}
Grassland Plan Amendment Public Website. https://wwvv.fs.usda.gov/proiect/?project=55fil?9
Enjov, Steve

Steve Kozlowski
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Team Leader (RTL) for Wildlife, Botany, and Fish

Medicine Bow and Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2343
c: 559-972-1934
Steve.Koz|owski_@usda.qov

2458 Jackson St
Laramie, WY 8207'0
wwwfsiegfi
"4 “~ l'i
Caring for the land and serving people



                 

      

            

                 

         

  

            

         

        

   

      

    

          

        

           

       

     

              

         

         

              

     

        

        

             

    

       

  

 

    

        

               

 

       

               

         

        

        

   

       

 

 

   

          

                 

      

            

                 

         

  

            

         

        

   

      

    

          

        

           

       

     

              

         

         

              

     

        

        

             

    

       

  

 

    

        

               

 

       

               

         

        

        

   

       

 

 

   

          

Desktop Guide [Cliff Notes) for the Preliminary Proposed Action - Also - Outline Idea for Public Presentation

llOverview of Grassland Plan Amendment Process.

Scope is 3.63 (although desire for grassland wide alternative is an issue)
BTPD History — Native, not—warranted for listing, Active colonies since 2001 generally between 20K and 5K acres,
but Rocketed to 77,000 in 2017, 1,000 in 2019.

Important Documentation
o 2002 Amendment, 2009 Amendment, 2015 Mgmt Strategy, 2018 WGFD BFF Mgmt. Plan

Prelim proposal generated from the 6 mos. Collaborative Process

2012 Planning Rule (SCC versus, R2 Sensitive Spp)
Purpose of Proposal

o Align with 2018 WGFD BFF Plan
o Reduce Encroachment onto Pvt.
o Maintain appropriate amounts of short stature veg for associated spp.
o Maintain forage for livestock and accommodate other uses.

Timeline (scope April, DEIS Dct., FEIS May 20, Decision Sept. 20)

2lMain Elements of the Proposed Action

3.67 Short Stature ‘v'eg. Emphasis

Boundary Changes based on topography, protect private from encroachment, reduce conflicts, Cheyenne R SIA.
Eliminate 2015 Strategy (problems with keys, problems with acres)
Boundary Mgmt Zones, 1/4mi, 3%: mile, 1 mile residences
Establish target goals for short stature veg in 3.67, as well as minimum allowances

o For viability of assoc. species
o So as not to preclude reintro of BFF
o Maintain adequacy for other uses including livestock forage.

Collaborative plays an active/expert role in evolving science, mapping, integrated mgmt. strategies, and
communicates them to USFS
ESD used to evaluate site veg capabilities.

3lColony Parameters

Targets
o 10,000 acres in 3.67
o 100, 400, up to 1,000 acre colony sizes.
o 1,500 acres of active colonies, in a connected area, to align with BFF mgmt. plan

Minimums
o 7,500 acres total for associated species viability.
o Flexibility rather than rigid minimums. Satellite colonies can be identified outside of 3.67 to provide

control options inside 3.67 when at minimum acreages. .i.e.
o Colony expansion tools — Shooting restrictions, Dusting, Translocation
o Colony Control Tools — Rodenticides, Veg. Barriers, Translocation
o No to Anti-coagulantsl

Other Colonies (expected to exist across TBNG)
o Non—target
o Non—satellite
o Important for Resiliency
o Control would continue on a normal basis, no special requirements.



     

      

          

       

      

                
                 

              
                

                
             

               
               

     

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

       

     

       

      

      

       

 

  
   

  
   

  
  

 

     

     

      

          

       

      

                
                 

              
                

                
             

               
               

     

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

       

     

       

      

      

       

 

  
   

  
   

  
  

 

     

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 28 Aug 2018 18:05:04 +0000
To: Lohr, Steve -FS;Rice, Richard - FS;Shorrock, Donna - FS
Subject: FW: PD Management EA Decision Release
Attachments: PD Management EA Decision Release.docx

Note that there is no suggestion in here about prairie dogs damaging the rangeland ecosystem or
are anything other than a native component of the prairie. The focus here is on minimizing unwanted
encroachment onto adjacent non-federal lands. This has also been the focus and ongoing challenge
in prairie dog management in R2 for many years. Land exchanges to block up the national
grasslands and position BTPD towns away from boundaries has been one of the key strategies for
implementing prairie dog management plans in the region, with multiple other land management
benefits on the grasslands. This included Conata Basin and Thunder Basin. and the late John
Prochaska stationed in the NNFELG 80 was a regional center of excellence largely responsible for
implementing the land adjustment strategy.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
www.fs.u_scla.gflvlde_tailfu|_|fr2fhom_ef?cidsslelprdbSZB159985widthefull

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

161? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs._f_ed.us
lunu n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Tu, Kenneth K —FS
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 10:18 AM
To: Sloan, Jenna - FS <jennasloan@fs.fed.us>
Cc: McDonald, Peter M -FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: PD Management EA Decision Release

fvi

Ken Tu
Regional Environmental Coordinator

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5156
f: armors-5134
kktu@fs.fed.us
181? Cole Boulevard, Building 1?



   
  

 
       

      

       

      

      

  

   
  

 
       

      

       

      

      

  

Lakewood, CO 80401
wwwigfltae

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Presser, Chadlev W -FS
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2018 10:06 AM
Tu: Tu, Kenneth K -FS <kktu@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: PD Management EA Decision Release

FYI -



 
 

   
   

   
   

  

    
    

    

          
        

             

                

             

              

       

                
                  

                  

       

               

              

                  

             
              

            
    

             

                 

                

             

                 

              

              

              

                 

         

 
 

   
   

   
   

  

    
    

    

          
        

             

                

             

              

       

                
                  

                  

       

               

              

                  

             
              

            
    

             

                 

                

             

                 

              

              

              

                 

         

USDA._-.==-——-
—

U.S. Forest Service N EWS RE LEAS E
Dakota Prairie Grasslands
2000 Miriam Circle
Bismarck, ND 58501

Date: August 23, 2018
For More Information Contact:
Treva Slaughter (701) 989-?200

U.S. Forest Service Releases Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice for
Little Missouri National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Project

Bismarck, ND, Date August 28, 2018— The Dakota Prairie Grasslands prepared an environmental
assessment (EA), decision notice (DN) and finding of no significant impact (FONSI) for the Little Missouri
National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Project. Alternative 4 is the selected alternative and
provides a variety of management tools including rodenticide to respond to prairie dog encroachment
onto neighboring non-National Forest System (NFS) lands.

"Recognizing the importance of prairie dog management, we have conducted a full EA in order to
develop an effective management strategy. We acknowledge that it has taken quite a bit of time to get
to this point in the process and thank all of our partners for their patience.” Said Shannon Boehm,
District Ranger for the Medora Ranger District.

The United States Department of Agriculture and the US Forest Service are committed to working
collaboratively with state and county officials, and landowners to implement the good neighbor policy.
Prairie dog management is vital to the health of the grasslands and we recognize the importance of a
balanced conservation strategy that addresses the concerns of adjacent landowners, partners, and other
interested parties. The LMNG Prairie Dog Management Project allows for fulfillment of our good
neighbor responsibilities in reSponding to unwanted encroachment onto, and also diverting colonies
away from, non-NFS land.

The prairie dog management project incorporates adaptive management practices that will allow for
future actions to meet goals ofthe DPG LRMP. When implemented as proposed, the LMNG Prairie Dog
Management Project has the potential to reduce the chance for prairie dog colonies to expand onto
adjacent non—NFS lands. This project allows the DPG to consistently implement management activities
that support the LRMP while being a good neighbor in the community by minimizing impacts to adjacent
lands owned by others. The DPG appreciates the longstanding cooperation between state, county, and
federal agencies, as well as the public in developing and implementing the DPG LRMP.

"The ability to consistently apply adaptive management strategies to control the expansion of prairie
dogs onto private and state lands is key in helping us fulfill our good neighbor responsibilities," said
Nancy Veres, District Ranger for the McKenzie Ranger District.



              
                  
                   
              

               

             

                

                

          

                

 

                

              

            

        

              
                  
                   
              

               

             

                

                

          

                

 

                

              

            

        

The current Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) identifies prairie dogs as a management
indicator species, which means viability of prairie dogs as a part of the grassland prairie ecosystem is an
indicator of the overall health of the grasslands. Prairie dogs are also listed by the Regional Forester as a
sensitive species. Forest Service Manual 2670 directs that, for sensitive species, the agency must
maintain viable populations of all native and desired nonnative wildlife, fish, and plant species in
habitats distributed throughout their geographic range on National Forest System (NFS) lands [FE-M
2670.22). At the same time prairie dog activity can have impacts to agricultural production, land values,
and sometimes aspects of public health. With these effects in mind, many land owners are concerned
with unwanted encroachment of prairie dog colonies onto non—NFS lands.

The EA, FONSI, and DN for the LMNG Prairie Dog Management Project can be found at:
https:fflwwwfs.usdagov/project/Tr‘project=476D4.

For more information concerning the Forest Service's decision or to request an electronic copy of the
EA, DH, and FONSI, contact Shannon Boehm, District Ranger, Medora Ranger District, Dakota Prairie
Grasslands, 99 2nd Avenue West, Suite B, Dickinson, ND 58601 (701) 227—7803.

“USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.”



     

      

     

         

                 
                   

                
               

                 
               
                 

                 
         

 

     

       

     

         
                   

              
              

              
            

               
            

                  
                   

      
           

                 

         

                   

              

                  

                 

                 

           

                    

 

                

      
                

                

               

                   

                

           

                  

               

     

      

     

         

                 
                   

                
               

                 
               
                 

                 
         

 

     

       

     

         
                   

              
              

              
            

               
            

                  
                   

      
           

                 

         

                   

              

                  

                 

                 

           

                    

 

                

      
                

                

               

                   

                

           

                  

               

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 25 Jul 2018 22:10:55 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: FW: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill

Note to me: I overlooked the last part of the second question. Of course we have established
landscape acreage targets for prairie dogs in R2 on several of our units. The Buffalo Gap NG on the
Wall RD is an exception. That used to have acreage limits established but the Nebraska moved
away from those in the black-footed ferret recovery area. The ferret population exploded with the
growth of the prairie dog complex until plague entered the site a few years ago and substantially
reduced active prairie clog acreage and the ferret population declined substantially along with it. A
minimal acreage was maintained primarily due to a large annual dusting program in a core part of
the ferret recovery area that was effective in maintaining about 11 - 13,000 acres and small ferret
population. Both are continuing to rebound from the plague.
Peter
From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:39 PM
To: Loh r, Steve —FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
Briefly, I also agree with the W0 observations. In reality, a number of factors can go into local prairie
dog management decisions in addition to acres to address the myriad issues, e.g. adjacent
landowner andlor land user requests, b) weather, topography, and soil type, over—grazing or other
causes of disturbed sites, relative population density in different areas, likelihood of repopulation of
treated areas, colony locations, inter-colony distances, and distance to boundaries. So it’s
complicated beyond just acres and reducing the management issue to just acres could and likely
would constrain local manager flexibility from using “sound ecological and livestock management
principles” to address the myriad issues. I do agree that a subset of permittees often bear the brunt
of prairie dog acreage in their allotments and we need to keep working on strategies to offset that, in
addition to more effective boundary management.
Specific to the questions from Senator Hoeven in the other email:
Is there any examples where the Forest Service has actively managed an overrun prairie dog town that
was ruining the ecosystem by helping reduce their numbers?
Of course we do active control of prairie dogs as part of the overall management strategy. It is primarily
to address concerns for boundary encroachment onto adjacent non-federal lands. Prairie dogs are a
native wildlife species that would go extinct if it truly ruined its own ecosystem. Prairie dogs can change
the characteristics of their ecosystem overtime which is the concern of some, but doesn’t ruin it.
Have any grassland, in any state, ever constrained prairie dog numbers by a percentage in the grazing
allotment? And if not in the allotment, in the landscape scale?
Not that I am aware of and l have been associated with the prairie dog management topic for almost 30
years.
also, if there any findings that enforce the assumption that reducing prairie dog numbers would conflict
with ferret recovery and the ESA?
Yes, the ferret went under the protections of the Endangered Species Conservation Act of 1969 (the
precursor to the modern day ESA) primarily because of extensive loss of habitat from the government’s
early prairie dog control campaigns. An estimated 98% ofthe prairie dog’s historically—occupied range in
North America went vacant and the ferret declined dramatically as a result. For a time in the 19205, the
blackwfooted ferret was widely thought extinct and remains protected under the ESA to this day despite
extensive ongoing efforts for many years to attempt to recover it.
The point we and the grazers are making is that if prairie dogs are overrunning a grazing allotment,
there numbers should be reduced before they cause harm to the health of the land.



     
 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

       

    

       

      

         

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

 

        

    

       

     

         

                  

     

    

       

     

         
 

    

       

     

         

     
 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

 

     
   

 

 

       

    

       

      

         

  
    

  
   

  
  
  

  

     
   

 

        

    

       

     

         

                  

     

    

       

     

         
 

    

       

     

         

See my response to #1.
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Forest Service
Rockyr Mountain Region
www.fs.usda.govrdetailfu|Irr2r'homef?cid=ste|prdb52615998width=tull

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonaldflfstedus

161? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
I ma.
u- '- r”

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Loh r, Steve —FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:49 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: FW: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill

Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5014
c: 303-242-7675
f: 303-216-5075
slohr@fs.fed.us

161? Cole Boulevard, Building 17‘
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
IHH"- nI .

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Truex, Richard -FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:31 AM
To: Lohr, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
Rather than providing specific answers to the questions in the previous email, I like some of the default
responses shared between W0 folks.
From: Logan, Brian -FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:26 AM
To: Truex, Richard -FS <rtruex@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
background
From: Logan, Brian -FS
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 4:21 PM
To: Edwards, Anthony —FS <aedwards@fs.fed.uso
Subject: RE: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill



            

    

       

     

         

                     

    

       

     

         
              

                   
             

           

    

       

            
 

           

   

        

  

                    

                 

  

      

             

 

          
         

      

         
 

          

        
 

               

     

            

    

       

     

         

                     

    

       

     

         
              

                   
             

           

    

       

            
 

           

   

        

  

                    

                 

  

      

             

 

          
         

      

         
 

          

        
 

               

     

Yes that is our standard response when presented with legislatively mandated ”thresholds”
From: Edwards, Anthony —FS
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 4:20 PM
To: Logan, Brian -FS <blogan@fs.fed.usa
Subject: RE: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
Hal How funny, that is almost identical to what I said to the Hill as our response. Thanks for your help.
From: Logan, Brian -FS
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 4:18 PM
To: Edwards, Anthony -FS <aedwards@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
Hey Tony, Did anyone else provide input? Or have issues with what I sent?
One could also say that the number is arbitrary and the FS uses the best available science and local
information to manage prairie dogs and grazing alike. The proposed language places unnecessary
constraints on our ability to manage for local needs and conditions.
From: Edwards, Anthony -FS
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 8:42 AM
To: Harper, Robert -FS <rharper@fs.fed.us>; Madrid, Colleen -FS <cmadrid@fs.fed.us>; Logan, Brian -FS
<b|ogan@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Rowley, Allen —FS <arow|ey@fs.fed.us>; Chambers, Lawrence F -FS <lfchambers@fs.fed.us>; Neely,
David -FS <dneely@fs.fed.us>
Subject: prairie dog amendment to the farm bill
Importance: High

Hi guys! Please review and let me know if we have issues with this language. Basically allows dogs to live
on grazing allotments — but not more than 2.5 percent of acreage and only where dogs were
historically...see below
Need your concerns, comments today. Thanks!
Pumose: To provide for policies of the Forest Service relating to prairie dogs.

S.

To provide for the reform and continuation of agricultural and
other programs of the Department ofAgriculture through fiscal
year 2023, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on and ordered to be
printed
Ordered to lie on the table and to be printed
AMENDMENT INTENDED TO BE PROPOSED BY .lVlR. HOEVEN
Viz:

At the end ofpart II of subtitle F of title VIII, add the following:

SEC. 86_. PRAIRIE DOGS.



              
                 

     

 

 

              
                

           
          

                
  

   

  
      

  
  

  

    
    

 

  
       

              
                 

     

 

 

              
                

           
          

                
  

   

  
      

  
  

  

    
    

 

  
       

(a) in General.—With respect to the grasslands plan guidance of the Forest Service relating to
prairie dogs. the Chief of the Forest Service shall base policies of the Forest Service on sound
ecological and livestock management principles.

([3) Grazing Allotments.
(1') IN GENEML.-—~Subject to paragraph (2'). not later than 120 days after the date of

enactment of this Act, the Chief of the Forest Service shall permit prairie dogs to occupy
not more than 2.5 percent of each total grazing allotment acreage.

(2) REQUIREMEXT: Paragraph (_ 1:) shall apply only to grazing allotments where prairie
dogs are or have previously been present as of the date of enactment. of this Act.

Anthony Edwards
Legislative Affairs Specialist
Forest Service
Washington Office, Office ofthe Chief

p: 202-205-1030
o: 202-253-1531
aedwards@fs.fed.us

201 14th Street SW
Washington DC. DC 20250
vvvvwfsfedus
IN N. .~_- T n. I.

Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

     

        

          
 

     

       

     

        

                 

                 

                  

                   

                  

                

     

                

             

                

               

               

              

             

                  

                 

               

      

              
                

   

                 

              

                

          

                

      

                
            

              
                  

                 

              

           

     

      

     

        

          
 

     

       

     

        

                 

                 

                  

                   

                  

                

     

                

             

                

               

               

              

             

                  

                 

               

      

              
                

   

                 

              

                

          

                

      

                
            

              
                  

                 

              

           

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 13 Mar 2017 17:07:17 +0000
To: Tu, Kenneth K -FS
Subject: FW: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

Ken fyi only, please don’t forward further at this point.
Peter
From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 1:13 PM
To: Loh r, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

Steve, please read some of these excerpts from the 2009 amendment to the Thunder Basin LRMP for
prairie dog management. This is my concern that the Forest Supervisor decision to lift the shooting ban
unconstrained across the entire district may be in conflict with the LRMP for the grasslands. Or at least
I’m not sure but given some of the direction below from their plan am sufficiently worried for them and
the Region. At the least, we should have some understanding from the forest how they see this latest
decision consistent with their plan. Otherwise, they may be hanging out there and in a vulnerable
position that shouldn’t go unnoticed.

I A single Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be maintained within the planning landscape and will
include a large portion of the Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction Habitat (MA 363). The
Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat is designed to be an adequate size and spatial configuration to
sustain a viable population of black-footed ferrets. The Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat has a
management objective of at least 18,000 acres of active prairie dog colonies. It is anticipated
that 18,000 acres will provide sufficient habitat to allow ferrets the opportunity to persist
through future plague epizootics and rebuild naturally along with the prairie dog populations.
The acreage in Category 1 is not capped at 18,000 acres, but would be allowed to grow within
the boundary of the MA 3.63. The 18,000 acre objective only serves as a potential trigger point
beyond which the use of rodenticides becomes available for control of prairie dog colonies that
are expanding onto adjacent private lands.

- Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be considered core habitat. Recreational shooting of prairie
dogs will be prohibited year round within Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat. (This also applies to
Cat 2 habitat)

- l—‘t broad spatial distribution of prairie dog colonies within Category 1 is desired, and we want to
ensure connectivity between colonies. (Peter note: We know that smaller prairie dog towns can
be shot out entirely under high shooting pressure which would make it harder to achieve this
objective under constrained shooting let alone unconstrained in the 3.63)

- Lethal control of prairie dog population density is not planned within Category 1 Habitat due to
recent declines in prairie dog populations.

- Capture and translocation of prairie dogs to suitable areas will be a preferred method for
managing unwanted colonization on private lands. Prairie clogs captured and removed to
control unwanted movement onto private lands will be used to augment prairie dog populations
in Categories 1 8L 2, with Category 1 being the priority for translocations. {Peter note: For not a
big fan of this one given the lack offlexibility to more aggressively manage the prairie dog
encroachment onto private land outside the MA 3.63 while maintaining the integrity of the
management area. Still this is in the LRMPfor Thunder Basin)



               

               

                   

     

                   

                 
                 

               
                 

               
                   

                 
                    
                

                    
  

 

    

       

      

        

                      

    

 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 

    

       

      

        

 
                    

    
 

    

               

               

                   

     

                   

                 
                 

               
                 

               
                   

                 
                    
                

                    
  

 

    

       

      

        

                      

    

 

    

             

               
               

              
              

                
              

             
             

             
 

    

       

      

        

 
                    

    
 

    

- If and when control becomes necessary along TBNG boundaries within the Category 1 Prairie Dog
Habitat, selection of colonies to be controlled will be based on habitat values to black—footed
ferrets as well as the ages of the colonies. (Hard to know how this is being adhered to under
unrestrained shooting across the district)

Also in ch. 1 of the prairie dog management plan (p. 1-16, #29), it says "to help reduce disturbances
and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or
within 0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 to July 31: Prairie dog shooting”. This applies district—
wide where shooting is currently allowed under the 2009 decision (Cat 3 and 4 habitats).
While I‘m concerned of course about the resource impacts in the MA 3.63, there is the larger
concern about whether an unconstrained lifting of the prairie dog shooting ban across the entire
district may be in conflict with the LRMP for the grasslands and the forest, district and Region in a
vulnerable position. This could be a far greater complication than the usual ones that are inherent to
our prairie dog management in R2 and have been for many years. At the least I think we need to
hear from the Forest Supervisor how he reconciles this latest action with the plan direction for
Thunder Basin. He may be able to do that but given some of this I think it's the important this
discussion happens.
Peter
From: Loh r, Steve -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 11:38 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

I had a discussion with Jacque on this and the situation is complicated. I will give you a call later to bring
you up to speed.
Thanks.

Sent from my iPhone

On Mar 8, 2017, at 10:29 AM, McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Thanks Steve, l hope there can be some follow-up with the forest. I’m very disappointed
there wasn’t better coordination with the RO ahead of time, that I’m aware of anyway.
And I struggle to understand how Dennis reconciles this with the land management plan
direction and priorities for the management area. It seems there could have been a
middle ground, provide some shooting via a partial lifting of the ban on the dogs outside
the 3.363 that struck a more sensible middle ground. Something we could have talked
through before this decision but did not have that opportunity. The prairie dog
management at Thunder Basin has a long history of close coordination between the
forest, district, and Region so this is a really unusual and unfortunate departure.
Peter
From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 10:05 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Peter
Thanks for the note. I was totally in the dark on this. I will check in with Jacque and see
what the deal is.
Thanks

Sent from my iPhone



             

            
           

                 
             

             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  
 

       

    
       

      
        

  
            

 
  
      

  

  
     
    

  

             

            
           

                 
             

             
               

             
             

           
            

           
             

           
              

               
  

 

   
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  
 

       

    
       

      
        

  
            

 
  
      

  

  
     
    

  

On Mar 8, 2017, at 9:00 AM, McDonald, Peter M -FS spetermcdonald@fs.fed.use wrote:

Thanks Chelsea, were you or the district consulted on this before the
Forest Supervisor made this decision? I'm more than a little disappointed
that between the SO and the district I had to find this out by stumbling on it
on the web. I don't necessarily disagree with some partial removal of the
ban, for example the prairie dogs outside the MA 3.63 which I understood
to be about ~8000 acres. That is a decent shooting area in itself. But to
just open the shooting up district—wide including in the 3.63 seems on the
surface at odds with the MA 3.63 priority for prairie dog ecosystem and
black-footed ferret recovery values. Not to mention the message it sends
internally and with our external partners that have worked diligently and at
great expense to help the district implement the prairie dog management
plan. l do understand trying to meet some middle ground also with the
constituents that have different concerns or interest in prairie dogs on
TBNG. I'm not convinced this was the best way to strike the balance and
do want to follow up with Steve Lohr to express my concerns how this was
all handled.
Peter

<imag€001pngb Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 {travel & telework)
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

740 Simms Street
Golden, (:0 30401
www.fs.fed.us
simagemzpnaaemagsDDS-png.><image004ans?
Caring for the land and serving people

From: Monks, Chelsea —FS
Sent: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 8:34 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS <petermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Hi Peter.
This is the sum of my knowledge of the shooting ban lifting.
Chelsea
simage001.| Chelsea Monks

Wildlife, Botany, & Fish Resource Team
Leader (Detail)

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 8.
Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2412



  
  

 

   

   

 

 

       

     

       

     

        

     

    

   

     

        

      
     

          

        
 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           

   

           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       

         
            

          
       

           

   

  
  

 

   

   

 

 

       

     

       

     

        

     

    

   

     

        

      
     

          

        
 

       

           

         

           

          

         

           

   

           

        

           

         

         

         

           

       

         
            

          
       

           

   

f: 307-745-2393
c: 307-460-8871
chelseamonksfijfsfedus

2408 Jackson Sireel
Laramie, WY 82070

WE'VE-W-fE-UfiflaQQVWTDF
<image002png>

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Reynolds, Kelle A -FS
Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 7:35 AM
To: Monks, Chelsea -FS <che|seamonks@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Fwd: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions
Keeping you in the loop.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Jaeger, Dennis -FS" <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>
Date: March 3, 2017 at 2:26:07 PM MST
To: FS-pdl r2 mbr douglas district
<d r2 mbr douglas district@ms.fs.fed.us>
Cc: FS-pdl r2 mbr flt <d r2 mbr fl't@ms.fs.fed.us>, "Voos,
Aaron T -FS" <atvoos@fs.fed.us>, ”Martin, Melissa M -FS”
<mmmartin@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Suspension of Prairie Dog Shooting Restrictions

l have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of
Prairie Dogs within designated areas on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland effective March 3, 2017 for a period of 12
months. This decision was made after review of the TBNG
Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be
reevaluated in 2018.
The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002
to protect the unique ecosystem associated with black—tailed
prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in
2000-01 and viable prairie dog pepulations needed to be re—
established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers,
and the subsequent habitat they create, at a level that would
enable possible reintroduction of the black—footed ferret.
Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically
high levels on the TBNG and across NE Wyoming. In late 2016
we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being
considered for reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. The
decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming.



          
         

             
           

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

          
         

             
           

    

   

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 
  

       

We should be proud that our conservation efforts have been
successful and we must remain adaptable as conditions change.
Sincere thanks for all you do, and if you have any questions or
concerns, please do not hesitate to contact Shane, Misty, or me.

siinwgeOO 1 .png Dennis L. Jaeger
:5 Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 307-745-2400
0: 307-399-1404
diaeqerfl1@fs.fed.us

2465 Jackson Street
Lansiniie. EI'VY 8207C:
www.fs.fed.us
<imaoO2.pnqasimaqeOOS.pnq><irnaqeOO4pnq>

Caring for the land and serving people



From: Martin, Melissa M -FS
Sent: 27 Mar 201? 21:30:15 +0000
To: Tu, Kenneth K -FS;McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions — TBNG
Attachments: Response to prairie dog shooting order 3-27-1?.pdf
Importance: High

FYI...

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: Monday, March 27, 201? 2:52 PM
To: Martin, Melissa M —FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.us>, Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Upton,
Carolyn -FS scupton@fs.fed.us:>,' Reynolds. Kelle A -FS <karevnolds@fs.fed.use
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

FYI

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 301745-2401]
c: 30?-399-1404
djaeqermtfijsjedus

£34063 techsod Street
_aram e. “NY 32070

wwwtsfedus
I‘d n :- . .'

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Ely, Kristy | “Mai
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 11:115 AM
To: Jaeger, Dennis —FS sdiaegerfll®fs.fed.I,Iss
Cc: Walker, Michael 5 -F5 {ITISWEJlhIEI'II@fS.fEd.LIS}; Ferebee, Brian -FS cbferebeerfiifsfedhso; McDonald,
Peter M -FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:>; Lindsey Sterling Krank ibiifii ;
Steve Forrest WEI ; 'Jonathan Proctor one

(””51 ; Nelson, Jeff W51
Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

Please see the attached letter outlining our response to your decision and request for action. We look
forward to speaking with you soon.



Respectfully,

Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition ofthe Humane Society ofthe United States

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS lmai|to:diaeger01@fs.fed.usl
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:43 PM
To: | ibiifii ; Bly, Kristy

"1'1 l5} ; Dave Pellatz lullfil
Subject: Suspension of shooting restrictions

I have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of Prairie Dogs within designated areas on
the Thunder Basin National Grassland effective March 3, 2017i for a period of 12 months. This decision
was made after review of the TBNG Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be reevaluated in 2013.

The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002 to protect the unique ecosystem
associated with black-tailed prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in 2000-01 and
viable prairie dog populations needed to be re—established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers, and the subsequent habitat they
create, at a level that would enable possible reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.

Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically high levels on the TBNG and across NE
Wyoming. In late 2016 we were informed that the TBNG is not currently being considered for
reintroduction of black—footed ferrets. The decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming-

We are proud that our conservation efforts have been successful. In 2002 our prairie dog population
was less than 4000 acres, today we are approaching 30,000 acres. As you are well aware, this increase
has created additional stress with our grazing community, and we are actively working to balance all
needs

On another note, I am pleased to announce the Candidate Conservation Agreement has been signed by
the USFWS, BLM, Forest Service, and Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie Ecosystem. Huge thanks to Dave
Pellatz for his vision and persistence. This will be a great tool to promote voluntary conservation
measures of both Shortgrass and Sagebrush ecosystems on public and private lands.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Medicine Bow—Routt National Forests. Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: 30?-?45-24Dfl
c: SGT-3994404
djaeger01@fs.fed.us

2:168 tackson Street
_eram e. 'N‘r’ 82020
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Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties.
If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the
email immediately.



 

 

 

 

  

   

 
    

     

   

     

   

    

    

   
   

    

                

              

              

                

                

                
                

              

              

                 

    

              

              

                

             
                 

              

              

                 

             
              

                

               

               

                

     

              

 

 

 

 

 

  

   

 
    

     

   

     

   

    

    

   
   

    

                

              

              

                

                

                
                

              

              

                 

    

              

              

                

             
                 

              

              

                 

             
              

                

               

               

                

     

              

 

PRAlRlEx'DOG
C O A L I 'l‘ I O N

row
"EE'TTHE HUMANE socnsrv

OF THE UNITED STATES

March 27, 2017

Dennis L. Jaeger, Forest Supervisor
U.S. Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests
Thunder Basin National Grassland
2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Forest Supervisor Jaeger:

We write you to express our profound disappointment regarding your March 3, 2017 email regarding your
rescission of the black—tailed prairie dog (Cynomys iadovicianas) shooting prohibition on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland (Grassland). Although we recognize your need to manage the Grassland for myriad
interests, resources and activities, we believe this action goes beyond what would reasonably be required to
meet the concerns of the grazing community or increase forage for livestock given ongoing drought conditions,
while at the same time meeting your obligations under the National Forest Management Act and the
Endangered Species Act to provide habitat for species that the Forest Service has identified for special
management consideration. This decision concerns us for three main reasons: (1) it directly threatens
population sustainability of mountain plovers (Charadrius montanus); (2) it was made prior to modifying
livestock grazing practices in the face of drought; and (3) it fails to follow black-footed ferret reintroduction
(Musteia nigripes) habitat standards.

The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition within designated areas directly threatens
population viability of the Grassland's prairie dog and mountain plover populations {particularly as the
breeding and nesting season is just beginning), which is counter to numerous Forest Service Manual and
Thunder Basin National Grassland Land and Resources Management Plan (Grassland Plan) standards and
guidelines. In addition, we believe that prior to this decision, insufficient measures were taken to follow the
Grassland Plan and the Forest Service Handbook standards surrounding the modification of livestock grazing
practices and adjustment of grazing capacity to adequately address rangeland resource conditions during this
period of drought. Finally, this decision is a violation of the two standards for maintaining black—footed ferret
reintroduction habitat. Respectfully, we are requesting that you immediately reinstate the prairie dog
shooting closure in the Grassland’s entire Category 1, 3.63 area for the following reasons.

I The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition on the Grassland directly violates the
Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants] guideline for
mountain plovers (#29): To heip reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain piover, do not
authorize the foiiowing activities in piover nesting areas or within 0.25 miies ofpiover nests from
March 15 through Juiy 31:

Prairie dog shooting (in consultation with state wildlife agencies and U.S. Fish and Wiidiife
Service).



                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  

                 
             

            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

               

               
                

                  

               

           

                  

              

                   

              

           

 

                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  

                 
             

            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

               

               
                

                  

               

           

                  

              

                   

              

           

 

It does not appear that any guidance has been given the public regarding this concern, nor is there any
way other than a shooting closure that violation of this provision is not inevitable, given that mountain
plover nests are extremely difficult to locate. As we have already passed the March 15 deadline, a
closure is immediately required to meet this guideline.

We are providing you with a map representing the most recent (2016) records of nesting mountain
plover within Categories 1 and 2 on the Grassland, buffered by the 0.25 mile limits proscribed in the
plan (Figure 1, attached). These areas should be closed to shooting immediately to remain in
compliance with the plan.

This decision was made prior to employing other standards of rangeland management first: Modify
livestock grazing practices, as needed, to reduce adverse impacts of drought to threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species and species at risk. Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources
Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants) (#2).

It does not appear that any attempt was made to modify grazing to address deteriorating range
conditions prior to recession of the shooting closure order.

This decision was made prior to following Goal 2, Objectives 1 and 2 of the Grassland Plan first:
”I. Annual grazing levels will be adjusted, as needed, during periods of drought or for other conditions.
2. As needed, revise allotment management plans (AMP) to meet desired vegetative conditions
described in Geographic Areas and to implement all appropriate management plan direction. “'"

This decision was made prior to appropriately modifying grazing permits in the face of drought. It is
within your decision-making authority to “modify a term grazing permit by reducing the permitted
numbers, seasons of use, or allotments to be grazed as necessary to protect, restore, or improve
rangeland resource conditions. Decisions to modify term grazing permits by reducing livestock
numbers or seasons of use will be made in writing by the authorized officer exercising professional
judgment and utilizing the best information available at the time of the decision.” (FSH 2209.13 Grazing
Permit Administration Handbook, Chapter 10, Section 16.13).

This decision violates the two Grassland Plan (Chapter 3) black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat
standards: 1. Authorize only those uses and activities that do not reduce the suitability of the area as
black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat. 2. Manage all prairie dog colonies within this Management
Area as though they were occupied by block-footed ferrets, and apply all Standards and Guidelines as
though black-footed ferrets occupy all colonies.

The effects of shooting as a management tool are nearly impossible to gauge. Shooting can result in
removal of pregnant prairie dog females and young of the year, promote increased emigration, and
affect behavior. The impacts are largely based on shooting intensity, which in an unregulated setting
cannot be controlled. We do not see how opening shooting within the 3.63 management area will
either result in increased forage over the short or long term, result in the desired distribution of prairie
dogs, or benefit the sensitive species that are present. Shooting invariably results in non-target species
(like burrowing owls, Athene cunicularia) being shot, either intentionally or accidentally.

We did not contest the opening of areas outside the 3.63 area to shooting when you made that
decision in 2015. Apparently opening most the Grassland to shooting was ineffective in accomplishing
a reduction in numbers. We do not believe that opening the 3.63 area in its entirety will result in
anything but disrupted prairie dog behavior, destruction ofthe prairie dog social system, increased
lead deposition on the grasslands, and fragmentation of prairie dog colonies.

2



               

               

                  

         

             

              

                   

            

                 

               

                

              

                    
             

                    

                   

                  

                  

             

 

    

  

            

  

        

   

             

          

            
       

 

               

               

                  

         

             

              

                   

            

                 

               

                

              

                    
             

                    

                   

                  

                  

             

 

    

  

            

  

        

   

             

          

            
       

 

The arrival of spring also brings the return of nesting mountain plovers and burrowing owls.
Recreational shooting of prairie dogs not only threatens the birds’ ability to establish and maintain
nest sites, but also their survival as they are susceptible to being shot. A much more narrowly tailored
action is required to comply with the Grassland Plan.

. This decision likely violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA demands agency
transparency in its decision—making through public involvement. Baltimore Gas & Electric v. NRDC, 462
U.S. 87, 97 (1983); Kern v. BLM, 284 F.3d 1062, 1073 (9th Cir. 2002). ”Byfocusing both agency and
public attention on the environmental effects ofproposed actions, NEPA facilitates informed decision-
making by agencies and allows the political process to check those decisions.” New Mexico v. BLM, 565
F.3d 683, 703 (10th Cir. 2009). Arguably, the shooting closure was incorporated by reference and
became part of the existing Grassland Plan (see Appendix B, Decision Screen 2, shooting can be
opened only ”outside restriction") Rescinding a long—standing shooting closure order was not merely a
return to the status quo, but due to the longevity of the order and its inclusion by reference into the
Forest Plan, a significant change to the environmental regulatory regime on the Grassland.

We would like to have a discussion with you and your team at your earliest convenience to discuss these issues
and to hear your opinion why your decision is not a violation of the Forest Plan, the Forest Planning
regulations, and NEPA. In the interim, we ask that you immediately close to prairie dog shooting the areas
described in the map provided here and inform the local community and the public that shooting is prohibited,
as required by the plan. Thank you for your considering of our request.

W3 L3 a0
Kristy Bly
Senior Wildlife Conservation Biologist — World Wildlife Fund’s Northern Great Plains Program

Mix/My
Steve Forrest
Rockies and Plains Representative — Defenders of Wildlife

Lindsey Sterling Krank
Director — Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

cc: Michael Shane Walker (District Ranger, Thunder Basin National Grassland)
Peter McDonald (Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species Program Leader, Rocky Mountain Region)
Brian Ferebee (Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region)



 

 

  

    

  

   

   

           

      

 

 

  

    

  

   

   

           

      

Figure 1. 2016 Mountain plever nest locations buffered by 0.25 miles.
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From: Monks, Chelsea -FS
Sent: 3 Apr 2017 22:29:18 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Attachments: Response to prairie dog shooting order 3-29-17 amendedpdf
Importance: High

In case you had not seen this newer version.

Chelsea Monks
Wildlife, Botany, & Fish Resource Team
Leader (Detail)

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 8-
Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 30?-745-2412
f: BUT-T452398
c: 30?-450-BB?1
chelseamonks@fs.fed.us

2:16:55 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY 820?0
www . fs . u stla . 9 mini is r
run
.-

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Reynolds, Kelle A -FS
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 2:52 PM
To: Alpe, Mike J -FS <ma|pe@fs.fed.us>; Monks, Chelsea -FS <che|seamonks@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

F‘fl. An amended letter from Kristi Bly on the suspension of the shooting restrictions.

From: Jaeger, Dennis —FS
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 12:45 PM
To: Buchanan, Jacqueline A —FS <iabuchanan@fs.fed.us>; Lohr, Steve -FS <slohr@fs.fed.usa
Cc: Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>; Upton, Carolyn —FS <cupton@fs.fed.us>; Voos, Aaron
T —FS catvoos@fs.fed.usa; Martin, Melissa M —FS <mmmartin@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: FW: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Jacoue, Steve,

Just received this ”amended” email, we will prepare a response for RC) review.
Key points to include:
I careful reviewed the TBNG LRMP and 2009 decision.



This is a temporary, one year, suspension ofthe shooting ban due to changed conditions from 2009—
specit'ically, historically high numbers of P-dogs on the TBNG and NE Wyoming. On the TBNG in 2009,
we had 4000 acres, today we are close to 30,000 acres- We will reevaluate in 2013.
We do rot anticipate an increase in the number of recreational shooters, (this has always been allowed
on the TBNG), but more dispersal of the shooters.
We have consulted with WGF - they do not support a shooting restriction- (Possibly statement on the
role of State Wildlife Agencies vs land management agencies}
We are proud or our conservation efforts in both the Shortgrass and Sagebrush ecosystems.

Please give me a call if you have additional thoughts, again, we will ass for your review prior to sending
the response.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: GUT-7452400
c: 30T-399-1404
gja_eqer01@lfs.fed.us

ates tackson Street
_aram e. W‘r‘ aaara
www.fs.fed.us

2:173?" l3
Caring for the land and serving people

From: Bly, Kristy (”“51
Sent: Wednesday, March 29, 2017 5:09 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS sdiaegerOltEJlsledusa
Cc: Walker, Michael 5 -FS cmswalkerufigflfsfedusa; Ferebee, Brian -FS ebferebeeiglfsfedusa; McDonald,
Peter M -FS cpetermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>; Lindsey Sterling Krank {W5}
Steve Forrest W51 ; 'Jonathan Proctor lhllfil

(bllfil
Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

We have amended our letter after additional review of the relevant documents, including the 2009
Record of Decision: Thunder Basin National Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and
Resource Plan Amendment #3 and the 2015 update to the Black-tailed Prairie Dog Conservation
Assessment and Management Strategy forthe Thunder Basin National Grassland. Our additions in the
attached letter are highlighted in red.

We regard this matter as urgent and look forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,



Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition ofthe Humane Society ofthe United States

From: Bly, Kristy
Sent: Monday, March 27, 201? 11:45 AM
To: 'laeger, Dennis -FS' <diaegefll@fs.fed.tls>
Cc: 'Walker, Michael S —FS' cmswallsor@fs.fod.us>; 'bferebee@fs.fed.us' cbforoboofilfsfoduse;
'peterrncdonald@fs.fed.us' spetermcdonald@_f_g.feg._gs>; 'Lindsey Sterling Krank'

{”1115} ; Steve Forrest "31(5) ; "Jonathan Proctor
{W51 Nelson, Jeff (”1(5)

Subject: RE: Suspension of shooting restrictions
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Jaeger,

Please see the attached letter outlining our response to your decision and request for action. We look
forward to speaking with you soon.

Respectfully,

Kristy Bly, World Wildlife Fund
Steve Forrest, Defenders of Wildlife
Lindsey Sterling Krank, Prairie Dog Coalition ofthe Humane Society ofthe United States

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS [rnailtozdiaegerfll@ls.led.us]
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:43 PM
To: l ihlifil Bly, Kristy

(““51 Dave Pellatz MP}
Subject: Suspension of shooting restrictions

l have decided to rescind the order which prohibited shooting of Prairie Dogs within designated areas on
the Thunder Basin National Grassland effective March 3, 201? for a period of 12 months. This decision
was made after review of the TBNG Prairie Dog Management Strategy and LRMP Amendment #3, as
well as current conditions on the TBNG. The situation will be reevaluated in 2013.

The current prohibition has been in place since March 22, 2002 to protect the unique ecosystem
associated with black-tailed prairie dogs and associated species. Plague had hit the area in 2000-01 and
viable prairie dog populations needed to be re—established. A major factor in the establishment of the
protected area was to maintain prairie dog population numbers, and the subsequent habitat they
create, at a level that would enable possible reintroduction of the black—footed ferret.

Today, our prairie dog population estimates are at historically high levels on the TBNG and across NE
Wyoming. In late 2016 we were informed that the TElNG is not currently being considered for



                

   

                

                  

                

 

                

               

                

            

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

 

   
   

 

  

       

             
              

                
                 

  

                

   

                

                  

                

 

                

               

                

            

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

 

   
   

 

  

       

             
              

                
                 

  

reintroduction of black-footed ferrets. The decision on where BFFs are released is with the USFWS and
State of Wyoming.

We are proud that our conservation efforts have been successful. In 2002 our prairie dog population
was less than 4000 acres, today we are approaching 30,000 acres. As you are well aware, this increase
has created additional stress with our grazing community, and we are actively working to balance all
needs

On another note, I am pleased to announce the Candidate Conservation Agreement has been signed by
the USFWS, ELM, Forest Service, and Thunder Basin Grassland Prairie Ecosystem. Huge thanks to Dave
Pellatz for his vision and persistence. This will be a great tool to promote voluntary conservation
measures of both Shortgrass and Sagebrush ecosystems on public and private lands.

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p:30?-745-2400
c: 307-399-1404
djaeger01@fs.fed.us

2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY BEUTD
www.fs.fed_.us_
IMI\:-"I.‘n

Caring for the land and serving people

This electronic: message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
infonnation it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties.
If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the
email immediately.



 

 

 

 

  

   

 
    

     

   

     

   

    

    

   
   

    

                

              

              

                

                

                
                

              

              

                 

                

                

              
      

              
              

                

             

                 

              

              

                 

             
               

        

                

               

               

 

 

 

 

  

   

 
    

     

   

     

   

    

    

   
   

    

                

              

              

                

                

                
                

              

              

                 

                

                

              
      

              
              

                

             

                 

              

              

                 

             
               

        

                

               

               

PRAIRIE‘DOG
COALITION

”WT”: THE HUMANE SOCIETY
' OF THE UNITED STATES

March 29,2017

Dennis L. Jaeger, Forest Supervisor
US. Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests
Thunder Basin National Grassland
2468 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY 82070

Dear Forest Supervisor Jaeger:

We write you to express our profound disappointment regarding your March 3, 2017 email regarding your
rescission of the black—tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicionus) shooting prohibition on the Thunder Basin
National Grassland (Grassland). Although we recognize your need to manage the Grassland for myriad
interests, resources and activities, we believe this action goes beyond what would reasonably be required to
meet the concerns of the grazing community or increase forage for livestock given ongoing drought conditions,
while at the same time meeting your obligations under the National Forest Management Act and the
Endangered Species Act to provide habitat for species that the Forest Service has identified for special
management consideration. This decision concerns us for three main reasons: (1) it directly threatens
population sustainability of mountain plovers (Chqrodrius montonus); (2) it was made prior to modifying
livestock grazing practices in the face of drought; and (3) it fails to follow black-footed ferret reintroduction
(Mustelo nigripes) habitat standards in violation ofthe 2009 Record of Decision (ROD): Thunder Basin National
Grassland Prairie Dog Management Strategy and Land and Resource Plan Amendment #3 (2009 RDD) and the
2015 update to the Black—tailed Prairie Dog Conservation Assessment and Management Strategy for the
Thunder Basin National Grassland (2015 Strategy).

The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition within designated areas directly threatens
population viability of the Grassland’s prairie dog and mountain plover populations (particularly as the
breeding and nesting season is just beginning), which is counter to numerous Forest Service Manual and
Thunder Basin National Grassland Land and Resources Management Plan (Grassland Plan) standards and
guidelines. In addition, we believe that prior to this decision, insufficient measures were taken to follow the
Grassland Plan and the Forest Service Handbook standards surrounding the modification of livestock grazing
practices and adjustment of grazing capacity to adequately address rangeland resource conditions during this
period of drought. Finally, this decision is a violation of the two standards for maintaining black—footed ferret
reintroduction habitat. Respectfully, we are requesting that you immediately reinstate the prairie dog
shooting closure in the Grassland's entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 — Black-
footed Ferret Reintroduction Area, for the following reasons:

I The decision to rescind the prairie dog shooting prohibition on the Grassland directly violates the
Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants] guideline for
mountain plovers (#29): To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not



                
     

              
 

                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  
                 

             
            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

                   
               

 

               

                 

               

 

                
     

              
 

                   

                 

                 

        

                
                  

               

    

              
             

              

        

                

         

                  
                 

             
            

                 

              
                
            

                
                

       

             

                  
             

                
      

                 

                   
               

 

               

                 

               

 

authorize the following activities in plover nesting areas or within 0.25 miles ofplover nests from
March 15 through July 31:

Prairie dog shooting {in consultation with state wildlife agencies and US. Fish and Wildlife
Service).

It does not appear that any guidance has been given the public regarding this concern, nor is there any
way other than a shooting closure that violation of this provision is not inevitable, given that mountain
plover nests are extremely difficult to locate. As we have already passed the March 15 deadline, a
closure is immediately required to meet this guideline.

We are providing you with a map representing the most recent (2016) records of nesting mountain
plover within Categories 1 and 2 on the Grassland, buffered by the 0.25 mile limits proscribed in the
plan (Figure 1, attached). These areas should be closed to shooting immediately to remain in
compliance with the plan.

This decision was made prior to employing other standards of rangeland management first: Modifir
livestock grazing practices, as needed, to reduce adverse impacts of drought to threatened,
endangered, and sensitive species and species at risk. Grassland Plan, Chapter 1, Biological Resources
Section F (Fish, Wildlife, and Rare Plants) (#2).

It does not appear that any attempt was made to modify grazing to address deteriorating range
conditions prior to recession of the shooting closure order.

This decision was made prior to following Goal 2, Objectives 1 and 2 of the Grassland Plan first:
“1. Annual grazing levels will be adjusted, as needed, during periods of drought or for other conditions.
2. As needed, revise allotment management plans (AMP) to meet desired vegetative conditions
described in Geographic Areas and to implement all appropriate management plan direction.”

This decision was made prior to appropriately modifying grazing permits in the face of drought. It is
within your decision-making authority to ”modify a term grazing permit by reducing the permitted
numbers, seasons of use, or allotments to be grazed as necessary to protect, restore, or improve
rangeland resource conditions. Decisions to modify term grazing permits by reducing livestock
numbers or seasons of use will be made in writing by the authorized officer exercising professional
judgment and utilizing the best information available at the time of the decision.” (FSH 2209.13 Grazing
Permit Administration Handbook, Chapter 10, Section 16.13).

This decision violates the two Grassland Plan (Chapter 3) black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat
standards: ”1. Authorize only those uses and activities that do not reduce the suitability of the area as
black-footed ferret reintroduction habitat. 2. Manage all prairie dog colonies within this Management
Area as though they were occupied by black-footed ferrets, and apply all Standards and Guidelines as
though black-footed ferrets occupy all colonies. "

This decision directly violates the year round recreational shooting of prairie dog closure in Category 1
as outlined on page 4 of the 2009 ROD: ”Category 1 Prairie Dog Habitat will be considered core habitat.
Recreational shooting of prairie dogs will be prohibited year round within Category 1 Prairie Dog
Habitat. ”

This decision directly violates the prohibition of recreational shooting of prairie dogs within the
Grassland’s Management Area (MA) 3.63, the Category 1 Area, and within the five Category 2 Areas as
outlined on pages 9 and 13 of the 2015 Strategy: ”A. General Strategy Components: Recreational

2



                 
                

                  
    

                

                  

               

                 

         

                
                

                
              

     

                 

               

               

                

                  

               

           

                  

                

               

                    

              

         

               

               

                  

         

             

              

                   
            

                 

               

                

              

                    

             

                    

                     

 

                 
                

                  
    

                

                  

               

                 

         

                
                

                
              

     

                 

               

               

                

                  

               

           

                  

                

               

                    

              

         

               

               

                  

         

             

              

                   
            

                 

               

                

              

                    

             

                    

                     

 

shooting afproirie dogs is prohibited on all NFS lands within TBNG LRMP Management Area 3.63 —
Block—footed Ferret Reintroductian Area and the Category 1 Area; shooting is also prohibited in the five
Category 2 Areas, unless objective acres of occupied prairie dogs have been met (then see Appendix A H
Decision Screens for specifics).

There is a distinct and clear separation between what is allowable under the existing 2009 REEL/2015
Strategy update within the context of Category 1 and 2 prairie dog colonies in relation to meeting the
management objectives. There is no authority absent a revision of the 2009 ROD/2015 Strategy update
that would permit you to authorize shooting within the Category 1 area. Furthermore, we have yet to
see documentation that Category 2 acres are above objective.

“Recreational shooting ofproirie dogs is prohibited within MA 3.63 and the Category 1 Area. Shooting
has been found to leave prairie dog carcasses that contain high levels of leadfragments. These
fragments could lead to secondary poisoning of other wildlife if consumed (Pauli 2005). Prairie dogs are
susceptible to hunting related disturbances and shooting has a cascading effect on population level
processes {Pauli et ai, 2007). ”

The effects ofshooting as a management tool are nearly impossible to gauge. Shooting can result in
removal of pregnant prairie dog females and young of the year, promote increased emigration, and
affect behavior. The impacts are largely based on shooting intensity, which in an unregulated setting
cannot be controlled. We do not see how opening shooting within the 3.63 management area will
either result in increased forage over the short or long term, result in the desired distribution of prairie
dogs, or benefit the sensitive species that are present. Shooting invariably results in non-target species
{like burrowing owls, Athena cuniculorio) being shot, either intentionally or accidentally.

We did not contest the opening of areas outside the 3.63 area to shooting when you made that
decision in 2015, absent findings that the Category 2 colonies were, in fact, over objective. Apparently
opening most the Grassland to shooting was ineffective in accomplishing a reduction in numbers. We
do not believe that opening the MA 3.63 and Category 1 Area in its entirety will result in anything but
disrupted prairie dog behavior, destruction ofthe prairie dog social system, increased lead deposition
on the Grassland, and fragmentation of prairie dog colonies.

The arrival of spring also brings the return of nesting mountain plovers and burrowing owls.
Recreational shooting of prairie dogs not only threatens the birds’ ability to establish and maintain
nest sites, but also their survival as they are susceptible to being shot. A much more narrowly tailored
action is required to comply with the Grassland Plan.

I This decision likely violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA demands agency
transparency in its decision-making through public involvement. Baltimore Gas & Electric v. NRDC, 462
U5. 8?, 9? (1983); Kern v. BLM, 284 F.3d 1062, 1073 (9th Cir. 2002). “Byfocusing both agency and
public attention on the environmental effects ofproposed actions, NEPA facilitates informed decision—
moking by agencies and allows the political process to check those decisions.” New Mexico v. BLly'l, 565
F.3d 683, 203 (10th Cir. 2009). Arguably, the shooting closure was incorporated by reference and
became part of the existing Grassland Plan (see Appendix B, Decision Screen 2, shooting can be
opened only ”outside restriction“) Rescinding a long-standing shooting closure order was not merely a
return to the status quo, but due to the longevity of the order and its inclusion by reference into the
Forest Plan, a significant change to the environmental regulatory regime on the Grassland.

We would like to have a discussion with you and your team at your earliest convenience to discuss these issues
and to hear your opinion why your decision is not a violation of the 2009 R00, 2015 Strategy, Forest Plan, the

3



                 

               

                 

          

 

    

  

            

  

        

   

             

          

            

       

  

                 

          

               

              

 

 

                 

               

                 

          

 

    

  

            

  

        

   

             

          

            

       

  

                 

          

               

              

 

 

Forest Planning regulations, and NEPA. In the interim, we ask that you immediately close to prairie dog
shooting the Grassland’s entire Category 1 Area, including the Management Area 3.63 —- Black—footed Ferret
Reintroduction Area, and inform the local community and the public that shooting is prohibited, as required by
the plan. Thank you for your considering of our request.

w?) L3 ea
Kristy Bly
Senior Wildlife Conservation Biologist — World Wildlife Fund's Northern Great Plains Program

EMA?
Steve Forrest
Rockies and Plains Representative — Defenders of Wildlife

Lindsey Sterling Krank
Director — Prairie Dog Coalition of the Humane Society of the United States

cc: Michael Shane Walker (District Ranger, Thunder Basin National Grassland)
Peter McDonald (Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species Program Leader, Rocky Mountain Region)
Brian Ferebee (Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region)

Literature Cited

Pauli, Jonathan N. and Buskirk, Steven W. 2007a. Recreational Shooting of Prairie Dogs: A Portal for Lead
Entering Wildlife Food Chains. Journal of Wildlife Management 71(1): 103—108.

Pauli, Jonathan N. and Buskirk, Steven W. 2007b. Risk—disturbance overrides density dependence in a hunted
colonial rodent, the black—tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus). Journal of Applied Ecology 2007 4211,1219—
1230.



 

 

  

    

  

   

   

           

      

 

 

  

    

  

   

   

           

      

Figure 1. 2016 Mountain plever nest locations buffered by 0.25 miles.
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From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 18 Dec 2017 16:53:19 +0000
To: Reynolds, Kelle A -FS
Cc: Byer, Tim -FS;McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: FW: Thunder Basin, please use this version
Attachments: 2017-12-7-Ruckelshaus Report toTBNG summarizing 12 recommendationspdf

FYI,
attached is the 2017 summary report prepared by Ruckelshaus Institute regarding collaborative
meetings related to prairie dogs. Of particular interest are the 12 recommendations to all agencies from
the Cooperative Working group (a group of governmental entities who have federal, state or county
authority in relation to prairie dog management and range restoration in the Thunder Basin}. Below is a
summary of the recommendations, the details start on page 22 of the attachment.

1. Consider Revising the Current Black~tailed Prairie Dog Strategy
2. Determine whether the current category designations are appropriate.
3. Use innovative approaches to restoration and vegetation management, including:

1' Continued prairie dog control;
- Invasive species control, including for cheatgrass,
- Use the plague situation to control prairie dog colonization and spread (buffer zones);
- Reduce erosion through prairie dog management;
- Remove cactus, three—awn, cheatgrass, and mound;
- Reseeding.
- Monitor and inventory range conditions, ground cover

31. Maintain healthy sagebrush, riparian, and mesic communities. Do not allow prairie dogs to
transition into these communities.

5. Improve and develop consistent communication and information distribution between meetings.
6. Create data—sharing clearinghouse regarding associated species and prairie dogs. Include TBGPEA,

private landowner, University of Wyoming, USPS, and other relevant data sources.
7". Consider options for long—term and consistent project funding such as: creating a full-time

position for a ”Prairie Dog Manager”
8. The USFS will follow through on management commitments and regulatory obligations and will

collaborate on an improved Strategy that includes definitive triggers and associated actions.
9. Recognize in a revised strategy the conflicting classifications of prairie dogs. Acknowledge that

prairie dogs are considered a pest by some people.
10. Continue monitoring prairie dog towns and plague.
11. Greater emphasis on Prairie Dog Boundary Management
12. As long as black-footed ferrets are not being reintroduced on the TBNG, drop the shooting ban in

Category 3.63.
Nest learning series and cooperative meetings are scheduled in February.
Steve

Steve Kozlowslri, USFS
Wildlife, Botany, and Fish Resource Team Leader for the MBRTB
Forest Wildlife Biologist
Sage-grouse Coordinator
559 972-1934 cell, 307' 745-2343 office, slcozlowslcitfilfsfecl.us
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<Ja|<c.Hogan@vvv.usca.gov:=-; iprofier@bln".gov; Geiger, Melanie — NRCS, Douglas, WY

thitfii
lbllfil Travis lv’lcNiven@barrasso.senate.gov;
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{W5} ,' Cheryl Schwartzkopf - {WE} chriswichmann@wvo.gov;
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Denise Li (bllfil ; Donlev 8L Nancv Darnell < {bHfiJ Erika
Peckham <Erilta.Pecltham@wvo.gov>; Frank Eathorne- ihHfil Holly Kennedy

{W6} ; Hooper, Tammv <Tamrnv.hooper@mail.hc-use.gov>; tfil
jessica.crowder@wvo.gov; {W51 : joe.budd@wvo.gov; Ha rtung, John - NRCS,
Casper, WY {Jobn-Hartunguflwvusdagovx Justin Rogers <jiistin rogers@enri_senate.gov>; Kav, DeAnna
[Enzi] <Deanna_l<av@enzi.senategove; Kristv Blv : lbilfii Sloan, Lacev - NRCS,
Newcastle, WY <_Lacev.5|oan@wv.usda.gov>; Lindsev Sterling Krank

[blifil _; Matt Averv
IhHfil matthew.‘rv@wvo.gov, (hula : Foster, Michael D — APHIS

clviichael.D.Foster@aphis.uscagove; Huntington, Michelle — NRCS—CD, Douglas, WY
{DHE-J

mvalle@b|m.gov; {unfit ; Nichole Bjornlie sinichole.bjornlie@wvo.gov>;
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{bits} ; Robert Ha rshba rger (bile) Robert Maul
{WE} ; Rogers, Brad <brad_rogers@fws.gov>; Rusty Bell {WW
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<mswalkeri’giisfedusa; Wanda Burget ihiifii £0 William Rose
swilliam.rose@wvo.eov>; Willow Steen {Willowsteen@wsoeova; Zack Walker
<zack.wa|ker@vwo.gov>; Bacon, Russell M -FS crmbacon@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Thunder Basin, please use this version
Good morning,
After I sent you the report yesterday, I of course found some more notes buried in my
ear, which I have added. They include the next steps you want to take. This version will
be posted ouline, and has also been sent to the USFS.
Best,
Jessiea

Jessica M. Western, Ph.D. (formerly Clement)
Senior Research Scientist, Human Dimensions in Natural Resources
Director, Collaboration Program in Natural Resources
Ruckelshaus Institute, Haub School of Environment and Natural Resources
University of Wyoming
307 — 766 5048 (o)
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Figure 1: Land Ownership on Thunder Basin National Grassland and Prairie Dog Management
designations.
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Introduction

In 2015 the Ruckelshaus Institute completed a situation assessment for the United States Forest
Service (USFS) to explore the issues surrounding black-tailed prairie dog colony management on
the Thunder Basin National Grassland (TBNG), and to find whether there was enough capacity
for a collaborative process. The results showed the issues were very diverse and contentious,
and the level of trust among stakeholders was low. Prairie dog management is important to
landowners since the vegetative health of the grasslands is important to their economic
livelihoods, and therefore important socially to local communities. Prairie dogs were and are
an important issue to conservation interests who see them as a keyfistone species critical to
grassland biodiversity. Thus, if some type of collaborative problem-solving process were not
undertaken, diverse stakeholders felt the risk of the issues getting mired in legal proceedings
was high. Most stakeholders were willing to engage in a collaborative process and provided
information regarding what process could lead to positive results and the stakeholder types
who would need to participate.

Based on this information, in 2016 the USFS asked the Ruckelshaus Institute to convene a
collaborative process. The Ruckelshaus Institute used a collaborative-learning approach based
on the suggestion provided by interviewees in the situation assessment. In cases where conflict
is high and the issues are integrated and complex, asking stakeholders to immediately go into a
decision-making process may demand too much. The characteristics surrounding prairie dog
colony management and related issues fit that description perfectly. The Ruckelshaus Institute
therefore designed a learning process wherein participants were able to (re)estab|ish
communication lines with complete transparency, share learning and knowledge, and gain
insights into each other’s interests and values. The process consisted of three workshops in
three different locations. The first workshop concentrated on the history of and values
participants have in relation to the TBNG. The second workshop concentrated on the present.
Presentations focused on research exploring current conditions on the TBNG, and participants
focused on gaps in knowledge that need to be addressed. The last workshop focused on the
future, asking participants to think ahead and help the USFS understand what desired
conditions they envision.

The report on the 2016 Collaborative efforts was published and can be found here:
ww.uwyo.edu/haub/_files/_docs/ruckelshaus/collaboration/2015utbng/2016uthunder—basin-
collaborative-Iearning-workshops-report.pdf.

The Ruckelshaus Institute recommended in that report to continue the collaborative learning
workshops and also add a second type of meeting. This became the Cooperative Working
Group, a group of governmental entities who have federal, state or county authority in relation
to prairie dog management and range restoration in the Thunder Basin area. The USFS
extended their agreement with the Ruckelshaus Institute to July 2018 to start the Cooperative

. : I l-' I - ; --~- ' I - ' :' I r-- .- -.- -- -- | I ,-. .I ., r- . -- -.- ---. . :..I -.- _. rpl rfi
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Working Group. The Collaborative Learning Workshops took place in April, September, October
and December 2017 for half day meetings. The Cooperative Working Group met in February
2017 and in adjoining days to the Collaborative Learning Workshops.

In the course of this process during 2017, the exponential expansion of prairie dog numbers,
and the ensuing sylvatic plague that then dramatically decreased them was initially the main
topic for both groups. However, the boom and bust cycle that the prairie dog population
experienced took a significant toll on range conditions, which in turn affected livestock and
wildlife forage when large areas were denuded of vegetation and/or species such as cheat grass
and cactus invaded. Hence, the group decided to take on as their main focus for 2017
measures that would address prairie dog management and range restoration in the near future.

This report focuses on the input provided by the Collaborative Learning Workshops to the
Cooperative Working Group, and the steps the Cooperative Working Group took to identify
consensus recommendations. This report outlines:

1. The participants involved in both sets of meetings.
2. The process and how the Collaborative Learning Workshops provided meaningful

information to the Cooperative Working Group.
3. The results of the Working Group’s efforts, culminating in 12 full consensus

recommendations to the USFS and other land managers.
4. Recommendations for next steps from the Ruckelshaus Institute.
5. Appendices demonstrating the results from the meetings leading to the creation of 12

recommendations.
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Figure 2: Location of Thunder Basin National Grassland in Wyoming
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The Participants
Table 1: Participants in the Collaborative Learning Workshops

Participants in the Thunder Basin National Grassland Collaborative Learning Workshops

Aaron Voos Lindsey Sterling Krank
Amanda Withroder Marline Geier
Barbara Crow Marty Ertman
Bill Lambert Matt Avery
Brad Rogers Megan Taylor
Carolyn Ba ‘y’ern Johnson Melanie Gerger
Carolyn Upton Michelle Huntington
Chamois Anderson Mike Foster
Cheryl Jacobsen Nancy McFarland
Cheryl Schwartzkopf Oaklee Anderson
Christi Haswell Quade Schmelzle
Daye Pellatz Randy Oleson
DeAnna Kay Riata Little
Debra Hepp Robert Harshbarger
Denise Langley Robert Maul
Donley Darnell Rusty Bell
Dru Bower Scott Sewell
Erika Peckham Shane Walker
Frank Eathorne Tammy Hooper
George Ewins Todd Bennington
Greg Stark Todd Caltrider
Hale Redding Tom Reed
Hans Hunt Tom Wright
Heather Herr Tracy Pinter
Holly Kennedy Travis McNiyen

Jackie Dtt Ty Checklitt
Jaime Jakes Virginia Moore
Jake Hogan Wanda Burget
Jay Francis Will Schilt
Jean Harshbarger Willow Steen

Jennifer Hinkhouse Marty Ertman
Jewell Reed Matt Aye ry
Jim Darlington Megan Taylor
Justin Proffer Melanie Gerger
Justin Rogers Michelle Huntington
Kristy Bly Mike Foster

Lauren Porensky Nancy McFarland
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Table 2: Primary and Alternate Members of the Cooperative Working Group

Thunder Basin National Grassland

Cooperative Working Group

Level Organization Primary Alternate
County Campbell County Commission Matt Avery Rusty Bell
County Campbell County Conservation District Jennifer Hinkhouse Jay Quintanilla
County Campbell County Weed and Pest Quade Schmelzle
County Converse County Commission Tony Lehner Rick Grant
County Converse County Conservation District Michelle Huntlngdon Stan Mitchem
County Converse County Weed and Pest Cheryl Schwartzkopf Jesse Butler

County Crook County Natural Resource District Raesha Sell Sarah Anderson
County Crook County Weed and Pest Andrew Litzel
County Niobrara County Commission Patrick Wade
County Niobrara County Conservation District Matt Dockery Lisa Shaw
County Niobrara County Weed and Pest Gail Mahnke

County Weston County Commission Marty Ertman Tony Barton
County Weston County Commission Bill Lambert
County Weston County Natural Resource District Lacey Sloan David Tysdal
County Weston County Weed and Pest Hale Redding
Federal Bureau of Land Management Michael Valle Rick Miller
Federal Natural Resources Conservation Service Clayton Schmitz John Hartq
Federal Animal .5: Plant Health Inspection Service Mike Foster Paul Kokes
Federal US Fish and Widlife Service Brad Rogers Tyler Abbott
Federal US Forest Service Russ Bacon TBD
State Governor‘s Office Jessica Crowder Matthew Fry
State Office of State Lands Ben Bump William Rose
State State Department of Agriculture Joe Budd Chris Wichmann
State State Weed and Pest Slade Franklin
State Wyoming Game and Fish: Habitat Amanda Withroder
State Wyoming Game and Fish: Non-game Zack Walker Nichole Bjornlie
Staff USFS Aaron Voos
Staff USFS Sandy Underhill
Staff Fiuckelshaus Institute Jessica Western
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THE PROCESS

Step 5:
Identify
Trade-offs

Oct 2017

The Tiade-off that
meets as many
interests as possible
forms the advice.

Figure 3: Process for the Collaborative Learning Workshops

The Collaborative Working Groups (CLW’s) are a form of unbounded process where anyone can
attend and participate. The Cooperative Working Group is a bounded process where the
stakeholder groups have been identified by the convener, in this case all government agencies
for reasons outlined below. The government agencies themselves identified who would be
their primary and alternate representatives. Normally there is a charter that describes how a
bounded process will function, what its ground rules are, who the members will be, and what
the decision making method will be. However, due to USFS reservations about the charter,
changing membership and lack of time, the group was not able to finalize this step. Instead
both groups used ground rules and had decided on a decision making method.

The first Collaborative Learning Workshop of 2017 took place on April 12. The first Cooperative
Working Group (CWG) took place on February 27, 2017, which was a daylong. The next CWG
meetings took place the day after each CLW meeting. In September the Working Group decided
they would prefer if the CLW met as often as the Working Group, and that they wanted the
Collaborative Learning efforts to take place on the morning, to inform the Working Group
deliberations in the afternoon.
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This process consists of two types of meetings to allow the collaborative process and its
outcomes to be in line with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) when a federal agency
is the convener. There are four ways a collaborative process can stay in line with FACA:(1)
create a Federal Advisory Committee in accordance with the FACA and other applicable
regulations; (2) convene open meetings where no collective advice or recommendations are
offered by a group (individuals advice or recommendations are possible); (3) limit participation
of a group to government entities only; or (4) have a non-federal organization convene and
administer the consensus seeking group, with the federal agency participating as a fellow
stakeholder in a technical resource capacity while retaining their federal decision-making
capacity. In regards to the Thunder Basin collaborative process, the USFS uses options 2 and 3
to enable governmental and non-governmental entities to work together in the Collaborative
Learning workshops, informing any recommendations made by the governmental entities in the
Working Group. Figure 3 shows the learning process of the first, and Figure 4 illustrates the
consensus-building process in the Working Group.

Steps
.l-.dentlfy _ _
Wade-offs

December: The
Options that meat as
many interests as
possible- forms the
adVic-e.

Figure 4: Cooperative Working Group process
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Procedural Tools:

1. Using the Problems, Interests, Options and Trade-offs Process to explore issues,
interests, possible options and create recommendations that meet as many interests as
possible in the Working Group based on the work of Fisher, Ury and Patton in ”Getting
to Yes” (2011).

2. Ensuring immediate input of Collaborative Learning Workshop to the Working Group.

A consensus-based decision protocol that uses 'gradations of consensus’.
4. Ground rules and decision-making methods were identified and agreed on by all.

Step 1. Problem/Issue identification

Members identified the issues they wished to address regarding prairie dog management and
range restoration in the Thunder Basin.

There were 122 issue statements that members of the Cooperative Working Group generated
in breakout groups (see the 2016 report for Collaborative Learning issues). The Ruckelshaus
Institute found seven categories of issues:

1—
1 . Ecosystem Functioning

M . Ferrets

Lu . Full and Transparent Communications

4. Governance

U'l . Prairie Dog Management

6. Process

7. Socio-economic Factors.

Step 2. Interest identification ofthe stakeholders in the collaborative

Members deliberated the reasons why the Thunder Basin was important to them and agreed
on the following interest statements:

1. Management is important to learn what works and what does not through clear
communication of information and actions.

":- _ ,_ _ . l.._ .. .--. .3. ' s. s. ,, .--. ' '. ._ .- ' . ,_ :l: 'I-".' ,.l . -. ' ,_,
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2. Management is important if done in a collaborative manner to implement solutions.

3. Management is important to protect environmental integrity of the Grasslands and its
wildlife populations.

4. Management is important to balance all interests and to ensure efficient and effective
governing.

5. Management is important to maintain multiple use on the TBNG.

5. Management is important to ensure no listing of prairie dogs or associated species as a
threatened or endangered species.

7. Management is important to control prairie dogs where so desired.

8. Management is important to protect private property rights and property values.

9. Management is important to ensure the long term sustainability of ranching livelihoods
and culture.

Step 3. Option generation

Collaborative Learning participants and CWG members identified possible options for
recommendations to address the above problems and to meet the above interests. The full
lists can be found in the Appendices. The Ruckelshaus Institute analyzed all the options for
duplicate suggestions which resulted in the following list:

CWG Issue Options for Solutions

'4‘ : consensus option

Ferrets Regardless of where Plan is amended, update Strategy that is tied to

State plans

I Bring all federal agencies together to coordinate ferret
reintroduction Statewide

I Explore whether private landowners are interested in black-
footed ferret (re)introduction on their land

Ferrets Need a definitive answer on ferret reintroduction (would like WGFD
to say no)

I Eliminate 3.63

":- : ,. _ . l.._ .. .--. .3. ' s. s. .. .--. ' '. ._ .- ' . ,_ :1: '."'-' ,..l . -. ' r_,
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Full and
Transparent
Communications

Full and
Transparent

Communications

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Governance

Create data-sharing clearinghouse regarding associated species and
prairie dogs

I Include TBGPEA and USPS data
I Include range conditions, ground cover
I Include private landowner data

Monitoring and inventory of erosion

Long-term funding

Money manager to coordinate projects

Maintenance (”MOU with counties“ or who?) of plan

USFS Plan amendment?

Dedicated resources

*Create clear management goals and implementations of the current
plan (consistency of management for the long-term,
administration to administration)

Goal: Prairie dog management to a level that supports landowners
during drought, while supporting associated species

Commitment to follow through on management decisions

I Follow USFS (your) plans
I Any new plans must be fiscally responsible 2012 F5 planning

regulations

LRMP revision is long overdue

Are there missing pieces?

I Infrastructure for grazing management (water, fencing, rotations)
I Incentives
I Long-term: grazing associations have been beneficial Consistent

funding (access to some funding is increasing, like NFWF)

The long-term goals need to be examined. What path are we on? Is it
correct? What can we do under current FS plan?

Clarification of prairie dog as pest or sensitive species
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Prairie Dogs Density management: do strips throughout towns to keep numbers
down, break up large complexes, continue to allow shooting
(multiple benefits: active control, economy stimulator, allows
multiple avenues for control, and recreation), add more
rodenticide options

Step 4. Criteria

Stakeholder interests were used as criteria against which to measure the strength of the
options for recommendations.

Step 5. Trade—Offs

Collaborative Learning participants and Working Group members deliberated the final options
in order to resolve problems and meet as many interests as possible. These discussions lead to
the crafting of final recommendations, and exploration of levels of agreement in the Working
Group for each recommendation (see below). During the October and December meetings the
options were discussed and modifications were suggested by the Collaborative Learning Group.
The Cooperative Working Group took those suggestions (below in the second column) and
created the final recommendations.

In December the Collaborative Learning Group looked at the original language and their level of
comfort with the language was polled using clickers. Participants clicked on numbers 1 — 5
indicating:

1. Participant likes it.

2. Minor Point of Contention — Basically, participant likes it.

3. Reservations — But participant can live with it.

4. Major reservations — Disagreement, but will not block the proposal/provision.

5. Disagreement — Participant will not support the proposal.

After which the Cooperative Working Group used the Collaborative Learning Group’s
suggestions to modify the final recommendation language and this time clickers were used to
identifv the member’s level of agreement based on the above.
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Original Language

Regardless of whether the
Forest Plan is amended,
update Black—tailed Prairie
Dog Strategy in 2018 so it is
tied to State plans to not
reintroduce Black—footed
Ferrets in the short run.
Create clear management
goals and implementations of
the current plan. Include
issues raised in Option 2 and 3
to the extent possible without
a Plan Amendment.

Address Density
Management in Strategy in
2018: Do strips throughout
towns to keep numbers down,
break up large complexes,
continue to allow shooting,
add more rodenticide options,
make a decision of acceptable
densityiacres, create a set of

Collaborative Learning
Group Comments

There’s nothing to tie
statewide plan to at this
point in time
Would like to take out
language regarding short—
term reintroduction
Strategy doesn't
differentiate between short
and long—term ferret plans
Would support change in
strategy but not plan
amendment
Changelanguageto
introduction (not
reintroduction)
Rewrite to state that strategy
should follow state plans
Remove second part of first
sentence about ferrets (after
"plans”)
Like leaving ferret language
in to make sure folks
understand there will be no
reintroduction in the short-
term
lt’s not clear what folks are
voting on. Bullets appear
contradictory.
What does ”short-term"
mean? Would be good to
definethu.

Wildlife and associated spp
need a spot without density
control, okay to have density
control in some areas,
density is hard to measure
There is a lot in here: need to
talk about specific bullets and
come up with agreed upon
protocol

Final Recommendation
Modified and
Supported by the
Cooperative Working
Group

Revise the Current Black-
tailed Prairie Dog Strategy

1) Create clear management
goals and implementation
strategies within the current
Plan and Strategy.
2) Determine whether there
needs to be an update to the
Black—tailed Prairie Dog
Strategy in 2018.
3) Determine whether the Plan
needs to be amended.
4) Recognize that there are no
plans to reintroduce black-
footed ferrets in the short run.
5) Include the issues raised in
Options 2 and 3 to the extent
possible without a Plan
Amendment.

Address density management
in 2018.

ideas for densityr monitoring
include:
Make a recommendation of
acceptable level of density;
Use the same definition of
“density” across all lands;



    

    

   

    

    

   

   

     
   

 

     
    

     

     

    

    

 

     

    

    

   

     

    

     

    

    

   

    

    

     

      

    

     

   
     

   

     
    

     
      

    

     

    

     

    

 

   

    

   

   

     

    

     

    

 

      

   

   

    

  

 
   

 
      

    

    

    

     

      

 

   

    

  

    
 

    

    

    

    

    

     
   

   
     

    
     

    
    

    
  

     

    

    

   

    

    

   

   

     
   

 

     
    

     

     

    

    

 

     

    

    

   

     

    

     

    

    

   

    

    

     

      

    

     

   
     

   

     
    

     
      

    

     

    

     

    

 

   

    

   

   

     

    

     

    

 

      

   

   

    

  

 
   

 
      

    

    

    

     

      

 

   

    

  

    
 

    

    

    

    

    

     
   

   
     

    
     

    
    

    
  

     

protocols — use same
standards across all lands,
need definitions for
complexes vs. colonies, use
the same definition of
"densitvfacre” across all
lands, associated species
counts — measure the same
inside and outside
categories".

Location of Prairie Dog
Towns: Under 2018 Strategy
revision, new prairie dog core
areas based on impacted land.
If categories are being
revisited, look at bottom-up
approach.

Where we want prairie dogs:
areas that are already
impacted because we can’t
afford restoring them.

Where we don"t want prairie
dogs: preserve healthy lands
and not accept prairie dogs.

Other species are managed
for density, prairie dogs
should be too
Possible to measure density
but resource intensive, hard
to do at full scale
”4—5 days on 4,400 acres to
measure density on CCAA
(1% of each colony for
UWFWS standards, transects
on ATV, count active and
inactive mounds, active
burrow density used to infer
prairie dogs per acre)
Would like to see density
studies in other areas as well
Manage for rangeland health
as an indicator (rather than
focusing just on density)

What is the option actually
saying? (Core areas vs
categories)
Prairie dogs recolonize
naturally without our help
Change to ”reestablish/
determine category areas”,
take out the word ”new”
Add language regarding buffer
zones. Look at lethal and non-
lethal tools for establishing
buffers.
Are these new areas within or
outside the category?
Changelanguageto
“complex”, no need to
redetermine category
dedgnaflons
Determine complexes within
categories
What is the definition of a
complex versus a colony?
USFWS has definitions the
group can use

Create a standard set of
protocols to be used across all
lands;
Conduct associated species
counts consistently inside and
outside categories.

Ideas for density contronl
include:
”Do strips” throughout towns
to keep numbers down;
Break up large complexes;
Continue to allow shooting;
Add more rodenticide options.

Under a 2018 Strategy review,
determine whether the
current category designations
are appropriate. If not, adjust
prairie dog category areas
based on a combination of
scientific evidence and social
support. If categories are
being revisited, use a
collaborative approach.
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Balanced forage
management for livestock
and wildlife
- Balance forage

management and
com petition of livestock
and wildlife through
Leniency and flexibility for
innovative approaches to
vegetation treatments and

- *Continued prairie dog
control

- *lnvasive species control
incl. cheat grass

- *Use the plague situation
to control prairie dog
colonization and spread
{buffer zones)

- Reduce erosion through
prairie dog management

- Remove cactus, three-awn,
cheat-grass, and mounds

- Reseed

Sagebrush Ecosystems
' Keep the sagebrush we

have and not allow them to
transition to riparian or
mesic communities. Do this
by doing the following:

- Identify species usage to
determine areas that will
use annual plant
community

- Identify areas of erosion
concern

- Control cheat grass
- Remove all prairie dogs

within sage grouse core
area

Every colony is different, so
methods can't be applied
uniformly across all areas
Cactus takes several years to
disappear after being
sprayed
Specific projects will be
determined on smaller
scales. Option is a general
statement about what the
group conceptually agrees
or does not agree upon.
Sagebrush restoration is a
lengthy process

Remove ”remove all prairie
dogs from sage grouse core
area”
There’s no science to show
that there shouldn’t be
prairie dogs in sage grouse
core areas
Conflicting management in
core sage grouse areas. The
standard for sage grouse is 7
inches of stubble height.
Prairie dogs can decrease
stubble height.
Sage grouse take precedence
over prairie dogs because of
listing potential
Some think all prairie dogs
should be eliminated in core
areas, others don’t
Prairie dogs and sage grouse
can coexist outside of core
areas
Perhaps both species can

Balance forage management
and competition of livestock
and wildlife through
cooperation and flexibility.
Use innovative approaches to
restoration and vegetation
management, including:
I Continued prairie dog

control;
I Invasive species control,

including for cheatgrass;
I Use the plague situation to

control prairie dog
colonization and spread
(buffer zones);

I Reduce erosion through
prairie dog management;

I Remove cactus, three—awn,
cheatgrass, and mounds

I Reseeding.
I Monitor and inventory range

conditions, ground cover

Healthy Ecosystems

Maintain healthy sagebrush,
riparian, and mesic
communities. Do not allow
prairie dogs to transition into
these communities.

Do this by doing the following:
Identify species usage to
determine areas that will use
annual plant community;
— Identify areas of erosion

concern;
— Control cheatgrass;
— Remove prairie dogs within

sage grouse core areas.

I'.-'"'-"'t 'v' D ll '1 ! 1'"! 35-3.



     

    

   

    

     

  

   

  

     
 

      

     

  

      

  

    

  

    
     

    

     

  

   

    

   

   
     

   
      

   

 

    

      

 

     

    

      

    

   
   

     

      

     

     

   

 
      

   
     

  
     

   

   
  

   

    

    

  

     

     

    

   

    

     

  

   

  

     
 

      

     

  

      

  

    

  

    
     

    

     

  

   

    

   

   
     

   
      

   

 

    

      

 

     

    

      

    

   
   

     

      

     

     

   

 
      

   
     

  
     

   

   
  

   

    

    

  

     

6 Improve and develop more
consistent communication
and distribution between
meetings.

coexist if prairie dogs are
maintained at low densities
Three ongoing research
projects regarding this topic

Will this effort continue in
2018?
This is up to the group
Jess is contracted for one

Improve and develop
consistent communication and
information distribution
between meetings. Explore

more year other convening options to
USFS is looking for input on enhance participation from all
next steps interested stakeholders.
USFS committed to a
collaborative process
Should the CWG continue?
Process has been slow, but
starting to see results
Made a mistake switching to
1-day meetings
Not adequate conservation
representation on CWG (can
format/structure be changed
to address this?)
Need better representation of
constituents on CWG
Need to understand that USFS
has final decision-making
ability
Permittees and landowners
should have a voice at the
table
Suggestion: have an open
meeting, but members of
CWG are allowed to "vote” at
those open meetings while
public is not
Another (non—federal agency)
group can convene so that
they can have an open group
USFS can create MOUs that
speak to their ability to
commit to recommendations,
etc.
USFS can’t funnel money to
other organizations to
convene (but USFS can check
onthm)
Could several organizations

' l': ' . .. .. - " ... . .
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9

10

Create data—sharing
clearinghouse regarding
associated species and prairie
dogs

- Include TBGPEA,
private landowner
and USFS data

- Monitor and
inventory range
conditions, ground
cover

Work with partners to find
and manage a point person
to find long-term and
consistent funding.

Prairie dog management to a
level that supports healthy
landscape and permittees,
while supporting associated
species through personal
relationships and a respect for
all goals and viewpoints.

Role ofthe USFS in Prairie Dog
Management

Request that the USFS
commits to following

contribute money to convene
these meetings?
Would like to see county
commissioners convene

Include UW.
It’s important to share data,
and it should be provided at
each meeting
Take into consideration
legalities of sharing private
landowner data

More comfortable with
everyone working together to
find funding, rather than
having just one person
Language is regarding one
person to coordinate the
money, not just to find the
money
Look at Wyoming Landscape
Conservation Initiative model
for securing funds
Transparency regarding
where money comes from
This would allow the group to
have matching funds
What are funds being
gathered for? Implementing
the plan?

None.

Likes the part about
following through on plans,
especially those that were
made collaborative

Create data—sharing
clearinghouse regarding
associated species and prairie
dogs. Include TBGPEA, private
landowner, University of
Wyoming, USFS, and other
relevant data.

Consider options for long-term
and consistent project funding
such as:
- creating a full—time position
for a “Prairie Dog Manager”;
— creating a group to do this;
— working with a bridge

Organization;
- using the Wyoming Land

Conservation Initiative
model.

Deleted

USFS accountability in Prairie
Dog Management
The USFS will follow through
on management commitments

: l'3 ' . .. _ - . .., . .
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through on management and
regulatory obligations
including:

- Following USFS plans
- Any new plans must be

fiscally responsible 2012 F5
planning regulations

- LRMP revision is long
overdue

- Providing an answer
regarding whether there
will be a USFS Plan
amendment.

— Allowing ground—ready
projects to move forward
and provide reasons when
theycannot

* Adhere to the Multiple Use
Sustained Yield Act of 1960

* Reduce impairment of
productivity of the land as
per the Bankhead-Jones Act
of 1937.

11 Seek clarification of prairie
dog as pest or sensitive
species at state and federal
levels and comply with State
Weed and Pest laws (i.e.,
prairie dog is a pest)
accordingly.

Add: ”Making decisions in a
timely manner and notifying
parties in advance of
implementation”
Need clarification on who’s
the lead on issues and
concerns
Have equal representation
of viewpoints on field trips
Squeamish about LRMP
revision; work backwards
through strategy and then
take it back to plan to see
what’s needed
USFS revisit regulations
Stick to LRMP revision 15-
year schedule
Amendment process pulls
resources from on-the-
ground efforts
Want to assurances that
strategy will be fully
implemented
Identify what has and hasn’t
been implemented in
current strategy
USFS perspective: plan
revision not on table,
amendment possible

Need to avoid additional
federal listings
USDA Wildlife Services not a
regulatory agency: does
prairie dog removals and
plague mitigation
WGFD designates p dogs as
Species of Greatest?
Conservation Need, State
considers a pest
No Rozol per Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(WAFWA)
Others want Rozol
Thinks we can find solutions
despite conflicting
deognadons

and regulatory obligations and
will collaborate on an
improved Strategy that
includes definitive triggers and
associated actions. A Land
Resource Management Plan
revision is long overdue.
Additional requests include:
— Provide updates and
rationale for implementations
(or lack thereof) of the Plan
and the Prairie Dog Strategy;
— Ensure that any new plans
are fiscally responsible;
— Provide an answer regarding
whether there will be a USFS
Plan
amendment;

- Allow ground—ready projects
to move forward and provide
reasons when they cannot;

- Have equal representation of
viewpoints on field trips;
- Make decisions in a timely
manner and notify parties in
advance of implementation.

Recognize in a revised strategy
the conflicting classifications of
prairie dogs. Acknowledge that
prairie dogs are considered a
pest by some people.
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12 Continue monitoring prairie
dog towns and plague

13 Prairie Dog Boundary
Management
' Manage 3.63 area’s

boundades
. Eliminations of prairie

dogs outside the
boundary

. Prevent prairie dogs
establishing outside the
boundary.

- Discuss or allow the use of
burrow fumigants in control
efforts

- Break option into two parts.
Have a separate statement
about using most effective
method to control prairie
dogs. Move this to Option 13

None

- Statement should be about
Category 1, not 3.63

- Want boundaries managed,
but not eliminating p dogs
outside of boundary

- Better management of
boundaries to minimize the
number of p dogs outside
of boundary

- Would like to incorporate
density into this statement.
Need density control within
boundary

- Get rid of 3.63 so we can
manage p dogs everywhere

- Need to maintain two
complexes with no control,
can do experiments with
density control in other
areas of category one
(southeast portion: Lone
Crow)

- Want to see some
management within
Category 1

- Possibly move lessee to a
different pasture or
compensate; consider the
landowner

- There could be economic
incentives for these
landowners (conservation
groups working on this)

- Focus on healthy
rangelands, diversity of
animals, look at ecosystem

Continue monitoring prairie
dog towns and plague.

Prairie Dog Boundary
Management — Manage
boundaries in conflict areas.
This may include:

- Eliminating prairie dogs
outside the boundary;
- Preventing prairie dogs from
establishing outside the
boundary
- Conduct density control
within the colony using best
available science;
- Allow lethal control within
Category 1 and its boundaries,
regardless of acreage, or

change acreage objective



 

    

    

   

   

    

 

    

     

    

    
 

     

     

  

     

     

  

     

    
   

   

      

  

     

    

 

     

    

     
     

    

      

     

   

      

      

     

     

     
    

     

 

    

    

   

   

    

 

    

     

    

    
 

     

     

  

     

     

  

     

    
   

   

      

  

     

    

 

     

    

     
     

    

      

     

   

      

      

     

     

     
    

     

14 Permanently drop no
shooting ban starting Fall
2017. Recreational shooting
should remain everywhere
[com pare lead versus steel
bullets)

level

-Change "steel" to ”non-toxic”
-No shooting within Category 1
areas (this would be
consistent with the current
plan)

-Ban shooting in Category 1
if/when it becomes possible to
reintroduce ferrets

-Don’t require or ban specific
tools, be flexible and adapt
management tools

-There is some “bycatch” of
associated species in areas
that allow shooting

-Shooting is especially
attractive if there are lots of
prairie dogs

-Shooting is one form of
recreation use on the
grassland

-Want triggers put in place
regarding when and where
shooting is and isn’t allowed

-How many p dogs do
recreational shooters kill each
year? Is there any harm in
shooting if there are ferrets
(since they’re nocturnal)?

-On 4W, one shooter shot 450
p dogs in a day

As long as black-footed ferrets
are not being reintroduced on
the TBNG, drop the shooting
ban in Category 3.63.
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Consensus Recommendations
The following are full consensus recommendations to all agencies from the Thunder Basin
Cooperative Working Group December 7, 2017. The language of these recommendations is
specific and was crafted and agreed to by all present.

Recommendation 1: Revise the Current Black—tailed Prairie Dog
Strategy

1. Create clear management goals and implementation strategies within the
current Plan and Strategy.

2. Determine whether there needs to be an update to the Black-tailed Prairie Dog
Strategy in 2018.

3. Determine whether the Plan needs to be amended
4. Recognize that there are no plans to reintroduce black-footed ferrets in the short

run.
5. Include the issues raised in Options 2 and 3 to the extent possible without a Plan

Amendment

Recommendation 2

Under a 2018 Strategy review, determine whether the current category designations are
appropriate. If not, adjust prairie dog category areas based on a combination of scientific
evidence and social support. If categories are being revisited, use a collaborative
approach.
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Recommendation 3

Balance forage management and competition of livestock and wildlife through
cooperation and flexibility. Use innovative approaches to restoration and vegetation
management, including:

I Continued prairie dog control;
I Invasive species control, including for cheatgrass;
I Use the plague situation to control prairie dog colonization and spread (buffer

zonesh
I Reduce erosion through prairie dog management;
I Remove cactus, threeuawn, cheatgrass, and mound;
I Reseeding.
I Monitor and inventory range conditions, ground cover

Recommendation 4: Healthy Ecosystems

Maintain healthy sagebrush, riparian, and mesic communities. Do not allow prairie dogs
to transition into these communities. Do this by doing the following:

I Identify species usage to determine areas that will use annual plant community;
I Identify areas of erosion concern;
I Control cheatgrass;
I Remove prairie dogs within sage grouse core areas.

Recommendation 5

Improve and develop consistent communication and information distribution between
meetings. Explore other convening options to enhance participation from all interested
stakeholders.

Recommendation 6

Create data-sharing clearinghouse regarding associated species and prairie dogs.
Include TBGPEA, private landowner, University of Wyoming, USFS, and other relevant
data sources.
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Recommendation 7

Consider options for long-term and consistent project funding such as:
I creating a full-time position for a "Prairie Dog Manager”;
I creating a group to do this;
I working with a bridge organization;
I using the Wyoming Land Conservation Initiative model.

Recommendation 8: USFS accountability in Prairie Dog
Management

The USFS will follow through on management commitments and regulatory obligations
and will collaborate on an improved Strategy that includes definitive triggers and
associated actions. A Land Resource Management Plan revision is long overdue.
Additional requests include:

I Provide updates and rationale for implementations (or lack thereof) of the Plan
and the Prairie Dog Strategy;

I Ensure that any new plans are fiscally responsible;
I Provide an answer regarding whether there will be a USFS Plan amendment;
I Allow ground-ready projects to move forward and provide reasons when they

cannot
I Have equal representation of viewpoints on field trips;
I Make decisions in a timely manner and notify parties in advance of

implementation.

Recommendation 9

Recognize in a revised strategy the conflicting classifications of prairie dogs.
Acknowledge that prairie dogs are considered a pest by some people.

Recommendation 10

Continue monitoring prairie dog towns and plague.

": _ ,_ _ . l.._ .--. .3. ' s. s. .. .--. ' '. ._ .- ' . ,_ :l: 'I*.' ,..l . -. ' ,_,
24 I I... i... ii, if I .l'_': ll ..'_i c: '_'. l- '_'_ ., I l._ l”: 1.] .- l- i I." - .l'.‘= -. '5' '---‘ : I'.'I'I." '3" :-.-E i]: i .l



  

            

 

      

        

          

            

    

  

              

     

     

       

     
        

         

            

         

     
        

    

    

    

              

    

     

  

            

 

      

        

          

            

    

  

              

     

     

       

     
        

         

            

         

     
        

    

    

    

              

    

     

Recommendation 11

Prairie Dog Boundary Management - Manage boundaries in conflict areas. This may
indude:

- Eliminating prairie dogs outside the boundary;
I Preventing prairie dogs from establishing outside the boundary
I Conduct density control within the colony using best available science;
It Allow lethal control within Category 1 and its boundaries, regardless of acreage,

or change acreage objective.

Recommendation 12

As long as black-footed ferrets are not being reintroduced on the TBNG; drop the
shooting ban in Category 3.63.

Consensus Recommendations with Major Reservations

Recommendation 2: Address density management in 2013.
Ideas for" density onmirroring Include:
- Make a recommendation of acceptable level of density;
- Use the same definition of ”density” across all lands;
- Create a standard set of protocols to be used across all lands;
- Conduct associated species counts consistently inside and outside categories.

ideas for deosr'rv control mic/ode:
- Do "strips” throughout towns to keep numbers down;
- Break up large complexes;
- Continue to allow shooting;
- Add more rodenticide options.

Major Reservation: Brad Rogers of US Fish and Wildlife Service: ”USFWS doesn’t agree with
using antificoagulants; including Rozol“.
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CONCLUSION

The next collaborative meeting for both the Collaborative Learning Group and the Cooperative
Working Group will be on February 9, 2018 in Douglas.

Next steps the group identified were:

Continue ongoing projects on the ground and build on them to learn what works.
Have a collaborative discussion regarding the Strategy to see if a Plan Amendment is
required (this is reflected in the Recommendations.)
Information is needed from Douglas Ranger District regarding the number and location
of acres of plague to finalize the map TBGBEA is working on, which in turn will inform
upcoming projects.

Regarding the facilitation and leading of this process, the Ruckelshaus Institute has an
agreement with the Medicine Boqoutt National Forest that ends July 31, 2018. We suggest
using that time to do the following:

1.

25 I 5:13. L; :11. ;='., =:_'= . '

Review and revise the Strategy as per the Working Group’s Recommendation, in turn
helping to determine whether a Plan Amendment is required. This would be hard work
in six months but the pressure would allow everyone to keep up the momentum to
create a collaboratively-derived Strategy. Use the process with two meeting types to
stay within FACA as long as the USFS is the convener.
Explore convening options for further collaboration. The group discussed on December
7, 2017 the possibility that all partners would provide funds to allow a non-federal
organization to act as bridge organization: receive and manage the funds and pay a

facilitator of the group’s choice. The first half of 2018 could be used to set this up.



      

     

      

     

See Appendices on the next page.
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APPENDIX A: Cooperative Working Group Interests

Apn|2017

Original Interest Language Category Interest Statement

Good neighbor policy: manageable levels of species Accountability Management is
important to learn
what works and what
does not through
clear communication
of information and
actions.

Want to see accountability from USFS. Show of
effort. Explaining reasoning. Addressing long-
standing issues. More ‘why’ than ‘why not.’
Progress timeline, with check points. Planned list of
management actions. Transparent/public info.

Accountability

Want to see action Accountability
Interested in being engaged in management of TB —
don’t want unintended consequence from (ex) ESA
listing — ripple effects

Collaboration Management is
important if done in a
collaborative manner
to implement
solutions.

Interested in finding solutions, implementing them,
and working together. Great success stories already
exist with other issues. Before the next plague
epidemic

Collaboration

Short-term and long-term solutions Collaboration

Driving management decisions based on local input Collaboration

To discontinue loss of big game species and Ecosystem Management is
populations Health important to protect

environmental
integrity of the
Grasslands and its
wildlife populations.

Reduce damage to rangeland Ecosystem
health

Functioning ecosystem Ecosystem
health

Protecting environmental integrity of area; protect Ecosystem
the intrinsic value while accounting for changing health
demands, use, and balance
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Ecological sustainability — impacts to agency Ecosystem
resources on inability to focus on other areas. health
Impacts to tourism — For example to hunters,
because of lack of forage and fewer antelope.
To ensure habitat quality for pdogs and obligates Ecosystem

Health
Interested in ecosystem sustainability Ecosystem

health
Interested in maintaining healthy wildlife Ecosystem
populations health
Aesthetics Ecosystem

health
Water quality and stream/riparian area protection Ecosystem
(impacts of erosion) health
Weed control (preventing/mitigating invasion) Ecosystem

health
Seeing USFS get better management tools Governance Management is

important to balance
all interests and to
ensure efficient and
effective governing.

State designated pest Governance
Balancing local/regional/national interests in Governance
social/cultural/legal/ecological/economical
governing *
Adequate staffing levels at county and USFS levels. Governance
Managing work loads Governance
Good stewards of tax payer S Governance
No more regulations i.e.: if BFF is reintroduced Governance
Governmental relations Governance
Constantly dealing with constituents to be better Governance
stewards
Mandated by WY state law to manage for pdogs Governance
Helping county boards implement their statutory Governance
obligations
How is public funding being spent? Governance
Carefully thought out reintroduction (or not) with Governance
demonstrated ability of fllandowners to manage
these issues
Would like better information on financial needs Governance
and where implementation should occur
Protect interests of sportsmen and oil/gas Multiple Use Management is

important to



  

  

    

      

 

       

 

     

   

  

 

     

 

              

   

    

   

   

  

  

        

        

         

   

 

     

    

   

 

        

 

  

   

    

 

         

         

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

        

   

  

   

 

       

 

           

 

       

 

    

 

     

       

  

   

   

   

  

  

  

       

 

     

  

  

    

      

 

       

 

     

   

  

 

     

 

              

   

    

   

   

  

  

        

        

         

   

 

     

    

   

 

        

 

  

   

    

 

         

         

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

        

   

  

   

 

       

 

           

 

       

 

    

 

     

       

  

   

   

   

  

  

  

       

 

     

maintain multiple
uses on the TBNG.

Economy, Ecology 8L Culture Multiple Use
Maintaining multiple use on TBNG Multiple Use
Recreation opportunities (specifically shooting) and Multiple Use
advertising recreational shooting
Wildlife viewing opportunities Multiple Use
Keep pdog and other TES species from being listed No T&E listing Management is

important to ensure
no listing of prairie
dogs or associated
species as a
threatened or
endangered species.

To manage appropriately so as to prevent ESA No T&E listing
listing *. In no one’s interest, obligates listed too ~
so we can focus on other issues, for once.
Avoiding pdogs and associated/dependent species No T&E listing
from being federally listed
Public perception of health of pdog populations Pdog Management is

management important to control
prairie dogs where so
desued.

In relation to other species of importance, such as Pdog
BFF Would like to know who pays for this management
Learning about most effective control methods for Pdog
pdogs management
Representative of land owners Property Rights Management is

important to protect
private property
rights and property
values.

Protection of private property rights Property Rights
Short and long term protection of land asset values Property Rights
Protection of private property rights Property Rights
Land/property values Property Rights
Protect historical, cultural, and socio-economic
viability of citizens, landowners, and leases of
represented group

Socio-economic Management is
important to ensure
the long term
sustainability of
ranching livelihoods
and culture.

Physical health and well-being of citizens Socio-economic
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Economic impacts — too many user groups and
neighbors

Socio-economic

Related impacts to livelihood, culture, and
communities

Socio-economic

Long term sustainability — including the ranching
livelihood and culture

Socio-economic

Managed since time of homesteading —
cultural/historic value

Socio-economic

Have to deal with public frustration Socio-economic

Ineduity — some people being responsible and other
not. Leads to inefficiency, lack of productivity, and
wasted money

Socio-economic

Economics and resources are important Socio-economic
To reduce forage competition Socio-economic

Ranching and grazing are a big part of the state’s
economy (that’s impacted by pdog management)

Socio-economic

Negative public perception/lack of
knowledge/education

Socio-economic

Minimizing potential health impacts to the public Socio-economic
Livelihoods of private landowners Socio-economic
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Appendp<B:Cooperafivevwoddngthcnmymsues

Apn|2017

Original Issue Language Issue Category
Range condition: forage loss, competition with
cattle, balance with non-monetary values such as
wildlife, how to? Land/Asset value.

Ecosystem Functioning

Habitat loss/wildlife: how density of populations
affect rangeland, conflicting research/science,
quantity vs. quality, inter-related species, owls,
plover etc.

Ecosystem Functioning

Water quality/ecosystem function: erosion, topsoil,
management objectives and boundary control.

Ecosystem Functioning

Current rangeland conditions on the TB and other
ecological conditions — water, air quality (dust)

Ecosystem Functioning

Ecology vs. Biology — where does sage grouse fit in? Ecosystem Functioning
What is the vision of rangeland health? Ecosystem functioning
Control efforts should consider ‘weeds’ so as not to
spread

Ecosystem functioning

How do we address particularly in drought years? Ecosystem functioning
Erosion in the watershed Ecosystem Functioning
Concerns regarding wildlife habitat (mostly big
game)

Ecosystem functioning

What is the threshold on habitat amount/quality
for different species of wildlife?

Ecosystem functioning

Black footed ferret. Inconsistent messages Ferret
depending on who you ask
BFF re-introduction : private land owners worry Ferret
that reintroduction will occur without involvement,
need to be clear about objectives.
Ferrets: what is planned? Process, history, Ferrets
truthfulness, who controls this? Need education,
who is responsible, roles?
Emails, add to distribution lists Full and Transparent Communications
Face to face Full and Transparent Communications
Commission meetings Full and Transparent Communications
Web site (need notified) Full and Transparent Communications
Message board Full and Transparent Communications
Diversity is a challenge Full and Transparent Communications
Consistent messaging Full and Transparent Communications
Keeping lists current Full and Transparent Communications
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No response/blow off Full and Transparent Communications
Commitment to follow through on management
decisions

Governance

Make limited money count via coordination Governance
Contractor pool that will work with government Governance
contracts
Interest in multi-year contracts (lack of) Governance
Priority of pdog management to USFS: other issues Governance
to prioritize, oil and gas, sage grouse, etc. Where
does prairie dog management fit in?
Competing for staff/resources Governance
Perception of adequate staffing Governance
Need education on USFS structure, priorities, and Governance
allocation
Funding (lack of) and how it is being used. How is it Governance
being prioritized for management of pdog
Need a clear plan to primer how money will be Governance
spent and coordinating that with other agency
efforts
Status of NEPA and ability to implement Governance
management actions
Is the TB plan a pdog plan or a BF plan? Governance
Need to develop an actual strategy with identifiable Governance
actions
Forest plan limitations. Amendment? Governance
Lack of trust on all sides Governance
Forest plan — inconsistent application of standards, Governance
guides, or desired conditions. It is a moving target.
User conflict and interests in the management of Governance
the TB
Concern that it will take too long to get things done Governance
on the ground. We are already behind.
FS way or highway Governance
Need better understanding of what FS is managing Governance
for, approaches used, etc.
Lack of funding to control pdogs Governance
Section 12 Granger Thye Act Governance
We’ve been discussing this topic for ages; why no Governance
progress???
Gets at trust and lack of credibility Governance
Need assurances that this process is not another Governance
example of 'insanity’
FS and other government agencies Governance
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Where are they similar? Governance
Where are they different? Governance
Lack of understanding regarding USFS budget Governance
Lack of clarification regarding agency roles (USFWS Governance
+ USFS) regarding BFF
Lacking understanding of USFS prioritization of Governance
resources/efforts
Threat of lawsuits against the USPS Governance
Funding: Parameters of agency vs. corporation, Governance
Financial burden to private due to expansion
boundary control issues, Allocation to pdog
management, , Staffing
Where is money coming from: sources and process. Governance
Need education on USFS limits Governance
Cooperation: make it useable, threats against USFS, Governance
staffing in pairs, effect on work load?
Need understanding of history and regulatory Governance
frame works of all involved
Need current prairie dog information: Method of
population count and the desire for density count.
Who does this? Who coordinates? Accuracy?
What data is used and how to use it?

Prairie Dog Management

Ecology of pdogs especially for figuring out best
tools

Prairie Dog Management

Information gaps ~ identify the data that is missing Prairie Dog Management
Use of data — gather data that is local Prairie Dog Management
Need to agree on the science and data that will be
used to support management decisions. Don’t use
data from CT in WY

Prairie Dog Management

Boundaries —— Cat 1, 2, 3. Data to support
management within categories is not current

Prairie Dog Management

Shooting ban: why does it against, data for and
against? Wrong spot for signs. Misinformation.
Consistency, Rigidity.

Prairie Dog Management

Boundaries: difference in management objectives
across boundaries, how to effectively address?
Coordinate, optimize limited funds. Lots of
boundary, how to prioritize.

Prairie Dog Management

Rodenticide limitations: what is the process for
allowable lethal controls? Lack of coordination
between managers, time of year to treat, buffers,
with residents, what distance? Funding.

Prairie Dog Management

Degradation ok if pdog’s doing it Prairie Dog Management
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Conflicting management objectives for different
species and across agency boundaries

Prairie Dog management

Risk — spreading plague and cyclic nature of pdog
populations

Prairie Dog management

Impacts to private land Prairie dog management
Buffers —— we don"t use these effectively Prairie dog management
(one size fits all) — doesn’t work Prairie dog management
Need more control options Prairie dog management
Lethal and non-lethal Prairie dog management
Is there opportunity to identify options for more
good neighbor type work?

Prairie dog management

Fear of litigation — don"t let it prevent proper
management actions

Prairie dog management

Not being good neighbors Prairie dog management
No buffers ~— if put, landowners are controlling -
need commitment from F5 to control on our side

Prairie dog management

Need incentives to reimburse landowners Prairie dog management
1/2 of revenue from grazing leases should be used
for control

Prairie dog management

Lack of will on part of F5 to control pdogs Prairie dog management
Need to expand control tool box to include Rozol Prairie dog management
Way FS requires control to be done drives up prices
on private lands

Prairie dog management

FS needs to better follow product labels and
application timeframes

Prairie dog management

Burning of sagebrush to improve pdog habitat?? Prairie dog management
Need to understand FS management goals for sage
grouse and how they interact with pdogs

Prairie dog management

Contradiction for other species management Prairie dog management
Why are state laws readily ignored? Pdogs are a
pest for many

Prairie dog management

Plague and disease: why buffers needed, potential
to endanger human life,

Prairie dog management

Erosion from bare ground conditions that pdogs
create

Prairie dog management

Misunderstanding on F5 part relative to private
landowner desires: don"t want them gone; want
them controlled.

Prairie dog management

Site-specific reclamation needs should be
considered

Prairie dog management

Pdog management and ability to treat Prairie dog management
Over expansion of colonies Prairie dog management
Density of pdogs and subsequent forage reduction Prairie dog management
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Encroachment onto private and state owned lands Prairie dog management
USFS is limited in treatment tools and flexibility in
existing tools

Prairie dog management

Boundary management Prairie dog management
Lack of clarity regarding management tools Prairie dog management
Lack of clarity regarding why USFS is managing for
BFF reintroduction

Prairie dog management

Lack of mapping of existing and expanding pdog
colonies

Prairie dog management

Control of pdogs for human health and safety Prairie dog management
Need a discussion of who benefits from
management

Prairie dog management

How to tackle short-term (s: 2 year) issues for
landowners

Prairie dog management

Lack of forage (quantity) on grazing land Prairie dog management
Could we look at a ”conservation cost share"? Prairie dog management
Who holds the burden of financial responsibility?
for harm already done by mismanagement?

Prairie dog management

Is it possible to expand the windows during which
we can conduct pdog control?

Prairie dog management

Need a plan for exponential growth of colonies Prairie dog management
When plague hits, we need a plan for adaptive
management from that point on (as part of a
strategy update?)

Prairie dog management

Short-term ys mid and long-term plans Prairie dog management
Some short-terms needs addressed before April Prairie dog management
Implementation of recommendations Prairie dog management
Have they actually been implemented? Prairie dog management
How is sage grouse habitat impacted by pdog
management?

Prairie dog management

Non-lethal control methods may not address short-
term concerns (and its success is difficult to
document)

Prairie dog management

Lack of formal advisory committee to provide Process
recommendations. What is the point of this group —
it has no teeth. Fear this is just another meeting.
Lack of management perspective Process
Through meetings; come up with coordination and Process
implement schedule with timely communication
Socio Economic Issues: Cultural impact, historic
use, social issues, concern over economic impact,
way of living.

Socio-Economic Factors

:3 . .- I I. . , | .._, , —-- ' .. ;- .-_r-., L.) ix, -‘._1 , .'_-. l: ._.! L..- . I. |._ | |._ l._l -_ *._' .- L_.i r: i -:._1 7' .=_-.: T. _ : l'3 ' . .. . . . .., . .o f ll"! ! r!



          

     

  

    

             
       

        
            

         
    

   
             

          
    

              
   

    
     

       
 

   
          
  

              
   

   
 
      

        
        

    
           

         
        

            
     

 
       
        

             
     

     

          

     

  

    

             
       

        
            

         
    

   
             

          
    

              
   

    
     

       
 

   
          
  

              
   

   
 
      

        
        

    
           

         
        

            
     

 
       
        

             
     

     

Appe

imple
Septen

Group

:LI

d.

ndtzCoHaboranveLearnaagGroup(Jpnons(fiM‘pnnecesn3be
rnentedimahnatheinextyear)
iber2017

'l (consensus options}

Create clear n'it'tnagen'ient goals and implemei‘itations oi- the current plan (consistency of
management For the long—term, administration to administration)
Continue rnonitoringr prairie dog rim-ms and plague
Range condition — forage int-triagement and competition of lit-restock and wildli tie

a. Leniency and flexibility for innovative approaches to vegetation treatments
l3. Continued prairie dog control
c. Im-rasiye species control
d. Use the plague situation to control prairie dog colonization and spread (buffer zones)

Personal relationships — respect for all goals and viewpoints
Group 2 (not consensus)

11.

d.
e.

Group

11.

Goal: Prairie dog management to a level that supports landowners during droughn “Fl‘tile
supporting associated species
Reduce 3.63 area
ii‘it‘s’lanage 3.63 area’s boundaries

a. El'i‘ninations of prairie dogs outside the boundary
b. Prevention

iiiiiiiti acres
*Improved or more consistent communication and distribution between meetings
3

Need a definitive answer on ferret reintroduction (would like \ii-"GFD to say no)
a. Eliminate 3.63

Range condition
a. Erosion
l3. Multiple use sustained yield act "1960
c. Impairment productivity of the land Banlthead—Jones FTA 1937

Commitment to follrm through on management decisions
:1. Follow USFS (your) plans
b. Any new plans must be fiscally responsible 201?. FS planning regulations

Remtwe all prairie dogs within sage grouse core area
Permanently drop no shooting ban (start this Fall)
'I Silt} — Billitl acres prairie dogs mas (see Gary for more details)

a. $2l_'.|,l'_it'_ii_i treats 3,301) acres
Reclamation/ restoration

a. Remove cactus, three-awn, cheatgrass. and mounds
Drop multiple year contracts for prairie dog ctmtrol
Comply with State \li-"eed and Pest laws (Le... prairie dog is a pest)
LRiM-Il:l revision is long t;n-'ei'citle



  

             
                

               
              

           
 

     
       

 
      

          
                   

     

     

  

             
                

               
              

           
 

     
       

 
      

          
                   

     

     

Grnup 4

a. IJmhIem statement nr windtmr nf' nppnrruniry: Under current cnndirinns, anrelnpe (and deer
tn a smaller extent) along with prairie dngs, are at a lmver level. Thus, prrwiding an
tippnrtuniry fin" better cnntrnl nf' prairie dtigs and restnratinl‘t. IVIay nnt need tn l.(_.){Jl< at
sagebrush restnratinn but shnuld strive tn lceep the sagebrush we have. On the grnund
prnjects: cheatgrass cnntrnl, lceep pcls frnm impacting sagebrush, capitaliae nn lnw—hanging
fruit

b. Are there missing pieces?
a. Infrastructure Fur grazing management (vi-Tater, Fencing, rntati 0115)
b. Incennves
c. Ming—term: grazing assr__iciatir_ins have been beneficial
d. Cnnsisrent funding (access tn smne Funding is increasing, like NFWF)

e. The Icing-term gnals need to be examined. \V-"l'tat path are we 011? Is it cnrrect? \li-"hat can we
cln under current FS plan?



        

  

  

            
            

               
               
          

             
          
           

 
          

  

   
         
        

   
       

   
       

       
        
          
            

          
     
     
    

               
          

         
    

  

      
       
         
    
       
     

   
  

   

     

        

  

  

            
            

               
               
          

             
          
           

 
          

  

   
         
        

   
       

   
       

       
        
          
            

          
     
     
    

               
          

         
    

  

      
       
         
    
       
     

   
  

   

     

Appendix D: Cooperative Worring Group Options for Implementation
September 2017

G roup l

a. Improve range conditions to benefit wildlife, health and safety through reseeding, weed
management with treatment, and collapsing prairie dog burrtm-‘s. Start restoration in areas
that have had high plague numbers and most beneficial to land and biggest bang. Treatment
determined by \‘C--"eed and Pest, USPS and lease as to where to target. Also consider
tt'ipography (i.e., where restoration has a good chance of success].

b. Density management: do strips throughout towns to keep numbers don-‘n, l)1‘E’fll~Z up large
complexes, continue. to allow shooting (multiple benefits: active control, economy
stimulator, alltnvs multiple avenues For control, and recreation), add more rodenticide
options

c. Updates From one authorized point o F contact (receive and share)
Group 2

a. l,t_u‘ig—tei'ir1 Funding
a. Clarification of prairie dog as pest or sensitive species
13. Maintenance (“B-[0U with ctmnties” or who?) of plan

b. Range. restoration
a. Depends upon if prairie dogs “plague. out”
b. Or reduce density
c. And restore vegetation, especially in plagued areas

c. Make a decision of acceptable density/acres
a. Set of protocols — same throughout standards
b. Use the same definition of “density/acre” across all lands
c. .-'\sst_iciated species counts — measure the same inside and outside categories

d. Create data-sl'iaring clearingl'iouse regarding associated species and prairie dogs
:1. Include TBGPEA and USPS data
b. Include range conditions, ground ctn'er
c. Include private landmvner data

e. Regardless of where Plan is amended, update Strategy that is tied to State plans
a. Bring all federal agencies together to cotgirdinate Ferret reintrrjiduction Statewide
b. Explore whether private landtmfners are interested in black—finned Ferret

(rejintroductitn‘i on their land
Group 3

F‘ h-‘It‘initoring and inventory of erosion
b. Range conditions (cactus treatment, reseeding, cheatgrass)
c. X‘s-"hat is prairie dog objective? i-‘Xctit‘in levels? Triggers?
d. Alloys-ting ground-ready projects
e. Projeet deadlines and transparency why delayed
ti. Get house in order

a. Quicker internal decision
b. Plan amendment?

g. Dedicated resources

":- _ ,. _ . l.._ ., .--. .3. ' s. g. ,, .--. ' '. ._ J. ' . ,_ ii 'I*.' ,..l . -. ' ,_,
39 I L. t_. i1, :3 l ."_-: l: ..-_: ,: '5. . . '_-_ ., | L_ Li ,. I. l u' . ."_-: ., ',I -._.-‘ ! til: ti =._.= :l: l .I



  

  
            

            
     

          
 

      
      

     
       

    
    

      
     

       
       

      
            

          
  

      
    

              
  

             

     

  

  
            

            
     

          
 

      
      

     
       

    
    

      
     

       
       

      
            

          
  

      
    

              
  

             

     

Group 4

a. Restoration
a. Sage brush areas need help before they can’t help self" (riparian, mesic)
l'i. Identify species usage to determine areas that will use annual plant community
c. Identify area of erosion concerns

i. Partner witl'i Conservation Districts svl'io can get water quality/erosion
money

d. Use oil and gas mitigation dollars
e. Determine virhere there is landtmrner flexibility

13. Prairie dog population control
a. Identify areas vehere we want prairie dogs

i. '*' “Category "I”
l). Coordinate with private landowners
c. Have Vii-reed and Pest coordinate communication
(1. Recreational sl'iooting should remain everiavl'iere
e. Implement lethal (compare lead versus steel bullets)
t". More education on lethal F01“ l.andtm-'ners (chemical)

c. ilk-lone}? manager to coordinate projects
(1. Determine impacted land areas to become new prairie dog core areas

a. It" categories are being revisited, look at bottom—up approach
i. TBGPliJ-fi maps

ii. Mapping and funding and project ideas
iii. Prairie dog extant maps

h. \K-‘rhere ave want prairie dogs: areas that are already impacted because can’t afford
restoring them

c. \E’here we don’t want prairie dt'_igs: preserve healthy lands and not accept



        

 

  

             
  
    

          
        
          
           

        
 

           
    
               

      

      
           

   
          

    

     

        

 

  

             
  
    

          
        
          
           

        
 

           
    
               

      

      
           

   
          

    

     

Appendix E: Collaborative Learning Group Suggestions for Option
Modifications
October 2017

41 I 5i. t; r .

Collectively fundraise/ create a grass hanlt/ sayings fund for offsetting fi'irgone forage in
Category '1
Eliminate all prairie dogs
Use Centennial \‘i--"oods l: Laramie company) to build prairie dog fences
Finish documenting group suggestions and related actions/ inactions
Gather more information on prairie dog population dynamics and behaviors.
Create ad—hoc group to tacltle habitat restoration projects: Dare, Cheryl, Chamois

{3 Include timelines, location, methods, spring meeting, summer implementation
schedule

Consider working with [-l‘t‘ir’ on grass hanlting with support from private landmyners—
create a “model Farm"
Group Goal: Determine time many prairie dogs and acres are need to sustain them, and
where this should he? Related questions...

o Consider prairie dog density per acre
{3 Consider differences between white and black-tailed prairie dogs (invite Pam \‘C-Tanelr,

prairie dog expert")
o \li-i'hat is the future of the shooting han in Ei'iilS?
o Has Bill—ll Plan ended?



    

      

       

     

          

     

             
   

              

  

      

  

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

   
   

 

  

       

    

      

       

     

          

     

             
   

              

  

      

  

  
  

         

          

  
  

  

   
   

 

  

       

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 18 Apr 2019 19:51:10 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS;Truex, Richard -FS
Subject: Grassland Plan Amendment Info
Attachments: Desktop outline for Grassland Plan Amendment - kozlowski 4-16-19.docx

In case you are interested.
Scoping Document - 20 pages or so. Very well written and accurate. -
https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/l1558/www/nepa/110862 FSPLT3 4638367pdf

Kozlowski’s Thorough Cliff Notes of Scooing Document — 1 page, accurate, but incomplete sentences.
{see attachment)

Grassland Plan Amendment Public Website. https://www.fs.usdagov/proiect/?proiect:55479

Enjov, Steve

Steve Kozlowski
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Team Leader (RTL) for Wildlife, Botany, and Fish

Medicine Bow and Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2343
c: 559-972-1934
Steve.Kozlowski_@usda.qov

2458 Jackson St
Laramie, WY 8207'0
www.fs.f_e_d_.us
nun-.79?“

Caring for the land and serving people



                 

      

            

                 

         

  

            

         

        

   

      

    

          

        

           

       

     

              

         

         

              

     

        

        

             

    

       

  

 

    

        

               

 

       

               

         

        

        

   

       

 

 

   

          

                 

      

            

                 

         

  

            

         

        

   

      

    

          

        

           

       

     

              

         

         

              

     

        

        

             

    

       

  

 

    

        

               

 

       

               

         

        

        

   

       

 

 

   

          

Desktop Guide [Cliff Notes) for the Preliminary Proposed Action - Also - Outline Idea for Public Presentation

llOverview of Grassland Plan Amendment Process.

Scope is 3.63 (although desire for grassland wide alternative is an issue)
BTPD History — Native, not—warranted for listing, Active colonies since 2001 generally between 20K and 5K acres,
but Rocketed to 77,000 in 2017, 1,000 in 2019.

Important Documentation
o 2002 Amendment, 2009 Amendment, 2015 Mgmt Strategy, 2018 WGFD BFF Mgmt. Plan

Prelim proposal generated from the 6 mos. Collaborative Process

2012 Planning Rule (SCC versus, R2 Sensitive Spp)
Purpose of Proposal

o Align with 2018 WGFD BFF Plan
o Reduce Encroachment onto Pvt.
o Maintain appropriate amounts of short stature veg for associated spp.
o Maintain forage for livestock and accommodate other uses.

Timeline (scope April, DEIS Dct., FEIS May 20, Decision Sept. 20)

2lMain Elements of the Proposed Action

3.67 Short Stature ‘v'eg. Emphasis

Boundary Changes based on topography, protect private from encroachment, reduce conflicts, Cheyenne R SIA.
Eliminate 2015 Strategy (problems with keys, problems with acres)
Boundary Mgmt Zones, 1/4mi, 3%: mile, 1 mile residences
Establish target goals for short stature veg in 3.67, as well as minimum allowances

o For viability of assoc. species
o So as not to preclude reintro of BFF
o Maintain adequacy for other uses including livestock forage.

Collaborative plays an active/expert role in evolving science, mapping, integrated mgmt. strategies, and
communicates them to USFS
ESD used to evaluate site veg capabilities.

3lColony Parameters

Targets
o 10,000 acres in 3.67
o 100, 400, up to 1,000 acre colony sizes.
o 1,500 acres of active colonies, in a connected area, to align with BFF mgmt. plan

Minimums
o 7,500 acres total for associated species viability.
o Flexibility rather than rigid minimums. Satellite colonies can be identified outside of 3.67 to provide

control options inside 3.67 when at minimum acreages. .i.e.
o Colony expansion tools — Shooting restrictions, Dusting, Translocation
o Colony Control Tools — Rodenticides, Veg. Barriers, Translocation
o No to Anti-coagulantsl

Other Colonies (expected to exist across TBNG)
o Non—target
o Non—satellite
o Important for Resiliency
o Control would continue on a normal basis, no special requirements.





     

      

       

     

                     
        

  
 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  

 
       

     

      

       

     

                     
        

  
 

  
   

     

  
   

   
     

  

   
   

  

 
       

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 8 Mar 2017 15:09:06 +0000
To: Monks, Chelsea -FS;Painter, Cristi L -FS
Subject: Lift of shooting ban

Chelsea and Cristi, this is the first I‘ve heard of a lifting of the prairie dog shooting ban on TBNG. is
this unit-wide or just outside the 3.63 area?
httpsflwwwtsesda.oovldetaill'mbrlnews—events/?cid=FSEPRD534378
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5029 (primary)
c: 303-475-3515 (travel & telework)
petermodonald@fs.fed.us

"('40 Simms Street
Golden. CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
I wt 11. .-
- ---”

Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

     

      

  

                   
                 

              
    

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

 
       

     

      

     

      

  

                   
                 

              
    

 

 

  
   

     

  
   

 

  
  

  

     
   

  

 
       

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 14 Feb 2019 15:27:29 +0000
To: Rice, Richard - FS
Subject: N. Great Plains viability assessment
Attachments: Broadscale-Terrestrial-Species-Viability-Assess-NoGreatPlains.pdf

You might be interested in this paper prepared for use in the N. Great Plains plan revisions. It‘s been
around a while now but nonetheless a nice overview of the history and ecology of the Plains
grasslands developed with the Nebraska, Thunder Basin, and Little Missouri (R1) plan revisions in
mind at the time.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
wwwfs.usda.oovldetailfu|Ilr2lhomel?cid=stelprdb5261599&width=full

p: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
peter.mcdonald@usda.gov

161? Cole Boulevard. Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us

:2: I? I3
Caring for the land and serving people



           
  

 

            
             

          
                

           
             

              
             

           
           
          

    

              
             

           
            

             
           

            
           
             

  

              
         

          
          

          
         

  

              
              

          
              

               
            
             

         
    

           
  

 

            
             

          
                

           
             

              
             

           
           
          

    

              
             

           
            

             
           

            
           
             

  

              
         

          
          

          
         

  

              
              

          
              

               
            
             

         
    

Terrestrial Assessment: A Bread-scale Loek at Species Viability en tbe'Nerthern
Great Plains

Intrednctien

Previding fer viable pepulatiens ef native and desirable intreduced species en federal
lands is ameng the majer public issues invelving the management and censervatien ef
natural reseurces (Grumbine 1990). Pretectien ef sufficient habitat and'the ce'nsideratien
ef ether facters that place species at risk requires that we fully censider and empley the
mest reliable and accurate scientific infermatieu and judgement available. Teward this
geal, a Cemmittee ef Scientists fer the Nerthern Great Plains Assessment was established
te ensure that (1) the best available scientific knewledge is breught inte the eensideratien,
(2) effects ef special interests er biases inherent in planning precesses are rninir‘nizEd, (3)
scientific and nee-scientific issues are clearly distinguished, (4) assumptiens made in
cendueting scientific analyses are diselesed, and (5) risks asseeiated with scientific
assumptiens and uncertainties asseciated with these assumptiens are made explicit
(Mefi'e et al. 1993).

The Cemmittee ef Scientists chartered te develep and er review the viability analysis fer
the Nerthern Great Plains Assessment includes Dr. Fred B. Samsen (Leader), US Perest
Service, Misseula, Mentana; Dr. Fritz L. Knepf, Senier Scientist, USGS Bielegieal
Reseurces Divisien, Ft. Cellins Celerade; Scett Larsen, Wildlife Bielegist, US Fish and
Wildlife Service, Pierre, Seuth Daketa; Dr. Barry R. Neen, Department ef Wildlife and
Fisheries Bielegy, Celerade State University, Ft. Cellins, Celerade; Wayne R. 0stlie,
Great Plains Directer ef Science, The Nature Censervancy, Belder, Celerade; Dr. Glenn
Plumb, Prairie Parks Bielegist, Natienal Park Service, Badlands Natienal Park, Seuth
Daketa; and Dr. Carelyn L. Sieg, Research Scientist, US Ferest Service, Rapid City,
Seuth Daketa.

In suppert ef the Science Team are Timethy W. Byer, Wildlife Bielegist, Thunder Basin
Natienal Grassland, Deuglas, Wyeming; Jeff P. DiBenedette, Ecelegist, Custer Natienal
Ferest, Billings, Mentana; Clinten W. McCarthy, Wildlife Bielegist, Custer Natienal
Ferest, Billings, Mentana; Susan M. Rinehart, Betanist, Daketa Prairie Grasslands,
Medera, Nerth Daketa; and Gregery L. Schenbeck, Wildlife Bielegist, Nebraska
Natienal Ferest, Chadren, Nebraska, and member, Nerthern Great Plains
Interdisciplinary Team.

The strategies that influence envirenmental use are eften bread in scale and are rarely '
spatially explicit er fecused en individual species because ef the unfeasibility and c'est ef
implementatien (Reughgarden 1997). A cemmunity and broad-scale appreach re the
censervatien ef bielegical diversity en public and private lands is the cearse filter. The
cearse filter precess is te (l) delineate the planning area (USDA 1999a), (2) cempare the
distributien ef existing eemmunities te their presettlement patterns (Sharpe et al. 1987),
(3) describe the change if any in disturbance regimes (Risser 1995), and (4) check
adequate ecelegical representatien ef existing cenditiens with species assessments
(Haufler et al. 1996).



            
             

             
         

 

  
                

            
         

           
           

           
              

              
         

            
              

            
             

            
            
            

             
            

               
           

            
            

          
            
     

               

           
           

       

         
             
         

             
        

            
             

             
         

 

  
                

            
         

           
           

           
              

              
         

            
              

            
             

            
            
            

             
            

               
           

            
            

          
            
     

               

           
           

       

         
             
         

             
        

The coarse filter approach suggests viable populations will be maintained when the
referenced communities contain almost all the species (Hunter et al. 1938) with the
exception of those (1) with very large home ranges, (2) with consistently sparse
population densities, (3) with highly specialized or unique habitats, (4) dependent on
public lands where these occupy a small part of the planning area, (5) that are highly
fragmented or isolated habitats, and (6) habitats that have undergone substantial changes
due to the invasion of alien or exotic species.

The coarse filter approach to the maintenance of biological diversity contrasts
sharply with the fine filter approach of conserving individual species (Fenger
1996, Gustafenson 1993, Panzer 1998). The majority of strategies developed for
individual species are set up either because the species is endangered or because it
is a game species (Arnold 1995). It should be recognized that the concepts of
species rarity and species endangerment (typically anthropogenic) are not
synonymous. Rarity is an expression of the intrinsic pattern of distribution and
abundance of a species at a given time, while endangerment refers to factors that
may make a species more susceptible to decline or extinction (Morse 1996).
Intrinsically, rare species are defined as those that have a narrow geographic range,
high habitat specificity, and small local population size (Primack 1995). In some
cases, however, species have become rare throughout their geographic ranges as a
result of habitat alteration or destruction (Given 1994). In either case, the
categories defined below are intended to include species at risk that are also
subject to ongoing habitat alteration or loss (see also Keith 1998).

There are at least three reasons to assign species at risk to categories (Mace and
Lande 1990) (Appendix 1). First, categories reduce disputes and uncertainties over
particular species that are not easily resolved and that may negatively affect
species conservation. Second, categories based on risk can be used in setting
priorities for conservation action including the development of viability strategies.
Third, a number of techniques and the increased availability of information are
helpful in assessing extinction risks.

The three categories of species at risk on the Northern Great Plains are as follows.

Category l——Rangewide and national imperilment. Species listed by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service as Threatened or
Endangered or are proposed for such listing.

Category Z—Rangewide and or national impetilment to include populations.
Species are Fish and Wildlife Service Candidate Species and those ranked by the
Natural Heritage Program network with global ranks of 01-63.

Category 3—Regional or State Imperilment. Species identified to be at risk by two
or more federal, state, provincial or other organizations.



             
           

             
           

              
          
             

             
         

       

 

            
             

           
            

           
                 

           
              

    

            
             

                
           

           
            
          

            
          

              
             

            
          

            
              

            
          

           
    

             
           

             
           

              
          
             

             
         

       

 

            
             

           
            

           
                 

           
              

    

            
             

                
           

           
            
          

            
          

              
             

            
          

            
              

            
          

           
    

The coarse and fine filter approaches in this analysis focus on the diversity
requirement in the National Forest Management Act (1976) and existing viability
regulations as specified in 36 CFR 219.19, e.g., to maintain viable populations of
existing native and desirable non-native vertebrate species in the planning area.
For planning purposes, a viable population shall be regarded as one which has the
estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive individuals to insure its
continued existence in the planning area. In order to insure that viable populations
will be maintained, habitat must be provided to support a minimum number of
reproductive individuals in well-distributed habitats so that individuals can
interact with others in the planning area.

Background

Grasslands worldwide are the largest of the four natural vegetation formations covering
the earth’s surface (Sims 1983). Grasslands occur on most continents and include the
steppes (Russia), veldts (south Africa), pampas (South America), pusta (Hungary), and
prairies (North America). Grasslands are among the most biological productive of all
vegetation formations given the high retention of nutrients, efficient biological recycling,
and structure that provides for a vast variety of animal and plant life (Estes et a1. 1932).
Grasslands have contributed the hereditary material for the principle human food crops—
rice, wheat, corn, and other grains, and are of immense value to watershed integrity
(National Research Council 1994).

Grasslands are the largest vegetation formation in North America and existed historically
as extensive stands of vegetation in central United States, Canada and Mexico (Simrns
1933). Historically, about 300 million of the T10 million ha in the United States were in
grasslands. Environmental features that describe North America grasslands are an abiotic
environment to which vegetation and structure respond (Vinton and Collins 1997),
similarity in vegetation (Weaver 1963), and the nature of animal communities. Most
important characteristics of prairie mammals (Kaufman and Kaufman 1997), birds
(Knopf 1996), ungulates (Harmett et al. 1997), reptiles and amphibians (Corn and
Peterson 1996) and insects (Arnez and Joem 1996) are known.

The prairies of central North America, referred to as the Great Plains, have been
suggested historically to be the western hemisphere counterpart of the Serengeti Plains of
Africa, with large herds of free-roaming ungulates including bison (Bison bison), elk
(Cervrrs elophrrs), deer (Odocoiius spp.), pronghorn (Anrflocapra americrma), and an
allied carnivore assemblage including the grizzly bear (Ursrrs arcros), grey wolf (Cent's
Iapis), and coyote (Cam's tapas) (Howe 1994). Today less than 1% of the original
grassland remains undisturbed by recent (x1800) human activities (Kopatek et a1. 1979).
Human intrusions such as agricultural development, urbanization, water projects, and
transportation systems have both local and regional effects on biological resources
(Johnson and Bouzaher 1995).



 

  

  

  

 

 

          

   

            
             

            
           

             
             
             

             
          

 

  

  

  

 

 

          

   

            
             

            
           

             
             
             

             
          

Figure 1. Current range cf native prairie en Neith America.

\ Shenyass prairie

‘- m Med-pass prairie
m Taflgrass prairie

m Flint Hills

Neveltheless, understanding the bielegical reseurces cf the Great Plains is difficult. The
exact size and cenditien cf remaining grasslands in Nerth America are unknown and
difficult te estimate (Samsen et al. 1999). Fertunately, there is increasing recegniticn
that bread-scale hieregicnal assessments can assist in understanding the factcrs that
generate and maintain the di 1rersity characteristic tc an ecesystem er landscape (Peini et
al. 2000). Examples cf bread—scale assessments that fecus en the central grasslands cf
the United States include that by the United States Department at Interier Natienal
Bielegical Service (1995), The Nature Censervancy (Chaplin et a1. 1996), and the United
States Geelegical Survey Bielegical Reseurces Diaisien (Mac et al. 1998).



 

             
             

             
               

              
              

             
            

               
          

              
               

             
               
           

             
           

           
       

           
          

              
           

               
                

              
          

             
               
            

             
                
             

              
              

             

           
             

             
             

            

 

             
             

             
               

              
              

             
            

               
          

              
               

             
               
           

             
           

           
       

           
          

              
           

               
                

              
          

             
               
            

             
                
             

              
              

             

           
             

             
             

            

The main bodies of native grassland are the tall-grass prairie extending from Manitoba
and Minnesota south to Texas; the mixed prairie from central Canada into Montana,
North Dakota south to Texas; and the shortgrass prairie extending from eastern Wyoming
south to western Texas and eastern Mexico (Figure 1). In the west, the grasslands are
bordered by the coniferous forests of the Rocky Mountains and on the east by oak-
savanah (Sinuns 1988) and in the north by aspen parkland in Manitoba and northwest
Manitoba, with the transition from prairie to forest often abrupt (Great Plains Flora
Association 1986). Across the Great Plains, coniferous and deciduous forest types meet
only in the valley of the Niobrara River in north-central Nebraska and isolated stands of
both types occur in the Black Hills of South Dakota.

Since the 1830’s, declines in the area of tallgrass prairie with specific states and
provinces are estimated to range from 82.6 to 99.9% (Table 1), and exceed declines in
area reported for any other vegetation community in North America (Samson and Knopf
1994). The tallgrass is the most mesic grassland and has the largest number of dominant
species (Sims 1988). The native tallgrass vegetation is primarily longslived perennials
with two primary associations: the bluestem prairie extending from the southern tip of
Manitoba southward to eastern Oklahoma; the second association is dominated by
wheatgrass, bluestem and needlegrass and originally extended from south central Canada
through eastern North Dakota and South Dakota.

Climate and herbivory played significant role in shaping species distributions and
community assemblages across the northern Great Plains (Risser 1996a). Climatic
variability across the Plains is thought to be the most dominant influence on species
distribution, composition and vegetation patterns (Sims 1988). Herbivory by bison is
known to have favored the extent of the shortgrass prairie (Blakeslee 1996) with a shift
eastward in the extent of the mixed prairie as bison were removed from the Great Plains
(Figure 2). Precise estimates of the historic extent of either mixed prairie or shortgrass
prairie are difficult given the substantial modification of the landscape.

Today the mixed prairie extends from southern Canada through central North Dakota into
central Texas (Figure 1). The perimeter is not well defined because of the array of short-
stature, intermediate and tallgrass species that form the ecotone between the shortgrass
and tallgrass prairies (Bragg and Stueter 1996). Because of the ecotonal mixing, the
number of plant species found in the mixed prairie is higher than other prairie types. In
general, warm-season grasses of the shortgrass prairie are common in the western mixed
prairie, and the cool- and warm-season grasses, which grow taller, are found in the
eastem portion of the mixed prairie. Estimated declines in area, although less than the
tallgrass, range from 30.5% in Texas to over 99% in Manitoba (Table 1).

The shortgrass prairie extends south from Alberta through eastern Wyoming, western
Nebraska into the high plains of New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas. The shortgrass
prairie landscape was one of relatively treeless stream bottoms and uplands dominated by
blue grams and buffalo grass, two plant species that flourish under intensive grazing
(Weaver et a1. 1996). Unlike the more eastern grassland species, shortgrass prairie



 

               

          
 

   

 

   

    
    
    

    
    

    
    
    

     
    

     
    

    

 

   

    
    

    
    

     
    

     
    

 

   

    
    

     
     
    

    

                
            

              
       

            
               

             
       

 

               

          
 

   

 

   

    
    
    

    
    

    
    
    

     
    

     
    

    

 

   

    
    

    
    

     
    

     
    

 

   

    
    

     
     
    

    

                
            

              
       

            
               

             
       

Table 1. Summary of the extent of the main bodies of prairie in North America.

Prairie type Past Area (hectares)a Current Area (hajl‘ Decline (percent)
Location

Tau-gross
Manitoba 600,000 300 99.9
Illinois 3,500,000 930 99.9
Indiana 2,300,000 404 99.9
Iowa 12,000,000 12,140 99.9
Kansas 6,900,000 1,200,000 32.6
Minnesota 2,300,000 30,000-60,000 99.2-99.6
Missouri 6.000.000 32.000 99.5
Nebraska 6,100,000 123.000 93.0
North Dakota 130.000 120 99.9
Oklahoma 5,200,000 NIA" NM.”
South Dakota 2,600,000 20,000 99.2
Texas 7,200,000 720,000 90.0
Wisconsin 2,400,000 1,000 99.9

Mixed-gross
Alberta 3,700,000 3,400,000 60.9
Manitoba 600,000 300 99.9
Saskatchewan 13,400,000 2,500,000 3 l .3
Nebraska 7,700,000 1,900,000 25.3
North Dakota 14,200,000 4,500,000 63.3
Oklahoma 2,500,000 NIH." NHL"
South Dakota 1,600,000 430,000 20.0
Texas 14,100,000 9.300.000 30.5

Short-grass
Saskatchewan 5,900,000 340,000 35.3
Oklahoma 1.300.000 Nix” N00
New Mexico Nix“ 1.255.200 N0.“
South Dakota 129,000 116,350 35.0
Texas 7,300,000 1,600,000 29.5
Wyoming 3,000,000 2,400,000 20.0

“ Estimates of past and current area based on information from The Nature Consewancv‘s Natural Heritage
Data Center Network: vinces of Alberta, Manitoba. and Saskatchewan; universities; and state
conservation organizations. Information on main bodies of prairie for some states was not available.
I’ NIA means information is not available.

species remain digestible and retain their protein content when dormant. Declines in
areas of shortgrass prairie are less than other prairie types (Table 1), yet extensive areas
are dominated by invasive perennial and annual species, whose presence is attributed to
overgrazing by domestic livestock and dryland farming.



 

              
              

              
             
             
           

        
           

         

             
           

              
             

            
          

      

              
             

          
             

              
           

             
             

                

            
           

              
           

                 
             
           

            
           

            
 

                
           

           
              

          
          

 

              
              

              
             
             
           

        
           

         

             
           

              
             

            
          

      

              
             

          
             

              
           

             
             

                

            
           

              
           

                 
             
           

            
           

            
 

                
           

           
              

          
          

Based en habitat less, a recent survey ef the censervatien status ef eceregiens (fellewing
Bailey 1996) in Nerth America shews the central tallgrass prairie and the Flint Hills
tallgrass prairie in Kansas te be glebally eutstanding (critical) in terms ef need fer
censervatien (Rickletts et a]. 1999:?2). The shertgrass prairie in the nerth is censidered
endangered, and relatively stable in the seuthem pertien. The mixed prairie is censidered
endangered. Reasens fer assigning censervatien status are many; urban and suburban
develepment, agricultural cenversien, pellutien, altered hydrelegic regimes, destructive
grazing practices, habitat fragmentatien, impacts ef eaetic species, ameng ethers. Of
particular impertance is the alteratien ef natural fire regimes.

Rickletts et a1. (1999) further nete any sericus discussien ef edememism--a majer feeus
in censervatien ef bielegical diversity--must censider the relatienship te area. Species
that are net cesrnepelitan in distributien but are feund in selected regiens are termed
edemic (Brewn and Gipsen 1933). The ccincident distributien ef endemics is referred te
as previncialism, and is influenced by beth histeric events (drifting centinents, changing
sea levels. and glaciatien) and ecelegical precesses (leng—distance dispersal, bietic
interactiens, and extinctien ef small pepulatiens).

Rickletts et a1. (1999) suggest despite the size ef grasslands, they held few endemic
species. In sharp centrast, Mares (1992) in Mean-apical Mammals and the Myth ef
Amaze-afar: Fares! Diversity suggests the eptimal censervatien strategy fer Seuth
America begins by increasing the number ef pretected dryland areas, recegnizing that the
size ef an area and number ef tar-ta (particularly endemics) are related. Clearly, many
species (including endemics) asseciated with Amazen rain ferests are widely distributed
and are shared with ether majer habitats. Cemparing the twe studies, hewever, is
difficult given the vagueness in defining endemism and whether twe er mere eceregiens
share species in the repert by Rickletts et a]. (1999) (see alse Samsen and Knepf 1999).

Rebinsen in Rickletts et a1. (1999:69) describes “The Mast Threatened Birds cf
Cenri'aeat‘ai America" as the “grasslan " birds and effers the fellewing censervatien
measures (1) increase the number ef prairie resteratien sites, (2) maintain a netwerk ef
grassland reserves, (3) remeve encreaching weedy vegetatien, (4) maintain seme areas
that are net grazed er burned fer at least three years, (5) remeve drainage tiles te censerve
wetlands, (6) develep grazing practices that previde beth tall and shert grass, (7)
minimize early seasen mewing, (3) minimize early seasen mewing ef Censervatien
Reserve Pregram lands, (9) aggregate Censervatien Pregram lands inte large areas, and
(10) give special attentien te ceastal wintering grassland areas. Such recemmendatiens
fer grassland bird censervatien described by Rebinsen are net uncemmen (see Knepf
1996).

An appreach te censervatien at the bread—scale is te identify and retain the set ef species
and ecelegical precesses characteristic te a particular landscape (Knepf and Samsen
l99’?b). The Nature Censervancy (Chaplin et a]. 1996) has identified significant
cencentratien cf prairie species that are rare er declining. The criteria te identify the
significant areas include centinues natural cever, cencentratiens ef species eccurrences,
ecelegical representatien (i .e., a significant pertien ef the ecelegical variability),



 

          
           

           

            
             

             
            

             
             

           
          
             
            

            
               
             

            

             
            

              
               

              
              

    

             
             

                
             

             
             

           
       

            
            

            
           

            
         

 

 

          
           

           

            
             

             
            

             
             

           
          
             
            

            
               
             

            

             
            

              
               

              
              

    

             
             

                
             

             
             

           
       

            
            

            
           

            
         

 

significant core area, area-linked protection (i .e., sufficient size), core viability
enhancement (i.e., size adequate: to permit natural processes to operate), environmental
diversity (i.e., wide range of habitats), good design, and appropriate size.

The priority conservation areas Great Plains-wide identified by Chaplin et a]. (1996)
include (1) the upper Missouri and Yellowstone rivers and their watersheds in Montana
and North Dakota, (2) Glacial Lake Agassiz in eastern North Dakota and western
Minnesota (tallgrass prairie), (3) Black Hills and publicly owned grasslands in South
Dakota and Wyoming (shortgrass and mixed prairie), (4) Sand Hills of Nebraska (largest
dune formation in North America), (5) western high plains in Colorado, Nebraska, and
Wyoming (shortgrass prairie); (6) Arikaree sandsage prairie in Colorado, Kansas, and
Nebraska (which includes the rare cottonwood-switchgrass savanah), (7) central plains
wetlands in Nebraska, Kansas and Oklahoma, (8) Flint Hills in Kansas and Oklahoma
(tailgrass prairie), (9) Osage Cuestas tailgrass prairie in Kansas, (10) Upper Cimarron
mesas in Colorado, Kansas, New Mexico, and Oklahoma, (1 1) Fort Worth (tallgrass
prairie) in Oklahoma and Texas, (12) Texas hill country, and (13) central Platte River in
Kansas, a shallow and braided river of immense wetland value. Several Forest Service
administrative units are within areas identified as priority conservation areas. (Table 2).

There is an increasing understanding about the prairies of North America, including their
distribution, composition, behavior, as well as their goods, services, and values (Risser
1996a). Significant portions of the prairie have been lost since the time of European
settlement. Certain prairie species are reported to be declining at a rate greater than for
any group in North America. Initial areas are identified for the conservation of biological
diversity. In brief, the primary concerns for the Great Plains-wide include but are not
limited to the following.

I The main bodies of prairie on the Great Plains include the tallgrass, mixed
prairie, and shortgrass prairie. Since the 1330s, estimates of decline in the extent
of prairie in states and provinces range from 82.6 to 99% for the tallgrass, 30.5 to
99% for the mixed prairie, and 20.0 to 82.5% for the shortgrass prairie.

I Based on habitat loss, the central tallgrass prairie and the Flint Hills tallgrass
prairie in Kansas are considered to be globally outstanding (critical) in terms of
need for conservation. The shortgrass prairie (northern portion) and the mixed
prairie are considered to be globally endangered.

I The prairies of central North America are suggested to have been historically
the western herrrisphere counterpart of the Serengeti Plains of Africa with large
herds of roaming ungulates including bison, elk, deer, pronghorn and a large
allied carnivore assemblage including the grizzly bear, gray wolf, and coyote.

I The most threatened birds of continental America are reported to be the
“grassland" birds and conservation recommendations for these species are
available.



 

           
        

             
            

           
           

             
            

           
   

          
             
           

    

   

            
             

           
                

         

              
              

          
             

              
            

            
   

            
            

             
                

                
   

   

 

           
        

             
            

           
           

             
            

           
   

          
             
           

    

   

            
             

           
                

         

              
              

          
             

              
            

            
   

            
            

             
                

                
   

   

I Available bread-scale assessments suggest certain areas en the Great Plains te
be impertant te the censervatien ef bielegical diversity.

Altheugh there are gaps in eur knewledge and understanding ef prairies, a majer
challenge teday is te establish the ecelegical (and secial-ecenemic) centexl: te censerve
the remaining prairie and asseciated plants and animals. Several existing assessments
(1.1.3. Department ef Interier Natienal Bielegical Service 1995; The Nature Censervancy,
Chaplin et al. 1996; and the USGS Bielegical Reseurces Divisien 1999--Mac et al.
1999) previde impertant infermatien but fall shert ef previding beth the ecelegical
eentext and censervatien recemmendatiens required by certain agencies te satisfy legal
and pelicy requirements.

In this review, additienal ecelegical centext and censervatien recemrnendatiens are
previded in erder te revise U.S. Department ef Agriculture Ferest Service Land and
Resenrce Management Plans, Nerthern Great Plains. The geal is rare terrestrial
cemmunity and species viability.

The Coarse Filter

Previding fer viable pepulatiens ef native and desirable introduced species en federal
lands is ameng the rnajer public issues invelving the management and censervatien ef
natural resources (Grumbine 1990). Pretectien ef sufficient habitat and the censideratien
ef ether faeters that place species at risk requires that we fully censider and empley the
mest reliable and accurate scientific infermatien and judgement available.

The strategies that influence envirenmental use are eften bread in scale and are rare
spatially explicit er fecused en individual species because ef the unfeasibilitj,r and cest ef
implementatien (Reughgarden 1997). A cemmunity and bread-scale appreach te the
censervatien ef bielegical diversity en public and private lands is the cearse filter
(Bavdack and Campa 1999). The cearse filter precess is te delineate the planning area
(I-Iaufler et al. 1996), cempare the distributien ef existing cemmunities te their
presettlement patterns (Sharpe et al. 193?), and describe an),r change in disturbance
regimes (Risser 1995).

The cearse filter appreach te the maintenance ef bielegical diversity centrasts sharply
with the fine filter appreach ef censerving individual species (Gustafensen 1998). The
majerity ef strategies develeped fer individual species are set up either because the
species is endangered er because it is a game species (ArneId 1995). It is enlv threugh
beth the cearse filter and fine filter that viability fer all plants and animal species is
censidered (Wall 1999).

The Planning Area
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The Northern Great Plains Planning Area (NGP) covers about 76 nrillion ha, extending
from northern Nebraska across North Dakota to eastern Wyoming. NGP is within the
Great Plains Steppe, Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steppe and Prairie Parkland Provinces
described by Bailey (1996). Delineating the three Provinces is based on bread climate
differences and correspond to the tallgrass prairie, mixed prairie and shortgrass prairie.
Broad-scale provinces may be further divided into Sections based on geologic and
climate differences. The Section level is the most directly related to the 10 National
Forest System administrative units included in the NGP assessment (Table 2).

Tallgrass Prairie

The Red River Valley Section encompasses the length of the Red River Valley (Figure
2). Kuchler (1964) potential vegetation types within this Section include bluestem prairie
and northern flood plain forest. Precipitation ranges from 43-50 cm, the most mesic
section within NGP. The Sheyenne National Grassland (NG) occurs in the southwest part
of the Red River Valley Section, and differs physiographically from the rest of
the Section. The Sheyenne NG, in part, is located on the Sheyenne River Delta, an area
of low to high sand hills with sandy loam soils intermingled with lowlands and level
deltaic plains.

Topographic position within the Sheyenne NG landscape appears to exerts the primary
influence on species distribution and plant community assemblages rather than soils.
Oak savanna is found within the sand hills, while warm season tallgrass prairie species
dominant the lower sand hills, deltaic plain and lowlands. Intermingled with warm
season species are some cool season mid grass species, such as needle-and-thread grass
(Sripa camara) and porcupine grass (Stipa sparrea). On more disturbed sites, the invasive
Kentucky bluegrass (Poa praterrsis) and the native blue grama (Boareloaa gracilis) are
dominant.

Mixed Prairie

The Northeastern Glaciated Plains Section is located on the Missouri Coteau,
representing the eastern slope of the divide between the Hudson Bay Drainage and
Missouri River Drainage (Figure 2). Physiography of the Section is level to undulating
glacial till, glacial lake plains and other remnant glacial features composed of kettle
holes, moraines and karnes. This Section is a transitional zone between the tallgrass
prairie to the east and the mixed grass prairie to the west. Kuchler (1964) and Barker and
Whitman (1989) describes potential vegetation within the section as wheatgrass—
bluestem-needlegrass association. The western part of the Sheyenne NG is a transition
between the Northeastem Glaciated Plains Section and the Red River Valley Section.
Vegetation patterns are determined more by topographic position relationships with
changes in available moisture. Mixed prairie sites are dominated by warm and cool



  
  

 
 

 

 

  
 

 
  

   

 

 

 

 

 

             
  

            
            

           
       
       

              
              

      
  

  
  

 
 

 

 

  
 

 
  

   

 

 

 

 

 

             
  

            
            

           
       
       

              
              

      
  

11

Figure 2. Leeatinn and extent at eeelegieal seetiens with the Nerthern Great Plains
planning area.

_' r: \ Nartheastera I
Glaeiated Plains “Ed;R”

. ---r‘ ' I: Northern
i.- ' Giaeia'te
:I't ,- "~-—-__E_iaitts _; “a.

. '-_ I Nat-thwes'tet‘n .
PUWJE“ . : '1 _ _ Great Plaills J
RiverEasfll . j _' " " ----— .. __

seasea mid-grass speeies. Lew prairie sites are derninated by warm seasen tall grass
speeies. Teday, weedy vegetatinn aleng the Sheyenne River Valley is deminated by
American elrn (Ui’mas atttsrieana), green ash (Frt’txfuttarpenasyi’vmtt'a) and bur Dflk
(Qtteretis ataernempn). Snuwberry (Sympt'tariearpus aeeideafaffs) and Kentucky
bluegrass are mestly feund an disturbed sites.

The Nerth Central Great Plains Seetien primarily in east eentral Seuth Daknta (Figure 2)
is eemprised at level te gently rnlling till plains and pathales. Kuehler (1964) deseribed
patentiai 1vegetatien as wheatgrass—needlegrass prairie and wheatgrass-bluestem-
needlegrass prairie.
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The potential vegetation for Nebraska Sandhills Section located in north and central
Nebraska is described as sandhills prairie (bluestem, prairie sandreed) and wheatgrass-
bluestem—needlegrass plant associations (Kuchler 1964). Physiography is rolling to steep
irregular sand dunes with stabilized vegetation and narrow, gently sloping valleys
between dunes (Johnsgard 1995). Warm season tallgrass species are conspicuous, but
floristic composition, percent cover characteristics, production capabilities and
successional trends are different than eastern tallgrass prairies.

Vegetation patterns in the Nebraska Sandhills Section are determined by topographic
position. Warm season tallgrass species share dominance with warm and cool season
short and medium grass species on high and mid prairie sites. Wann season tallgrass
species are dominant on the more mesic lowland prairie sites. Naturally occurring
woodland vegetation is limited to ponderosa pine (Pious ponderosa) on tertiary rock
outcrops on the McKelvie Unit, and a planted forest on the Bessey Unit of the Nebraska
National Forest.

Six of the 10 Forest Service administrative units are within the Northwestern Great Plains
(Table 2) and located in western North Dakota, South Dakota, eastern Wyoming and
northwestern Nebraska (Figure 2). The Section’s physiography is composed of gently
sloping to rolling plains, isolated flat topped buttes and badlands. in western North Dakota
and South Dakota. Kuchler (1964) described the potential vegetation here as wheatgrass-
needlegrass association. This section has the greatest vegetation variation and spans the
greatest elevational, longitude-latitude and climatic range of any section within the
analysis area.

Vegetation of the Northwestern Great Plains Section is a mosaic of grassland, shrub
steppe and woodland. Grasslands are dominated by cool season mid grass species.
Severely disturbed sites have been converted to shortgrass dominance, primarily blue
grama, cool season sedges and shortgrass species. Shrublands include big sagebrush
(Artemisio tridenturo), silver sagebrush (Afiemisio cons) and skunkbrush (Rhos tribolorc)
on dry environments. Snowberry, buffaloberry (Ribes odorotum), shrubby cinquefoil
(Potentillrr fr'uticosa) grow on mesic environments. Ponderosa pine is primarily
associated with isolated buttes in South Dakota and the pine ridge in northwest Nebraska.
Rocky Mountain juniper (Junipems scoput'rrrum) is associated with north aspect slopes in
the North Dakota badlands. Deciduous trees are primarily green ash dominated wooded
draws located in drainageways, draws and swales. Isolated communities of aspen
(Populus Iremqides), paper birch (Bernie popyrrfcro) and burr oak are also found within
the subsection.

One administrative unit, the northern portion of the Little Missouri NG, is located within
the Northern Glaciated Plains Section (Table 2). This Section includes gently undulating
to rolling continental glacial till plains north and east of the Missouri River in
northwestern and central North Dakota (Figure 2). Kuchler (1964) describes the potential
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Table 2. Relationship of the main bodies of native grassland and ecological sections to
National Forest (NF) and Grassland (NG) administrative units.

Prairie Section Administrative Unit

Tallgrass Red River Valley Shevenne N6" 2

Mixed Northeastei-n Glaciated Plains Sheyenne NG

Norm-Central Great Plains Ft. Pierre NG'
Northwestern Great Plains Little Missouri River no1

Cedar Riverioranri River NG‘
Buffalo Gap NG
Oglala NG
Pine RidgeJNebrasl-ta NP1

Northern Glaciated Plains Little Missouri River N61

Shortgrass Powder River Basin Thunder Baairl NG'

I Administrative units located within priority conservation areas identified by The Nature Conservation
(Chaplin et al. 1996).
2 Administrative units located within priority conservation areas identified by The Nature Conservancy.

vegetation as wheatgrass~needlegrass association. Grassland vegetation is dominated by
cool season mid grasses with inclusions of little bluestem on hill slopes with thin soils.

Existing and Historic Communities

Plant Comunit‘ies

Estimates of existing vegetation and current land use patterns were provided by the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln Center for Advanced Land Management Information
Technology and were merged with vector coverages for the five Sections described in
Table 2. Forest Service administrative unit boundaries were used to summarize land
cover values within each unit, regardless of ownership, thus some private, state and other
federal ownerships may be included in the Forest Service administrative unit summaries.

The conversion of native prairie and shmbland to other uses is extensive across the NGP
assessment area, particularly in Sections associated with the tallgrass prairie (93% in the
Red River Valley Section) and tallgrass prairie-mixed prairie transition (92% in the
Northeastern Glaciated Plains Section) (Table 3). Leas conversion is evident in the
Nebraska Sandhills Section (18%), Powder River Basin (37%) and Northwestern Great
Plains Section (38%).
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Shortgross Prairie

The Powder River Basin Section in southwest Montana and northeast Wyoming (Figure
2) represents the most xerie region of the analysis areas. Kuchler (1964) describes the
potential vegetation as a grama-needlegrass—wheatgrass association. Shrub steppe
dominated by big sagebrush is a dominant component on the landscape along with
grassland vegetation composed of cool season mixed prairie and shortgrass species.
Ponderosa pine is also a more common element on the landscape, associated with ridges,
plamaus and buttes. The most striking aspect of this section is the increase in number of
shrub dominated plant communities as compared with the Northwestem Great Plains
Section and more eastern sections. The Thunderbasin NG is the sole administrative unit
in the Powder River Basin Section (Table 2).

In brief, the Planning Area is characterized by the following.

I The tallgrass prairie is represented in one administrative unit, the mixed prairie
in 8 administrative units, and shortgrass in one administrative unit.

II The nrixed prairie is a transitional zone between the tallgrass prairie to the east
and the mixed grass prairie to the west. and is varied in topography and
vegetation.

I The Thunderbasin NG includes areas of shrub steppe dominated by big
sagebrush and there is an increase in number of shrub dominated plant
communities as compared with the Northwestern Great Plains Section and more
eastern sections. Ponderosa pine is also a more common element on the
landscape, associated with ridges, plateaus and buttes.

In 1997., The Nature Conservancy supported the development of a grassland map for the
Northern Great Plains. The map is based on AVI-IRR one square kilometer satellite
imagery. Results suggest: (I) few “intact” grasslands exist in North Dakota, only three
polygons or about 1% of the state of North Dakota; (2) about one—third of the polygons in
western South Dakota have “intact” grasslands; (3) grasslands in Nebraska “are
concentrated in the Sand Hill region;” and (4) Wyoming has the fewest number of
"intact" grassland polygons and those are largely located along the border of Wyoming
and Montana.

The results provided by The Nature Conservancy in 1997 and those shown in Table 3
developed as part of the terrestrial assessment are similar. Few native grasslands remain
in eastern North Dakota. Relatively large areas of grassland exist in western South
Dakota and northwestenr Nebraska and smaller areas persist in northeastern Wyoming.
In either case, caution is necessary in describing grasslands as “native." No information
in either assessment is provided as to the number and extent of invasive plant species nor
are many non-grassland inclusions evident in AVI-lRR—based maps.
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Table 3. Current land cever and use in the Nerthern Great Plains assessment area. Clever
and land use includes grassland (GA), shrub (SH), shrub-steppe (SS), deciducus fcrest
(DF), evergreen fcrest (EF), mixed ferest (MP), water (WA), wetland (WE), barren (BL),
and urban (UK). Area is in mi.

Cnver and Land Use

Secticn GA SH SS . DF EF MF WA WE BL UR CR

Red Riygr 324.4 4.9 451.3 451.3 22.2 123.4 29.2 393.3 2953.9
Valley

Ncrtheastem 3235.2 24.2 999.9 1143.3 4.9 121 1333.2 1123.5 54.1 292.9 51949.4
Glaciated Plains

Nunhfigntm] 13129.3 93.? 222.2 432.3 323.2 23.3 539.3 269.9 153.15 139.1 2223323

Great Plains

Nebraska 39399.2 2.9 2.9 141.4 29.2 219.1 322.2 15.4 42.3 2314.3
Sandhills

Nunhwgstem 92295.2 3239.1 24412.2 242.4 3919.3 32.3 1331.4 2245.2 353.9 595.9 39291.9
Great Plains

Nunhgm 12352.9 292.2 2222.9 239.3 2223.5 323.2 199.1 225.2 44551.2
Glaciated Plains

Pflwdef River 29953.2 15952.1 39222.2 292.9 12232. 4.9 299.9 299.9 299.9 331.3 12199.4
Basin 1

Climate, herbivnry and fire influence habitat structure and the distributien cf prairie
plants and wildlife (Risser 1996a). 1‘v'aniaticn in the Great Plains climate is well
dccumented and large beycnd the scape cf public land and rescurce management
(Hinckley 1995). Impacts cf herbivcry 9n grassland plant ccmmunitv structure is

estimated by sampling and recerding visual ebstructinn readings (V0132) (Seusa 1934
and cthers). VCR measurements describe grassland structure impcrtant tc many plant
and wildlife species. The pattern in grassland structure acrcss 3 cf 10 administrative
units within NGP is cne cf hcmcgeneity—few areas with law 9r high sn'uctnre with the
majerity cf measurements falling in the mcderate categery (Table 5).

Table 4. Ccmpariscn and percent cf cever and land use by administrative unit within the
ecclcgical sectiens. Ccver and land use includes grassland (GA), shrub (SH), shrub-
steppe (SS), deciducns ferest (DF), evergreen fcrest (EF), mixed fcrest (MP), water
(WA), wetland (WE), barren (BL), and urban (UR). Area is in lung.
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Cover and Land Use

Section and Unit GA SH 35 DF EF WA WE BL CR

Red River Valley
Sheyene NG 198.0 23.3 145.4

(52%) [73%) (1%}

Northeastern
Glaciated Plains

Sheyenne NG 34.3 3.1
(2%} (1%)

Northcentral Great
Plains

Ft. Pierre NG 299.0 335.3
(2%) (1%}

Northwestern Great
Plains
Little Missouri NG l4?4.6 5133.3 56.6 981.?
Cedar River NS 5?3.? 4.0 299.0
Grand River 1139.3 4.0 673.?
MG
Ft. Pierre NG 105.0 9'10
Buffalo Gap NG 105.0 630.2 11'33|r
Oglala NG 3652.2 4.0 3.1 3.1 36.? 4.0 44.4 157.6 323.2
Pine Ridge RD 30.8 12.1 250.5 181.3

(21 %) {1%) (23%) (l 1%) ("I%) (2%) [239'0} (35%) (5a}

Powder River Basin
Thunder Basin NG

Vertebrate Communities

The distribution and abundance of bison is of great interest to archeologists
reconstructing human history on the Great Plains since the glacial retreat. Specific
questions include whether the nature of the changes in human settlement and hunting
patterns influenced the behavior of bison, particularly herding and migration patterns
(Bamforth 1937).

Gunnerson (1972) argued the size and nature of large bison herds may have slowed
permanent Native American colonization of the Great Plains due to trampling and other
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Table 5. Ccmparisen cf visual cbstrueticn readings in fallen Naticnal Fcrest Ranger
Districts (RD) and Grassland (NG) administrative units on the Ncrthern Great Plains.

Visual Obstruction Readings (inches)

Naticnal Ferest Samples {NDJ Moderate High Pctential
er Unit

Shflyflflnfl NG‘ <29 2-5.9 6.93.9 5-39
1994 2663 26 41 15 9
1993 4523 14 61 13 13

Ft. Pierre NG‘ 3.2.9 23.9 4.959 >69
1992 16.643 61 23 1 1
1993 16.336 46 42 13
1994 13.193 2 65 15 19
1995 16.393 2 31 13 13
1996 15.159 1 33 11 12
1993 16.332 3 41 42 13

McKelvie EDI 32.9 2.92.9 3.93.4 5-3.5
1933 14.399 12 33 11
1933 14.399 13 33 3
1939 14.399 12 32 26
1991 21.491 36 19

Buffale Gap 412.0 2.0-2.5 2.5-2.9 3-2.9
116‘
1995 23.134 14 39 23 23
1996 25.143 12 36 32 29

Grand River (2.0 2.0-2.9 3.0-3.9 234.0
N131
1992 39 29 49 24 6
1996 65 43 49 3
1993 91 53 49 3 1

1.11116 MiSSDUI'i 42.9 2.9-2.9 3.9—3.9 5-4.9
19132
1996 392 52 36 9 3
1993 316 61 31 3 2

Oglala N131 4.2.9 2.92.9 3.9-3.9 54.9
1994 96 4 4
1995 53 25 14 3
1996 31 1 1 1 1

1 Tara] acres sampled and based 911 percent of area by VOR class.
2 Number cf transects and based an percent cf transects.
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impacts en earth-dwelling herticultnrists. Native American leng-term investments are
evident at fixed lecatiens (buffale jumps er jumpcerrals) suggesting a strategy te lessen
the effects ef winternspring feed shertages (Niven and Hill 1998). On the ether hand,
Bezel] (1995} suggests the interactien climate and related reseurce (maize agriculture)
depletien were the mest significant variables in the clese and persistent asseciatien
between bisen and Central Plains Native Americans.

Native American hunting ef bisen may have influenced tribal secial erganizatien (Bezell
1995), develepment ef hunting teels, and means ef transpertatien (Gunnersen 1972).
Effects ef such hunting en bisen numbers and distributien is censidered minimal by
Malainey and Sherriff (1996). On the ether hand, the herse in cembinatien with a
firearm may have centributed te increased harvest ef bisen fer tengue by Native
Americans which, in turn, was traded fer alcehel and related items. An example was the
trade ef 1400 fresh buffale tengues fer whiskey by the Sieux Indians ebserved by Geerge
Catlin, Fert Pierre, Seuth Daketa, in 1832 (in McHugh 1972).

By 1120, Eurepean diseases reached the Great Plains. Nearly ene-third ef the Native
American villages were empty by 1730, reperts ef annual disease-related mertality
reached 22,500 te 30,000 in 1380-81, and Native American influences en vertebrate (and
plant) cemmunities began te decline (Ramenefsky 198T).

Shaw and Lee (1997) reviewed diaries ef Eurepean travels in the seuthern Great Plains
frem 1306 te 185?. Organized by histerical peried and bieme type, the anthers suggest
pepulatiens ef three majer and large herbiveres—bisen, elk and prenghem—changed in
the first half ef the nineteenth century; (1) bisen and elk disappeared frem the tallgrass
prairie regiens by 1833, (2) bisen were mest numereus en the shertgrass prairie prier te
1321, (3) the must stable pepulatiens threugheut the peried being bisen en the mixed
prairie, (4) elk were mest abundant en the tallgrass prairie, and (5) prengheru were mest
abundant en the shertgrass prairie between 1306 and 1320, again in the 1350s, and were
abundant en the mixed prairie in the intervening peried ef 1820 te 1850.

Shaw and Lee (1997} cencluded that human influence was the impertant influence en
pepulatiens ef the three majer large herbiveres, particularly fer the lack ef bisen en the
tallgrass prairie (after 1333) and the persistence ef all three species en the mixed prairie
was influenced by that bieme's distance te human pepulatiens encreaching frem the east
and the west.

Bamferth (198’?) suggested that bisen herds under relatively undisturbed cenditiens
(c.1846) mest eften ranged in size from several hundred te several theusand. The large
herds which teek days te cress and extended frem herizen te herizen (3-1870) are well
after the substantive impact ef Enrepeans en the Great Plains. Bamferth's analysis
shewed bisen use ef an individual area by an “abundant," “plentiful" er “large” herd
varied frem 1 te 18 years frem 1776 te 1846 versus 1 te 3 years frem 1846 te 1875--the
influence ef increasing Eurepean pepulatiens and actiens.



 

 
            

          
              

             
           
             

           
             

     

                
            

               
               
              

             
  

             
               

           
              

   

              
               

                
              

            
             

 

           

  
     

      
     
     

      
     

      
     

     
      
      
     
      

   
    
     

      
   

     
     
   

  
     
     
     

     

 

 
            

          
              

             
           
             

           
             

     

                
            

               
               
              

             
  

             
               

           
              

   

              
               

                
              

            
             

 

           

  
     

      
     
     

      
     

      
     

     
      
      
     
      

   
    
     

      
   

     
     
   

  
     
     
     

     

19

Hansen (1984) suggested large herds were present year-around in North Dakota and
predictable seasonal herd movements were lacking. Malainey and Sherriff (1996)
provide an exhaustive review of historic records in southern Canada from 1754 to 1805
and suggest otherwise; that herd movements were predictable such that numbers of bison
wintering on grasslands drew parkland and forest-adapted native tribes onto the
grasslands in winter, assured of finding a predictable food source. Assessment of bison
foraging and movement patterns via stable-carbon analysis in preserved bone collagen
suggests bison seasonal movements were made between the plains and the parkland in
Alberta (Chisholm et a1. 1986).

Among the first Europeans to visit the mixed prairie was J. MacKay who in the late
1700s traveled along a river (the Niobrara) near Valentine Nebraska. MacKay described
the landscape as a “great desert of drifting sand without trees, soil, rocks, water or
animals of any kind, except little varied colored turtles, of which were in vast numbers"
(Cherry County); and said "there were many wild oxen (buffalo) in summer and autumn
(Loup County) and many beaver in Elkhom River’ ’ and grizzly bears were common
(Began 19971109).

Based on Hayden (1355-57), Warren (185?), and Baird (1857), Began (1997) suggests 47
species of mammals were extant in the early 1300’s in central Nebraska (Table 6). Since
then, ten species, generally large herbivores and wide-ranging carnivores, were extirpated
from the area, eight species have invaded, three have been introduced, and three are
possible occurrences.

For the tallgrass prairie, the demise of the large native herbivore assemblages was evident
by 1333 (Shaw and Lee 1997). In 1343 near Ft. Union (shortgrass prairie), John James
Audubon (in 1846) recorded “even now there is a perceptible difference in the size of the
herds, and before many years the buffalo, like the Great Auk, will have disappeared”
(McFarling 1955). Hayden in 1855-1357 observed many of the large mammals (buffalo,
elk, deer, pronghom, and bighem) in the Upper Missouri region (shortgrass and mixed
prairie).

Table 6. Species of Mammals of the Northern Sandhills (Began 199'?)

Extent Sgecies Extent Sgecies (continued!
Sore: cinerens - masked shrew Taridea terns - badger
Blnrinn brevicnnda — northern short-tailed shrew Mephttt's ntephitt's — striped skunk
Ctyptetts pnrvn —- least shrew Lntrn cannd'enst's - northern river otter
Scnlopns equations — eastern mole Lynx refit: — bobat
Myetis cilt'elnbrnnt — western small-footed myetis Odeceilsns hernianas — mule deer
Myen's septantriennlis — northern myotis Odeceilens virgininnns — white-tailed deer
Lasinrns berenlts — eastern red bat Anttlecnprn nmsricane — pronghom
Lasinrus cinerens — hoary bat
lesionycteris noctt'vngnns - silver-haired bat Extirgnted Sgectes
Eptest'cnsfitscns — big brown bat Cent's lupus — gray wolf
Tndnridn bresiltensis — Brazilian free-tailed bat Ursns nntericnnns — black bear
Sylvilflgns endnbenii - desert cotlentail Ursns erctos — grizzly bear
Sylvtlngnsfloridnnns — eastern cottontail Mnsteln nigri'pes — black-footed ferret
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Lepus townsendii — white-tailed jackrabbit Guio gaio — wolverine
Spermopiriius spiiosonra — spotted ground squirrel Feiis concoior — mountain lion
Spennopiriius tridecemiineatus — thirteenelined Lynx iynx — lynx.

ground squirrel Cervus eiaphus — wapiti or elk
Cynomys iuriovicianus — black-tailed prairie dog Bison bison — bison
Geomys bursarius — plains pocket gopher Ovis Canadensis — bighom sheeP
Perognuthus fascinrus — olivebacked pocket mouse
Perognuthusflovesccns - plains pocket mouse invading Species
Chnetodipus hispidus — hispid pocket mouse Dideiphis virginiono — Virginia opossum
Dipodonrys ordii - Ord's kangaroo rat Lapses caiifernicus — black-tailed
Castor canaciensis - beaver jackrabbit
Reititrodotornys megaiotis — western harvest mouse Mannota monax - woodchuck
Reithrodontomys montarus - plains harvest mouse Sciunrs niger - eastern fort squirrel
Perornyscus ieucopus -— white-footed mouse Procyon iotor - raccoon
Perornyscar manicuiatus — deer mouse Spilogaie putorius - eastern spotted skunk
Onycitomys ieucogaster— northern grasshopper Vuipes vaipes — red fort
mouse Urocyon cinereoargenreus — gray fort
Neotomafloridana - eastern woodrat
Microtar ochrogaster — prairie vole
Microtus pennsyivanicus — meadow vole introduced ecies
Outiotrn aibetiticus - muskrat Sciurus cnroiineusis - eastern greyr squirrel
Synoptonrys cooperi - southern bog lenuning Mus muscuius - house mouse
Zapus hudsonius — meadow jumping mouse Rnaus norvegicus — Norway rat
Eretitizon dorsaturn — porcupine
Canis iatrans — coyote §pecies ofFossibie Occurrence
1liuiioes velar — swift fox Sores: merrianri — Merriam’s shrew
Musteiafi‘enata — long tailed weasel Spennophiiusfiankiinii — Franklin's ground
Musteia nivaiis — least weasel squirrel
Musteia vison — mink Perognatitusflavus - silky pocket mouse

were “fast passing away, and in a few years must become extinct" (cited in Warren
1 375:90-91).

Two important historical survey records for the NGP are those for the railroad to connect
the Mississippi and the Pacific and of the «=19flll parallel separating the United States and
Canada. In 1353, Reports ofExplorations and Surveys to Ascertain the Most Practical
and Economic Route for a l'taiiromirfrom the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean were
published (Henry 1353). Spencer F. Baird in cooperation with John Cassia and George
Lawrence provide “a systematic account of the vertebrate animals of North America,
collected or observed by different parties organized under the direction of the

Table 7. List of species collected during the explorations and surveys to determine the
route for a railroad from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean (Henry 1353) or
observed during the survey of the Dakota-Canada border in 1373 and 1374 (Coues 1373).
Species associated with the Turtle Mountains in North Dakota observed during 1373 and
1374 are excluded. Species with an indentation are considered subspecies to the
preceding species. Scientific names remain as observed (1354—1374) but current English
names are provided. Species designated by superscript were observed near the main
bodies of grassland.
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Cnrhnrres earn, (Linn) Illg. turkey vulnire
Fates {False} ennrnm, Bonaparte. peregrine falcon
Fnlco (Gennnr'n) polyogrns. Cassin. prairie kalcon
Felon {Tinnnncnlns} nprverins, Linn- Americarn keso‘el.
Bares swer'nseni. Bonap. Swainson's hawk
Bares (Poecilopremis) borenlis. (Gmelin.) Vieill- red-tailed hawk

Bureo (Poecifopremisl mournnns. Nuttall.
Archibuteo Ingopns. (Brunnich.) Gray. roughalegged hawk
Bureo (Lencopremis) insignnrns. Cassin. ferruginons hawk
Circus hudsonius. (Linn) Viellot. northern barrier
Aquila enaadensr‘s. (Linn) Cassin. golden eagle
Halinerns fencocephnlns. (Linn) Savigny. bald eagle
Ours witronienas. Leeann. long-cared owl
Brnehyerns enssinii. Brewer. short-eared owl
Athene hypngnen, Bonap. burrowing owl

Athens cnnicnlnrr'n. (Molina.) Bon
Nycren nivew, (Baud) Gray. snowy owl.
Coccygns nrnerr'cnnns. (Linn) Bonap. yellow—billed cuckoo
Coccygns erythrophrhafmns. Nils.) Bon. black-billed cuckoo
Neocorys sprngnei. (Sclater). Spragne's pipit
Melanerpes erythrocephnlns. (Linn) 5w. red-headed woodpecker
Melanerpes rorqnnrns. (Wile) Bonap. Lewis’ woodpecker
Cotapres aurorns. (Linn) northern flicker

Colnpres hybridns. Baird. Cross between Flicker and Red-shafted Flicker ('i")
Chordefles poperne, (VieillJ Baird. common night hawk
Tyrannns venicniis, Say. westem kingbird
Snyornr's snyns. (Bon) Baird. Say’s phoebe
Conropns richardsonr'i. (Sw.) Baird. western wood-pewee
Sialin sinlis. (Linn) Baird. eastern bluebird
Hirnndo lnnifions. Say. cliff swallow
Prague pnrpnren. (Linn) Boie. purple martin
Colfyrio excnbirorofdes. (Sw.) Baird. northern shrikc

Coliyrieo elegnns. (Sw.) white-winged shrikc
Snipincres obsolerns. (Says) Cab. Rock Wren
Cisrorhorns (Telmnrodyres) pnlnstris, (Wils) Cab. marsh wren
Cisrorherns (Cisrerhernsj sretinris, (LichtJ Cab. sedge marsh wren
Treglodyres sedan, 1ia'ieill. House wren
Polioprr'lo enemies, (Linn) Sclat. blue-gray gnatcatcher
Eremophiln comnrn. (Wile) Boie. horned lark
Pooecers grnminens. (CHIL) Baird. vesper sparrow
Cornrniculns pnsserinns. (WilsJ Bon. chipping sparrow
Cornrnicnlns hensiowi. (Ann) Bon. Henslow's sparrow
Cornrnicnlns Ieconrii. (Ann) Bp. Le Conte‘s sparrow
Zanorrr‘chin isneophrys. (Forster,) Sw. white-crowned Sparrow
Inner: oregonns, (Towns) Scalt. dark-eyed junco
Spizefln monticoin. (Gm) Baird. American tree sparrow
Spizefla pnsifla. (WilsJ Bon. field sparrow
Spizefln pnllida. (Sw.) Bon. clay-colored sparrow
Melospiso (Melospizo) melodic. (WilsJ Baird. song sparrow

Melospizn (Melospr'znjfnllnx. Baird.
Melospien {Helospiznj Iincolnr'i, And.) Baird. Lincoln's sparrow
Possercnlns boirdi (Ann). Cones. Baird‘s sparrow
Poocneres grnminens, (Baird). grasshopper sparrow
Cnlnmospr'zn bipolar, (Towns) Eon. lark bunting
Enspizn Americana. (Gm) Bon. dickcissel
Plecrrophanes omnrns. Towns. chestnut-collared longspur
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Pfecrrophaues pictur, {SWainson). McCoWn’s longspur
Salmon 1’GoninphenJ melonoceyhofo. SW. blackrhcaded grosbeak
Gairaco enemeia, (Linn) SW. blue Grossb-eak
Doiichouyx oryzlvoms. (Linn) SW. Boblink
Molorhrus pectoris. (Gm) SW. brown-headed coW bird
Agelaias phoenfeeas (Linn) Vieill. Red-Winged blackbird
Xourhoccphaius icrerocephalus. (Eon) Baird. Yellow-headed blackbird
Eremophiln oipesrris leucolemo. Cones. Prairie homed lark
Stumeiin mngnn. (Linn) Eastern meadoWlark
Stumeiia neglecro. And. Western meadoWlark
icrerus spurious. (Linn) Bon. orchard oriolc
lereras ballockr'r'. {SWJ Bon. northern oriole
Icrerus Baltimore. (Linn) Daudin Baltimore oriole
Corvus carnivorus, Bartram. common raven
Pierrot-var eolumbianns, {WilsJ Eon. Clark’s nutcracker
Pica hadronicn, (Sabine. ) Bon. Black-billed magpie
Cenrrocercus urophosinnus. (Eon) SW. sage grouse
Pedioeceres phasinnellus. (Linn) Baird. sharp-tailed grouse
Cupidonic cupido. (Linn) Baird. greater prairie chicken
Gnu canndeusis. (Linn) Temm. sandhill crane
Bornurus lenriginosus. Steph. American bittern
Charodrius virginicus. Borclc. American golden-plover
Toronns semipninmorus. (Gm) Temm. Willet
Aeginlirtr (Oxycchus) vociferous. (Linn) Cassiu. killdecr
Aeginiirir {Oxyeehusj mournnas, (Toms) Cassin. mountain ploaer
Aeginlr‘n'smegioleas) matador, {0rd,} Cab. piping plover
Recuruirosrra Americana. Gm. Amm-ican avocet
Phalnropus Wilsonii. Sab. Wilson's phalarope
Philohela minor, (Gm) Gray. American woodcock
Ercuneres pnsr'llus, {Linn} Cass. semipalmated sandpiper
Gamberrn melanoleuea. (Gm) Bon. greater yelloWlegs
Gamberra flovlpes. [6111.) Bon. lesser yelloWlegs
Tringoides moculorius, (Linn) spotted sandpip-er
Hmosn fedora. marbled godWit
Acrirnrus borrnmius. Nils.) Bon. upland sandpip-er
Numenius longirosrris (Wilson). long-billed curleW
Dnfilo acorn, (Linn) Jenyns. northern pintail
Mergus cucuiiorus, Linn. hooded merganser
Anus bosclms (linn.). mallard
Querquednlc coroiinesr's. (Cf-m.) Steph. green—Winged teal
Fulicn nmericoun. Gm. American coot
Qacrquedulo discors'. (Linn) Steph. blue-Winged teal
Sparanl ciypenrn, (Linn) Boie. northern soveller
Moreen Americana, (Gm) Stephens. American Widgoon
Eronnturn rubido, (WilsJ Eon. ruddy duck
Chroicocephalusfinnklinii, (Rich) Bruch. Franklin’s gull
Srernnfienaro, Gambel. least tern

Collected or observed along the periphery of the main grassland bodies.

Conrnrns coroiinns, (Linn) Eon. red-bellied Woodpecker I
Turdus {Turdus} nouns, And. hermit thrush 1
Turdus {Turdns} swninsonii, Cab. SWainson's thrush 3
Serophagn rurr'ciiin, (Linn) SW. American redstart I
Hiruudo eryrhrognsrrn horreorum. barn sWalloW 3
Porn: mournnus, Gambel. mountain chickadoc 3
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Chrysarnirris trisris. (Linn) Bon. American goldfineh ‘
Chrysaniirris pinas. (Wits) Ben. pine sisken 4
Fassereaias savanna, (Wile) Bon. savannah sparrow 2* 5
Chandestes grammar-a. (Sam) Bon. lark sparrow 3
Zanarriefiia qaeraia. (NuttJ Game. Harris's sparrow ‘5
zeeerrieaie eieieeair. (Gm.) Eon. white-throated sparrow * 5
Meiaspira (Hal-aspire) paiasrris. (Wile) Baird. swamp Sparrow 1
Pieerraphanes iappanieas, (linn.) Selby. lapland longspur s
Gairaea [Ganiapheaj iadavr'eiana, (Linn) Sw. Rose-breasted Grosbeak 2
Cyanaspiza ainaena, (Sam) Baird. lazuli hunting 7
Anrnns iudavieianas, {Gm} Lieht. American water pigit s
Hydraensiidan iarifannes, [Linn.) Coues. black tern
Padieeps aariras eaiifarnicas, {HeermJ Cones. cared grebe s
Podiiymbas podieeps. Llinn) Lawr. pied-billed 9gl'ebe
Branta eanadensis, (Linn) Gray. Canada goose

Tana yet to be identified using current common names.

Aeeipirer maxicanus, Swainson
Bares bairdii, Hoy. Baird’s Buzzard
Eaten (Poeeiioprernis) slogans, Cassin
Tyrannus carolinensis, (Linn) Baird. King Bird
Harporhynchas rafiw. fLinn.) Cab. Brown Thrush
Plecrrophanes (Cenrrophanes) melanomas, Baird.
Pipilo aromas, Sw.
Macrorhamphas griseas, (Gm) Leach. Red-breasted snipe
Triage (Aerodromas) Bonaparrii, Sehlegel.
Hydrochaiidon plumbed. (Wils) Short-tailed Tern

1 Month of the Platte River
1 Mouth of Vennillion River
3 Near Fort Laramie
" Mouth ofLittle Missouri River
5 Mouth of Benin River
‘5 Near Missouri River
7 Near Fort Union
3 Near Fort Pierre
9 Missouri River

Table 3. Bird species endemic to or closely associated with grasslands.

Endemics

Ferruginous hawk
Mountain plover
Marbled godwit
Franklin's gull
Wilson‘s phalarope
Long-billed eurlew
Sprague’s pipit
Cassin’s sparrow
Baird’s sparrow
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Lark bunting
McCown’s longspur
Chestnut-collared longspur

Secondary (more widespread) Species

Mississippi kiteI
Swainson’s hawk
Northern harrier
Prairie falcon
Greater prairie chicken
Lesser prairie chicken1
Sharputailed grouse
Upland sandpiper
Burrowing owl
Short-cared owl
Horned lark
Eastern meadowlark1
Westem meadowlark
Dickcissel
Savannah sparrow
Grasshopper sparrow
Henslow’s sparrowl
Vesper sparrow
Lark sparrow
Clay-colored sparrow

1 Distribution net within the Northern Great Plains.

War Department fer ascertaining the best route for a railroad from the Mississippi River
to the Pacific Ocean“ (preface). The second summary is from the survey of the Dakota-
Montana and Canadian border reported by Coues (1873).

From 1840 to 1355. 119 bird species were collected on the NGP or along its periphery in
determining the route for a railroad from the Mississippi River to the Pacific Ocean or
during the 1873-74 surrey of the Dakota-Canada border (Table 7). Ninety—eight bird
species were collected or observed on the main grassland bodies or on interior wetlands.
Twenty-one species. observed along the Missouri River, near the mouth of the Vemrillion
River. or near edges of the Black Hills, are associated with the eastern deciduous forest or
western coniferous forest. Ten taxa are yet to be identified based on current taxonomy.

Comparison of the 330 species that breed today on the Great Plains (Knopf and Samson
1999) to those recorded by Spencer F. Baird. John Cassin. George Lawrence. and Elliot
Coues (1856-1374) suggests (1) major increases in the number of birds historically
associated with the eastern deciduous forest. (2) major increases in the number of birds
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historically associated with the western coniferous forests, and (3) overall increases in
generalist species, particularly those associated with riparian systems.

lengel (1910) suggested that only 12 bird species are endemic to the Great Plains (Table
7). An additional 25 species listed in Table 8 are believed to have evolved on the Great
Plains, though they range into adjoining vegetation provinces (Knopf 1996). Thirty-five
species endemic or closely associated with the grasslands were observed in the 1856 or
1873-74 surveys within the main grassland bodies, two were recorded along the
periphery. The endemic species are: (1) primarily shortgrass or shortgrass-- mixed
prairie associates; (2) evolved with the large native herbivore assemblages of the western
Great Plains; and (3) exhibit steeper, more consistent and widespread declines than any
other behavioral or ecological guild of North American species.

In brief, comparison of existing and historic plant and animal communities shows the
following.

In Within the planning area, conversion of native prairie and shrubland to
cropland and other uses is from 98% for the tallgrass, 92% for tallgrass-mixed
prairie transition, 38% for the nrixed prairie, 37% for the shortgrass prairie, and
18% for the Sandhills.

I Within their respective Ecological Sections, National Grasslands contain a high
1" ‘ proportion of remaining tallgrass prairie (52%), less so for mixed prairie (2% to

21%) and shortgrass prairie (21%).

II Historic records suggest bison were not evenly distributed across the prairie and
left large areas ungrazed for one to several years. Today vegetation structure on
public grasslands has been “homogenized," with little “short” of “tall” structure
exits.

I Evident changes in animal communities include (1) a 20% loss in the number of
mammal species since the early 1800s, (2) significant and widespread declines in
numbers and distributions of endentic bird species, and (3) major increases in
number of bird species associated with the eastern deciduous forest and western
coniferous forests.

I Prairie animal communities were highly modified by European-related presence
and activities by 1833 for the tallgrass prairie and by 1846 for the shortgrass and
mixed prairie.

Change in Disturbance Regimes

The missing element and most essential issue in conservation today is the role of
A ecological processes (Smith et al. 1993). Emphasis on landscape pattern alone and not
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the ecological processes that provide an evolutionary and ecological context for species
falls short of that needed for conservation of species and communities (Holling 1992).

Ecological disturbances on the Great Plains include drought, grazing and fire (Knopf and
Samson 199?). The Great Plains evolved in the rain shadow of the Rocky Mountains,
where seasonal precipitation occurs mostly in spring and summer. From the Rocky
Mountains east to the Mississippi River, the amount of precipitation increases and the
frequency of drought decreases (Sims 1933). Along the north—south gradient from
central Texas to south-central Canada, the growing season becomes shorter, the average
temperature decreases, and a greater percentage of annual precipitation occurs as snow.

Broad—scale climate gradients significantly influence the evolutionary composition and
distribution of prairie conununities (Steinauer and Collins 1996). Such average rates,
however, are only the partial drivers for prairie composition. Rather, the inherent
unpredictable of precipitation among years is an important influence and severe droughts
can cause massive local extinctions of annual forbs and grasses that have invaded stands
of perennial stands, and recollonization of those sites is slow.

Expression of ungulate herbivory and habitat selection at several scales impact spatial
and temporal patterns of plant conununities on the Great Plains (Haituett et al. 1997).
Herbivory and grasslands on the Great Plains have a long and close relationship
extehding over several million years (Cid et al. 1989). From an ecological perspective,
significant recent (3:131:10) changes to the Great Plains landscape resulted from (1) the
reduction in the number and distribution of native herbivores and their replacement with
domestic livestock--species adapted to the more mesic, wooded environments of Europe,
(2) the suppression of fire, and (3) altering natural hydrologic and other processes.

Bison historically moved nomadically in response to vegetation changes associated with
rainfall and fire. The time lag for return movements provided deferment during the
regrowth period for which according to both historic and archeological records may have
ranged from 1 to 3 years. This interval would have provided a natural “rest" interval and
is consistent with spatial heterogeneity models that suggest stability in plant-herbivore
interactions (Coughenour 1991). Variation in landscape use by bison is evident in the
following historical records.

“that every part of the country, which we had recently passed, had, at no distant period,
been occupied by innumerable herds of bisons. . .(and the Platte valley) extending more
than one hundred miles along that river, being a vast expanse, or natural meadow,
without a hill or other inequality of surface, with scarce a tree or a shrub to be seen upon
it” (5. H. Long 1320, cited in Thwaites);

Hancock, in 1345 observed great herds “at the Parkman Crossing," while Palmer in 1846
for the same site wrote “Four days on the Platte, and yet no buffalo! Last years signs of
them were provokingly abundant" (cited in Roe 1955:555). Moreover, Parkman noted
“not a buffalo nor an indian was visible for many miles. . .yet the ground was thickly
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strewn with the skulls and benes ef buffale“ suggesting intermittent use (sited in Ree
1955).

Figure 3. Scale-dependent suitability ef bisen and demestie eattle en the Great Plains
(after Plumb and Dedd 1993, Hartnett et al. 1997).
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In 1347, the narratives of the trans~Mississippi frentier edited by Phillips inelude
Diaries in Overland in I846 Diaries and Letters of the Calvemirt-Oregen Trail (Mergan
1963) nete:

(aleng the Platte River) “yeu find willew in quantities quite sufficient fer fuel when this
is net the ease the travailer is eblidged as a substitute te use dried excrement ef '
buffalees. . .At abeut 4 er 5 days travail up river the travailer usually finds buffalee in
great qauntity. . .travailed 3 miles, travailed 16 miles up Blue, traveled at the Nebraska
(Platte River), te day we saw a party ef pawnees seme hunters quite friendly distanee 18
miles, traveled 3 miles, travailed 20 miles Saw and Killed seme buffale, traveled 18
miles and saw theusands ef buffalee" (Tayler diary);



 

             
     

                 
              

                
                  

            

  

               
             

           
             

           
          

        

            
             

              
               

            
          

             
          

     

           
          

            
           

           
               

             
    

                
                 

               
           

                

 

             
     

                 
              

                
                  

            

  

               
             

           
             

           
          

        

            
             

              
               

            
          

             
          

     

           
          

            
           

           
               

             
    

                
                 

               
           

                

28

Buffaloe plentiful. ..June 10 Buffalo in sight constantly. . .Junel 1-23, no buffalo and leave
the prairie (Pringle dairy); and

Reed and Keyes diary (200 miles short of Ft. Laramie in a hunting party) found “no wood
here for heat," and “regularly killed elk, and riding about 4 miles found buffaloe."

And, west of the Red River (in southern Canada) was a continuous level plain, “Not a
tree or rising ground is to be met with to interrupt this view (Henry the Younger in 1300)
although bison were uncommon that year (cited in Malainey and Sherriff 1996:3319).

Tallmss Prairie

The keystone role of bison in North American tallgrass prairie is known (Knapp et a1.
1999). Effects of bison grazing often in conjunction with fire include the long—term
performance of important tallgrass prairie forbs (Ewing and Engle 1933); plant
community composition (Vinton et al. 1993); water response by key forbs and grasses
(Briggs and Knapp 1995); growth, reproduction and abundances of prairie forbs
(Damhourreyeh and Hartnett 1997); wallows on inherent landscape heterogeneity; and
climatic variation and vegetation (Coppedge et a1. 1993).

Overall, plant growth form, population size structure, and fire interact to influence
patterns in grazing on the tallgrass prairie (Pfeiffer 1995). Increases in plant diversity
associated with bison are generally greater in annually burned than in 4-year burned sites
(Hartnett et a1. 1997). Timing of fire is important to growth and reproduction of tallgrass
prairie plants (Masters et a]. 1993), persistence of individual plant species (Hartnett
1991), earthworms (James 1982), grasshopper assemblages (Evans 1934), gall wasps
mortality (Fay and Samenus 1993), soil insect densities (Seastadt and Reddy 1996), bison
grazing (Coppedge and Shaw 1993), and prairie microclimate and community
composition (Ewing and Engle 1938).

Fire in the tallgrass prairie further influences tree spatial community heterogeneity
(Collins 1992), conununity patterns (Briggs and Gibson 1992), ascomycete development
(Wieklow 1975), arbuscular (Hartnett et a1. 1999) and other mycorriaas (Gibson and
Hetrick 1939), primary productivity (Briggs and Knapp 1995), leaf structure and
photosynthetic pigments (Knapp and Gilliam 1935), and above ground biomass (Abrams
et al. 1936). Historically, five may have been nearly a yearly event (5. H. Long’s
expedition 1319 in Thwaites 1966) and fire is important to tallgrass prairie restoration
(Pakcard and Mute] 1997).

Fire as an influence on the tallgrass prairie within the Northern Great Plains is currently a
rare event (Figure 4). The Sheyenne NG reports an average of two fires per year in the
preceeding 20 years with an average size of 21 acres per year. Prescribed fire on
Northeastern Glaciated Plains portion of the Sheyenne NG has averaged approximately
2,000 acres per year in the prior five years. However, the focus of recent prescribed fire
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events has been largely te benefit livesteck ferage availability and may net reflect
histeric fire patterns.

Figure 4. Cemparisen ef the extent (spatial and temperal) ef histeric and current primary
ecelegieal drivers (fire and grazing) fer the tallgrass prairie en the Nerthern Great Plains.

2mm! Fire H~-- 'c Fire

Time

Space

In centrast te fire, grazing by demestic livesteck today en remaining tallgrass prairie
within the Planning Area is extensive (—- 98%) but differs from histeric in temperal and
spatial pattern, with grazing cemmen and annual (Figure 4). The lack ef fire and grazing
in a pattern similar te histeric are censidered te be primary reasens fer the lack ef
heteregeinety in vegetatien structure en remaining tallgrass prairie sites.

Given the interactien ef fire and bisen herbivery and the habitat specificity fer many
species, tallgrass ”prairie remnants sheuld be managed with a variety ef fire frequencies,
including infrequently burned areas" (Steinauer and Cellins 1996:45) with grazing level
influenced by “size, geals, surreunding land use, and management ef ether reserves in the
regien" (p. 50) but sheuld include “the largest subset ef the natural disturbance regime er
“analeg” possible” (p. 49).

Mixed prairie

Primary ecelegieal precesses en the mixed prairie include: (1) climate (Simms 193 3); (2)
herbivery by large (bisen, elk , and prenghem), small (the black-tailed prairie deg, and
smaller herbiveres (insects, primarily grassheppers) (Risser 1996b); and (3) fire (Bragg
and Steuter 1996). Overall, “the structure ef (mixed prairie) grasslands can net be
accurately determined witheut censidering the structure ef the natural disturbance
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regimes” and species diversity is maximized under a cembinatien ef natural precesses
(Cellins and Barber 1986:87).

Effects ef biscn en the mixed prairie landscape is evident in the recent expansien in range
by aspen (Pepaias tremaiaides) in western Canada (Campbell et al. 1994). Histeric
references. in cenjunctien with the fessil pellen, shew that aspen expansien eccurred
after the near extinctien ef bisen in seuth central Canada. Bisen brewse en aspen sheets
(Blyth and Hudsen 193‘?) and tepple mature aspen by rubbing against them (Knapp and
Seastedt 1936). Leeman (1979 cited in Blyth and Hudsen 1937) in The vegetarian efrhe
Canadian Prairie Pravinaes: i. An Overview prevides a similar and streng argument fer
the rele ef bisen in precluding “the encreachment ef weedy vegetaticn en grasslands in
several parts ef the Prairie Provinces.” Clear experimental evidence demenstrates the
heming and rubbing behavicr by bisen en weedy vegetaticn “may have influenced the
histerical distributicn ef weedy vegetatien in prairie envirenments” (Ceppedge and Shaw
1997).

Increases in the regeneratien and distributicn cf riparian weedlands aleng a prairie river
in scuthern Canada fellewed the signifit reducticn in bisen number (Cerdes et a1.
1997). Histerically, “this ceuntry (seuthern Canada) appears te be mere hilly but almest
destitute ef timber ef any kin " (Herman 1800) and. in the seutheast cemer ef medern
Alberta, “the nearest pine tree are "EU-30 miles away, seuthwards ef the Bad River. a
jeumey ef abcut feur days (Fidler 1301) (cited in Malainey and Sherriff 1996). Other
ebservatiens ef bisen and their influences include the fellewing.

Warren (1375) described the Niebrara River “as destitute ef weed with net even eneugh
te build a campfire” altheugh clumps ef pine were rarely ebserved where high bluffs
bcrdered the river (cited in Began 1997). Warren was "very disappointed in the ameunt
ef game" altheugh evidence suggested the area had recently been eccupied by large herds
ef buffale (in 1875).

"the plain was literally cevered with buffalees as far as enc ceuld see" (in Nebraska)
(Bradbury 1311) (cited in Thwaites 1996);

in 1313. the eastbeund Asterians neted an “abundance ef buffale, which seemed
abselutely te cever the ceuntry" en the mainstream belew the (Leap) ferks (ef the Platte
River in Nebraska) (cited in Ree 1955);

“the scenery ef the Platte (near the meuth) there is utrnest unifermity; a bread plain.
unvaried by any ebject en which the eye ceuld see. lies befere us. en the right are the lew
and distant hills which beund the valley“ and we passed “a number ef prairie deg tewns
extending twe te three miles aleng the river" ' with prairie degs “in geed cenditien and
well-flavered" while latter (23 day) “large herds ef bisen were seen in every directien"
and, at a peint twe miles distant from the meuth “it (the Platte River) was still frem enc
te three miles in breadth. centaining numereus islands. cevered with scanty grewth ef
cettenweed willews. the Amerpha frucicesa, and ether shrubs."
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Wyeth (in 1832) and Benneville (in 1832) feund buffale “in frighten dreves" and “as far
as ene ceuld reach the ceuntry seemed abselutely blackened by innumerable herds" as
did Tewnsend (in 1833) (cited in Ree).

Narratives ef the trans-Mississippi frentier edited by Phillips (1932) include (June 6,
184’?) “In the aftemeen passed the Lone Tree, se called, it being the enly tree that grows
en the nerth side ef the river fer 200 miles. . .(May 27, near the latter Fert Kearney) ne
weed in sight (and) an imemese city ef prairie degs (ene described as extending frem
herizen te herizen). . .Dreves ef elk, and packs ef welves. ..(May 25) hundred theusand
prairie degs, many square miles being cevered with burrews. . .with ne fuel except dry
weeds."

Pierre Betineau in 1862, near the Red River in Nerth Daketa, described ene herd te be “5
er 6 miles (seme say 8 er 10) wide, and the herd was mere than an heur passing us at a
gallep” (cited in McHugh 1972:14).

In Nerth Daketa, a railread surveyer ebserved “fer great distance ahead every square
mile seemed te have a herd ef buffale upen it" numbering as high as a half a millien “
and “Many times frem hills and range summits, I have seen mere than a half millien ef
buffale at ene time" (cited in McHugh 1972: 14-15).

A velurnineus literature exists en bisen, the black-tailed prairie deg, and their influence
en grazing histery and defeliatien (Painter et a1 1989), grass silicificatien (Cid et al.
1989), plant grewth (Pelley and Detling (1939), plant species-specific telerance (Pelley
and Detling 1988), belewground nitregen cycling (Helland and Detling 1990), meund
architecture (Cincetta 1989), plant species differentiatien (Felley and Detling 1990),
plant species differentiatien (Pulley and Detling 1990), ungulate and small manu'nal
distributiens (Wydeven and Dahlgren 1985), seil nematedes-reet biemass (Ingham and
Detlking 1984), species-specific feed selectien (Uresk 1984), bisen-prairie deg»
prenghem feeding relatienships (Krueger 1986), meund seils (Carlsen and White 1987),
plant water stress (Archer and Detling 1986), light-herbivery-water stress in plants
(Fahensteck and Knapp 1993), rates ef vegetatien change (Archer et al. 1987), effects ef
defeliatien (Detling and Painter 1983), plant evapetranspiratien (Day and Detling 1994),
badger spacing and ecelegy (Geedrich and Buskirk 1998), and distributien ef the
nerthern pecker gepher (Steuter et a1. 1995).

Black-tailed prairie degs influence ecesystem structure and functien through their
burrewing and grazing activities and are referred te as an ecelegical engineer (Jenes et a1.
1994) and may substantially alter the cempesitien ef mixed prairie vegetatien (Weltzin et
a]. 1997). The black-tailed prairie deg teday is eften viewed as the mixed and shertgrass
prairie keystene species previding habitat fer a variety ef species (Miller et al. 1990)
altheugh net all authers are in agreement in designating the it as the keystene species
(Ketliar et a]. 1999).

Histerically the black-tailed prairie deg is theught te have pepulated ever 100 millien
acres acress eleven western states (Sharps et al. 1990). One example ef a histerical
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account is that of Langwerthy in 1346 (cited in Phillips 1932) observed along the Platte
River near the Loup fork "not a tree in sight in any direction....with small islands with
green bushes....an immense city of prairie degs....(and a) drove ef elk."

Menz and Jeem (1996) point out that the grassland invertebrate fauna includes a vast
array of pretezeans, nematodes, earthworms, mollusks, mites, spiders, insects, isepods ,
and millipeds—eentpedes but is poorly known. These authors also provide a useful
framework to identify insects as indicators to track a particular habitat change or a set of
changes to a landscape.

An extensive literature exists relative to insect control exists, particularly fer
grasshoppers (Rittenheuse and Resentrester 1994). A significant impact of insect control
is en pollinators, an assemblages of species of growing cencem to censervatienists.
Specific cencems include successful reproduction in geographically restricted plant
species (Karren 1937), the high number of plant species pellinated by specialized insects,
and the general problem of pellinating small populations (Petterssen 1996).

Production of principle grasses en the mixed prairie is limited by available water during
the growing season and by soil nutrients (Wi llms and Jefferson 1993). Grazing imposes
an impact on the mixed prairie by altering the water and nutrient cycles which in turn
may influence cempesitien (Naeth et al. 1991, Rothenberger 1995). Removing litter may
reduce plant production by up to 60% and repeated defeliatien may favor more dreught
resistant but less productive species. Overall, however, species composition is affected
by grazing and drought and may interact to increase the relative composition of warm-
seasen grasses and ferbs (Biendini and Llewellyn 1996). Herbiveryninduced shifts in
composition have been well documented (Anderson and Briske 1995, Biondini et al.
1998).

In 1359, Greeley in Overland Journey, from New York to San Francisco stated if “Could
prairie-fires be wholly eliminated, the increase of timber would everbalance tenfold the
annual use and waste" (p 21), “I rejeice to see new (italics added) timber creeping up the
bluffs of streams" (page 62), and the “soil is washing away and mnning eff to the Gulf of
Mexico" with “not a cord of weed in all to each square mile" (page 96) “or township"
(page 103).

Alpha (site) and beta (between site) plant diversity on mixed prairie is influenced by fire.
Alpha and beta plant diversity in central South Dakota was highest on experimental
unburned and summer treatments, while the landscape mesaic was highest after fall
burns, and ferb density was highest on fall and spring burns (Biedini et al. 1939). Fire
and available nutrients do influence plant community structure but may net alter lecal
competition in terms of plant size and growth rate (Wilen and Shaw 1990). Topography
also is important, the ratio of cool season to warm seasen grasses in a xeric high prairie
community was the result of long-term adaptation rather than short-term adjustments to
fire and weather effects (Steuter 1937). Fire temperature is another influence on plant
communities in the nerthem mixed prairie (Archibeld et al. 1998).
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The response of mixed prairie warm season and cool season grass ratios to mid-summer
and fall burns appears to be influenced by phenological and indirect weather effects
rather than by changes in site microclimate caused by fires (Steuter 1937). Most (71%)
natural fires (by lightning) occur during July and August, a lesser number in April, May,
June or September, and is important to consider in mixed prairie conservation (Higgens
1934). Increases in warm season grasses more characteristic to the shortgrass prairie are
favored by late-spring fire (Schacht and Stubbendieck 1985). On the other hand, the
suppression and reduction in frequency of fire and grazing favors increases in number of
tallgrass prairie species (Nage] et a1. 1994). Fire as a natural disturbance is known to be
important to certain insect assemblages including grasshoppers (Evan 1934). Fire is an
evolutionary force on grasslands (Bock 1937).

Early explorers of the Great Plains'reported frequent prairie fires. McGilvery in 1794 on
the Canadian Plaines reported extensive fire (in Mailainey and Sheniff 1996). Lewis and
Clark found the prairie “.. .much parched with frequent fires" and there were “almost
yearly fires" (cited in Coues 1393). Fremont (1845) wrote how buffalo “scarcely left a
blade of grass standing” suggesting that fires where they did occur were intense
“providing a natural deterrnent of other parts of their range“ (cited in White and Lewis
1967).

I-Iiggens (1936) provided an excellent summary of historical fire accounts on NGP.
Higgens notes that historical records are difficult to obtain. He further suggests (1)
records after 1740 should be used with caution given the substantial change that had
occurred on the NGP by that time, (2) descriptions based on records between 1740 and
1350 describe "relatively" natural conditions, and (3) after 1350 fire's role and impacts
were influenced by progressive settlement and cultivation.

Higgen's review suggests (1) fire related to Native Americans was a modest influence; (2)
most fires were of short duration and small extent; (3) fires in frozen swamps were
particularly dangerous as were those in tall grass over snow; (4) wetlands, streams and
sandy areas provided escape from fire; (5) mortality of bison and other wildlife due to
fire was observed; (6) frequency of fire varied "every spring" to "annual fires in different
areas;" and (T) grassland fires occurred within hours or days after rain or snow.

By the mid-1700s, European-related diseases had a decimating impact on Native
American populations (Ramenofsky 1987). By the time Lewis and Clark arrived, a
nearly complete abandonment of South Dakota was evident and villages were smaller and
few in North Dakota. The Arikara were restricted to two or three villages in the Grand
River Area and the I-Iidatsa as Mandan were located in five villages. European
exploration and trade was not uncommon on the Great Plains prior to Lewis and Clark,
beginning with the Spanish (1541—1690) and latter the French (UGO-179%).

Since 1930, within the NGP, the average annual burn area across five Forest Service
administrative units in the southern portion of mixed prairie within the NGP was 3334 ha.
Seven fires per year are reported by three Forest Service administrative units in the
northern mixed prairie within the NGP with an average area of 440 ha per year during the
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same time interval. Between 1931 and 1935, prescribed fire was limited to the Pine
Ridge RD (153 ha), the Soldier Creek Management Unit (16 ha), and the Bordeaux area
(350 ha).

Today both the temporal and spatial pattern of grazing and fire differs from that historic
to the mixed grass prairie (Figure 5). The historic northern mixed prairie was influenced
by grazing and fire (Bragg and Steuter 1996). In general, grazing favors shortnstatured
species, such as western wheatgrass and blue grainma, over taller bunch grass species.
Shifts is species composition therefor are more of a function of grazing than species
morphology and reproductive mechanisms than whether there are a warm season or cool
season species Moderate grazing is important to ecosystem processes, particularly
decomposition and soil chemical properties (Biondini et al. 1993), as evident in historic
grazing by bison.

Stohlgren et al. (1999) suggest that domestic livestock grazing on the central and western
Great Plains grasslands has little effect on native species richness and few plants show
consistent, directional responses to grazing or the cessation of grazing. 0n the other
hand, the dynamics of herbivory differ between that of wide ranging bison herds and
present day domestic livestock grazing systems (Hartnett et al. 199?). For a particular
area, herbivory by wide ranging bison herds was one of high intensity and short duration
followed by a 2 to 3 year period of rest (Higgins 1936). In contrast, grazing by domestic
livestock is characterized by high intensity over long duration followed by short lengths
of rest, depending on the grazing system and management scenario. Grazing in terms of
spatial extent has exhibited little change in extent with substantial portions of the current
landscape (about 95%) grazed by domestic cattle (Figure 5).

Historic fire retum intervals vary on the mixed prairie and range from 3 to 5 years
(Umbanhowar et al. 1996). Lightning is the primary source of ignition occurring from
March through December, but most often in late summer (Higgins 1934). Fire today is
neither a frequent event nor does fire influence a substantial portion of the current
landscape (Figure 2). The McKelvie Ranger District (RD), Bessey RD, Pine Ridge RD,
and Oglala NG report an average of 21 fires per year during the preceding 20 years. The
average area across these five administrative units affected by fire per year is 3,471 acres.
The Little Missouri NG, Cedar River NG, and Grand River NG report 7 fires per year
during the preceding 20 years. The average area across these three administrative units
affected by fire per year is 1,130 acres. Prescribed fire between 1931 and 1935 is limited
to 400 acres on the Pine Ridge RD, 270 acres on the Soldier Creek Management Unit,
and 900 acres on the Bordeaux area. The focus of prescribed burns has been on crested
wheatgrass plantings to enhance the palatability.

Historic fire frequencies varied from 20 to 30 or more years in more dissected topography
of the western Great Plains (\Vright and Bailey 1932). Historic fires documented in a
dendrochronological study in the Black Hills occurred mostly late in the growing season
or after plant growth had ceased for the year (Brown and Sieg 1996). Fires in fall or
early spring may have been more significant than summer fires (Sieg 1997). High fuel
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moisture in July and August slow the rates of spread and result in a smaller area being
burned (Steuter 1933).

Higgins (1934) suggests the recent extent and spread of lightning fires has been modified
by cultural features such as roads and differing patterns in grazing. Several examples
illustrate the point. The fire return interval increased from 27 to every 42 years after
19130 near Devils Tower Wyoming (Fisher et a]. 1937). Brown and Sieg (1996) in the
Black Hills record a 104 year fire free period in ponderosa pine forests between 1390 and
1994 and Wendtland and Dodd (1992) near Seotts Bluff, Nebraska note that 46 fires
recorded since 1935 have dramatically shifted to a pattern of spring occurrence.

Figure 5. Comparison of the extent (spatial and temporal) of historic and current primary
ecological drivers (fire and grazing) for the mixed prairie on the Northern Great Plains.

yam: Fire Hi ric Fire

Time

Space

Evident in the mixed and sandhill prairie-primarily the Ft. Pierre NG. Mckelvie RD.
Bessey RD, Cedar River NG, Grand River NG. Oglala NG, Pine Ridge RD, and Little
Missouri NG--re]ative to fall vegetation height and density is a trend toward few areas
with very low or high measurement categories and the majority of measurements falling
in the moderate category (Table 5). The lack of fire and grazing in a pattern similar to
historic are considered to be primary reasons for the lack of heterogeneity in vegetation
structure on remaining mixed prairie sites.

Conservation of mixed prairie requires incorporating the natural disturbance regimes.
Species diversity is maximized under a combination of natural processes (Collins and
Barber 1936). Large herbivore grazing is a required process for maintaining mixed
prairie with the season, intensity and frequency important (Bragg and Steuter 1996). Fire
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every 5 to 10 years is important to maintain long-term native plant diversity with seasonal
peaks in March-May and September-October and management independent of landscape
context will limit prairie conservation (Steuter et al. 1990).

Shortgass prairie

The exact historical extent of the shertgrass prairie is unknown but most likely extended
east to a line extending south through east-central North Dakota, central Nebraska, east-
central Kansas and farther seuth--substantially different from the current extent (Figure
1).

An ecologist Floyd Larson (1940, cited in Blakes 1.996) was among the first to
describe the impact of bisen extirpation en the extent of short grasses. Blakeslee (1996)
describes the shift to mixed prairie in the mid-1300s, e.g., “The uplands were covered
with buffalo grass common to the plains. The other grasses did not grow until the buffalo
had left the country. In all central Kansas the buffalo grass died seen after the buffalo
ceased to tramp it and “blue-joint (Bluestem) and ether grasses took its place"....“in ether
words, wherever the buffalo ceased to eat, the prairie grasses and the rank grasses grew
up, and the prairie dogs perished."

C. E. Bessey, the Nebraska State Betanist, wrote in the 1390's that in the Sand Hills of
western Nebraska all the species commonly called buffalo grass were disappearing given
“since (buffalo) have disappeared and that prairie fires no longer are allowed to sweep the
plains, the buffalo grass is being rapidly choked out by the ranker species" {Bessey
1893).

Milchunas et al.'s (1998) review of livestock grazing on animal and plant biodiversity
en shertgrass prairie suggests: (1) diversity, abundance, dominance, and dissimilarity
response to long-term grazing were highly variable across classes of organisms; (2) birds
in particular responded significantly with increasing grazing intensity; (3) plant species
composition changed little relative to grazing intensity; (4) shifts in “quality” factors—
exetic, endemic, and rare species were apparent; and (5) large effects of grazing do net
translate into similar effects on ecosystem processes such as primary production, soil
nutrient peels and cycling rates.

There are, however, “important qualitative and quantitative differences between native
and introduced ungulates in some of their neugrazing behaviors and their ecological
censetglue‘nces‘H (Hartnett 1997). Figure 3 depicts the relationship by scale of grazing by
domestic livestock and bisen. At site and local scales, difference between domestic
livestock and bisen may exist in diet and in search time required to locate forage (Plumb
and Dodd 1993) but the affects are less than observed at landscape and larger scales.

Early historic records, however, that describe the shertgrass prairie other than along
major rivers are few and largely limited to near the Missouri River and much latter, the
Powder River. One exception is Nasatir (1952) in Before Lewis and Clerk which
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describes the extensive netwerk ef trade established by the French, Spanish and British
with Native Americans reaching frem the upper Midwest inte the Seuthwest. In 1797, a
man named Jusen in trading with the Mandans in central Nerth Daketa ebserved "The
land en beth sides ef the river is at ene time Meuntaineus 3r. barren and at ether times
even 3: fertile, but in the black part a tree can hardly be feund."

Between 1794 and 1302, Leisel traveling up the Misseuri ebserved the banks te be well-
weeded as far as the appreach te the Platte River and the “Then vast and high prairies,
separated frem the river by lew and humid plains, present te the eye a meneteneus
expanse." Leisel’s fert ef red cedar legs (Fert aux Cedres), en ene ef three islands, near
where the Little Misseuri enters the Misseuri River, was ne lenger evident by 1309 (Abel
1939).

Larecque's daily jeurnal (1305) describes the plains aleng er near the Pewder Rivers “it
is amazing hew very barren the ground is between this and the lesser Misseuri, nething
can hardly be seen but these Cerne de Racquettes (prickly pear cactus). Our herse nearly
starved." Belew the meuth ef the Pewder, Lareque cemmented that smeke frem prairie
fires plagued them fer three days (cited in Thwattes 1996).

Other histeric recerds include the fellewing.

Lewis and Clark ebserved (in 1305) “The ceuntry en beth sides ef the Misseuri frem the
reps ef the river hills, is ene centinued fertile level plain as far as the eye ceuld reach, in
which there is net even a selitary tree er shrub te be seen." In 1306, as Clark reached the
Yellewstene in eastern Mentana "the river and creek abeund in cetten weed tress, theu‘
nene ef sufficiently large eneugh fer canees" (cited in Ceues 1393).

Further seuth near the present Grand Island, Nebraska, the (1320) character was ene ef a
river I“three miles in breadth, centaining numereus small islands, cevered with a scanty
growth ef cetten weed willew, the Amerpha fructesa, and ether shrubs," with the upland
“scenery ef the Platte valley is utmest uniferrnity, a bread plain, unvaried by any ebject,"
with a number ef “prarie deg villiages“ (cited in McFarling 195 5).

By 1330, the “Pertuguese Heuse" trading pest was established aleng the Pewder River
and, by the 1336, Fert Laramie was in place built ef sun dried (adebe) bricks (Ceues
1393) given the prebably lack ef tress.

Near Ft. Unien in Nerth Daketa, Maximilian (1333) recerded “prairies, either bare er
cevered with artemisa (sage), an extensive wilderness, traversed by paths ef stags and
buffalees" and (at night) “the leud hewling ef the welves was cut never-ceasing music”
and “that dreught and want ef weed are the chief impediments te the cultivatien and
settlement ef Whites in the prairies ef the upper Misseuri" (cited in Thwattes 1996).

Maximilian (1334) described the “deselete” chain ef hills that extends te Fert Unien and
“a chain ef hills, with their singular angles and ravines, befere the yellew prairie, with its
erange-celeured weeds ef pepular and ash en the banks“ near Fert Unien (cited in
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Thwattes 23). “The whcle (country) is grey and dry, withcut diversity, ccvered with law
plants, which affcrd feed In numercus herds cf the large heavy buffalo. Here and there
small hellcws, in which there is rather mere mcisture, crcss the prairie, and here scrne
water-plants and grasses grow: in spring and winter there is running cr stagnent water in
them.”

Alsc, in 1834, Tcwnsend described the landscape between the Platte River and the
Sweetwater River as “a wide, sandy desert, dry and desclate‘ yet near “Ruck
Independence" “the banks cf the stream are ccvered the must luxuriant" (cited in
Thwaites 1996)

Figure 6. Ccmpariscn cf the extent (spatial and temporal) cf histcric and current primary
ecclngical drivers (fire and grazing) fer the shcrtgrass prairie en the Nurthem Great
Plains.

Histcric raring
Current Fire

Time

The Mathwes diary (1346, cited in Mcrgan 1963) describes the ccnntry near the Nurth
Fcrk cf the Platte "rcugh and barren" with "Nu timber near" and the letter frcm James
Frazier Reed to James W. Keyes (1346 in Mcrgan 1963) along the Scuth Fcrk cf the
Platte River has children ccllecting buffalc chips fer fuel and "the plains appeared tc be
cne living mass cf bulls, ccws and calves." Wislizenus describe the scuthern Platte as
very sandy and vegetaticn scant (1339, cited in McFarling 1955).

Perhaps nc cther eccsystem in Ncrth America is ac clcse asscciated with grazing. Yet
chunas and Lauenrcth (1993) shcw that species ccmpcsiticn whether in grazed er
ungrazed areas is mere sensitive tc certain envircnrnental variables, particularly water
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availability, and length of grazing than intensity of grazing. Moreover, they suggest the
geographic location of grazing may serve as the important longterm index to
sustainability given the slow responses of species to environmental change, possible
complexity in short term versus longterm nutrient cycling, and no clear effect of grazing
on root mass, soil carbon or soil nitrogen. Milchunas and Lauenroth (1993) further report
grazing had no clear effect on other environmental variables to include soil carbon or soil
nitrogen.

Grazing continues as the dominant ecological driver on the shortgrass prairie (Figure 6).
The spatial extent of grazing has changed reflecting economic and ecological factors.
The major change in the temporal frequency reflects two primary factors; the shift from
nomadic bison and other native herbivore herds domestic grazing rather evenly spaced
across the landscape and second, the annual pattern in grazing.

Fire is clearly historic to the shortgrass prairie. Fire like grazing removes plant materials
and recycles nutrients and is viewed as important in slowing the invasion of sagebrush,
juniper and ponderosa pine (Wells 1965). Today fire on the shortgrass prairie is a rare
event (Figure 6). The Thunder Basin NG reports an average of nine fires per year
affecting an estimated 3,500 acres per years. Prescribed fire on the Thunder Basin NO is
limited to an estimated 100 acres per year.

Today, on National Forest system lands in the NGP, grazing by domestic livestock on
remaining tallgrass-(~ 98% of the area), mixed- (~95% of the area) and shortgrass prairie
(~95% of the area) is characterized by high intensity rather evenly spaced across the
landscape and over long duration. In addition, fencing, additions of fixed watering
points, and fire policy further impact plant and animal communities.

In brief, comparison of existing and historic disturbance regimes shows the following.

I Historic records after 1740 are to be viewed with substantial caution
given Europeans impacts, although records prior to ~1333 (tallgrass prairie) and
~1346 (shortgrass- and mixed prairie) may in some circumstances describe
"natural" conditions.

I There is little if any sinrilarity in the temporal or spatial aspects of the historic
ecological processes (fire and grazing) to that evident today.

I Grazing by bison was the major detemrinant in the historic extent of the
shortgrass prairie, a prairie ecosystem that has greatly declined in the extent.

I An immense literature describes the close relationship of bison and prairie dogs
to the diversity of prairie wildlife and processes significant to prairie diversity.

I Significant scale-dependent differences exist in the impact of domestic livestock
and bison.
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I Natural disturbance regimes are essential te tall-, mixed—, and shertgrass prairie
censervatien.

The cearse filter appreach te the maintenance ef bielegical diversity is a feur-step
precess: (1) delineate the planning area; (2) cempare the distributien ef existing
ccmmunities te their presettlement patterns; (3) describe the change if any in disturbance
regimes; and cenduct species’ assessments. There are immense changes (declines) in
area and extent ef native prairie and mest estimates are based en recent versus the
histeric extent ef majer bedies ef native prairie, particularly the shert- and tallgrass
prairie. Mammal and bird ccmmunities en the NGP have changed dramatically with beth
extirpatiens and large scale invasiens evident. Patterns in the current frequency and
extent ef ecelegical precesses such as herbivery and fire have little resemblance te
natural disturbance regimes.

Briefly, in summary, the purpuse ef the Ccarse Filter is te previde fer the diversity ef
plants and animals, and therefere the viability ef the majerity ef species. Censervatien
recemmendatiens based en the Cearse Filter include the fellewing.

(1) Increase the number ef prairie relicts threugh land exchange er acquisitien;
particularly fer the critically endangered shertgrassu and tallgrass prairie;

(2) Implement grazing practices that previde beth tall and shert grass fer extended
perieds (1 te 8 years) with public lands having adequate (x2095) representatien ef three
structural classes, shert, mid, and tall.

(3) Restere where feasible natural fire regimes--at a minimum every I tn 4 years in the
tall grass prairie and every 5 te 10 years in the mixed prairie and shertgrass prairie.

(4) Remeve enereaching weedy vegetatien. Highly scattered and very small patches ef
fire-resistant eak and juniper appear histerically te have existed en islands, escarpments
er ether areas pretected frem fire, particularly en islands, and near the eastern and
nerthern edges ef NGP.

(5) Manage te centre] nen-desirable invasive plant species; and

(6) Implement a scientifically credible inventery and menitering system te insure
pregress tcward (1) threugh (5) is achieved.

Species Assessments-Nertebrates

Categery 3 vertebrate species at risk (Appendix 1), er these asseciated with regienal er
state imperilment, are addressed using a cearse filter precess. These species are
identified with habitats they petentially eccur within in the planning area (Appendix 2).
Habitats in this matrix are reughly asseciated with a gradient frem mesic te xeric
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communities. We also address special habitat features (e.g. prairie dog colonies and
buttes) and agricultural habitats that do not necessarily conforrn to a moisture gradient.

A species versatility index was used (Amold 199?) to describe the breadth of different
habitats occupied by a set of species and was used to group Category 3 Species at Risk.
Single habitat related species are defined as "alpha" species. These species that have
large heme ranges or are associated with many habitats are termed "gamma" species.
Species corroborated with a primary habitat (s), but also found in other habitats are
referred to as "beta“ specie s. The occurrences of species are depicted by biophysical
structure and process gradients that are found within these broad habitat groups (Table 9).
For example, we identified species at risk associated with grassland communities on the
basis of whether they occur in shortgrass prairie (low structure) versus tallgrass (high
structure), low versus high fire occurrences, and heavy versus light grazing.

These associations are useful in determining habitat elasticity of individual species,
identifying biophysical features important as habitat requisites, and in identifying
conservation measures for these bread habitats that could be used to insure habitat
integrity. Appendix 2 provides a list of the habitat groupings that were used for the
planning area and include the following.

Aunaticflfiietlgild. These communities include rivers and their habitat features (e.g. sand
bars), streams, wetlands, springs, bogs and fun and marsh habitats. Generally, rivers and
stream habitat gradients were depicted on the basis of turbidity, size (width and length)
and velocity. Wetland habitat types were discriminated on the basis of their size and
depth.

RiparianfRioarian Woodland. Riparian communities are associated with riverine, stream,
and subirrigated hydrological systems. Dominant communities include, but are not
limited to, cottonwood, green ash, and woodland draws communities. Gradient features
addressed were tree size (diameter), canopy closure, and understory density (sapling and
shrub layers). Shrub riparian communities were identified on the basis of canopy closure.

Conifer Communities. Conifer communities include juniper woodland and ponderosa
pine communities. Gradient features include tree size (diameter), understory density
(sapling and shrub layers), and the frequency of fire occurrences.

Grasslands. Grasslands include short, mixed and tallgrass prairie systems. The gradients
used for these systems include the seral state of the grassland, grazing intensity, fire
occurrence frequencies.

Shmblands. Shmbland cormnunities include sagebrush, chokecherry, greasewoed!
saltbrush, and other shrub or shrub-steppe communities. The primary gradient used in
describing these systems is stand canopy closure (open versus closed).
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Badlands. This categery includes these landscape features such as badlands, buttes, reek
eatereps and cases. The gradients used te describe these specific habitat cempenents
include relief (lew versus steep) and slepe.

Table 9, Asseeiatien ef animal species at risk within the Nerthem Great Plains based en
habitat types at the bread scale. Habitat types are similar te the cemparisen ef histeric te
current (Table 3) and include aquatic (wetland and riverine) (A and B), riparian
weedlands (deciduens ferests) (C), eenifereus ferests (D), grasslands (E), shrublands (F),
and specific habitat cempenents, e.g., badlands (G),

(A) Smies at risk asseciated predominantly with wetland cemmunities

4___ American bittem __._.__',

4—- black tern Ir

‘4— white-faced ibis _"'

4____ nerthem leepard freg*_.,

4 tiger salamander“—y

1—- trumpeter swan F

V
small large
shallew deep

* eecurs in wetlands that are distributed in a variety ef vegetatien cemmunities

(B) Smcies at risk asseciated predeminantljg with riverine eemmunities

”‘— river etter h"

4 +
small large

shallew deep
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(C) Species at risk associated predominantlr with deciduous riuarian communities

"‘ ‘yellow billed cuckoo

.‘ least weasel* It

«I plains spotted skunk-*5 b

Hoggerhead shrike* I"
<- )-
seedling pole large diameter
open canopy closed canopy
open understory closed understory
heavy grazing light grazing

* species are found in several different communities and seral stages

(D) Species at risk associated predominantly with conifer communities

¢ merlin

Horthem goshawk

filack—backed woodpecker
‘ Blackhills red-bellied snake ”

4 I
Sapling Pole Large Diameter

Dense Understory Open Understory

No Fire Occurrences Frequent Fire
Occurrences



 

        

    

 

        

  

   

   

  

    

 

      
   

    

    

    

      

          

       

   

    

     

  
  

      

 

        

    

 

        

  

   

   

  

    

 

      
   

    

    

    

      

          

       

   

    

     

  
  

      

(E) Smcies at risk associated gredominantl}: with maland communities

McCown’s longspur”h Bairds sparrow—I" dicksissel"

burrowing owl _.. Sprague’s pipit _.. Dakota Skipper_p

Povvesheik skipperling—>

upland sandpiper —"
greater prairie chicken—b

long-billed curlew —p-

Hen'uginous hawk? regal fritillaryr —>

‘ plains pocket mouse* ,

{Jwainson‘s hawk* ;

«I i >
Low seral High seral

Shortgrass Mixed grass Tallgrass

Heavy Grazing Light Grazing

Few Fire Occurrences Man)»F Fire Occurrences

* found in several different vegetation communities and seral stages

(F) Species at risk associated nredominantlv with s_hrubland communities

< short-cared owl—p

4—sage grouse V

.‘ dwarf ShIBW*—b

.‘ . III-
open dense

* also occurs in grassland types
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(G) Species at risk associated predominantly with badland communities

4—California bighom sheep b
4—fringed-tailed myotis—>
4_Townsend‘*s big-cared bat—"

Hhort-horned lizard——>

4— pale milk snakr—D

“ mountain lion +

*low relief steep relief >

level cliffs

* also found in riparian areas

Three species (fox Sparrow, osprey and common loon) identified as Category 3 Species at
Risk were excluded from this analysis because they do not use the analysis area for
breeding habitats. Potential impacts to viability of these species in considered minimal.

Eleven Species are considered to be Alpha, restricted primarily to a single habitat (Table
9). Of interest is that grassland terrestrial Alpha species are closely associated with either
low or high/potential VOR levels. In other words, the Alpha species considered at risk
are those closely associated with the VCR samples that fall in the low (10% of the
samples) or high-potential categories (5% to 20% of the samples). Second, seven Alpha
terrestrial species are closely associated with native prairie known to have declined in
area since pro-intensive settlement and three are associated with prairie rivers
characterized by conditions evident prior to intensive settlement.

Eighteen species are listed as Beta (Table 9), thus utilize two to four habitats (Appendix
2). Nine of the 18 species are associated with habitats estimated to have declined due to
intensive settlement, and specific impacts on grasslands (n = 3), shrub types (n =1) and
the rare habitat elements (n = 5). Factors affecting the concern for the remaining nine
Beta species vary and may extend beyond habitat.

Seventeen species are considered to be versatile or Gamma (Table 9), e.g., utilize several
habitats (Appendix 2). The majority of terrestrial Gamma species are associated with
wetland habitats (n =5). Habitat for the Blanding's turtle, a species wide in distribution,
is difficult to describe and therefore this species is not included in Table 9 (A). Two of
three Gamma Species associated with the coniferous forest are dependent on older seral,
open pine or juniper stands. For example, the concern for the black-backed woodpecker,
a species closely associated with recently burned coniferous forest, most likely reflects
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the decline in the temporal frequency and spatial extent of fire since pre-intensive
settlement. These species, although associated with older seral stages, are
Table 9. Association of animal species at risk with habitat within the Northern Great
Plains based on the Versatility Index and habitat types able to be distinguished at the
bread scale. Habitat types are similar to the comparison of historic to current (Table 3)
and include aquatic (water and wetlands), riparian woodlands (deciduous forests),
coniferous forests, grasslands (rangeland shrub and rangeland mixed), habitat
components (e.g., caves, rocks, sand bars, etc.) and agriculture (croplands).

Versatility Index

Alpha Beta Gamma

Flathead chub Trumpeter swan Northern leopard frog
Longnose sucker Blackhills redbelly Tiger Salamander
Plains top minnow snake Blanding's turtle
Sage grouse Pale milk snake Arnerican bittem
Dakota skipper Yellow-billed cuckoo White-faced ibis
Powesheik skipperling Fox sparrow Black tern
Greater prairie chicken Lewis woodpecker Osprey
Sprague's pipit Dwarf shrew Common loon
McCown's longspur Least weasel Ri 1.rer otter
Baird's sparrow Ferruginous hawk Northern goshawk
Burrowing owl Swainson's hawk Merlin

Regal fritillary Black-backed
Upland sandpiper woodpecker
Dicksisscl Loggerhead shrike
Townsend's big-eared
bat

Short-cared owl
Mountain lion

California bighorn Plains pocket mouse
sheep Plains Spotted skunk
Fringe-tailed myotis
Long-billed Curlew
Short-horned lizzard

also found in a variety of forest communities. One species--the plains pocket mousenis
associated with grasslands (Table 9) but has strong associations with other habitat types
(Appendix 2). One Gamma species--the short-cared owl-is associated with the decline in
the extent of shrub habitats, but is found in a variety of other habitats.
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Overall, the censervatien geals (Table 10) sheuld previde and er centribute te the
pepulatien viability ef the wetland and riverine species threugh the maintenance and er
resteratien ef histerical habitats fer these species influenced by Ferest service
managementnsix species, Blanding‘s turtle, American bittern, white-faced ibis, black
tern, esprey, cemmen leen, are either periferal te the planning area er utilize habitats
rarely if ever influenced by Ferest Service management activities.

Censervatien ef the six species mest clesely with cenifereus ferest and shrub (Table 9)
will benefit from the increase in the arneunt ef large diameter, epen cenifer stands within
the centext ef the natural range ef variablity and the increase in elder stands ef sage.
Mereever, several species --the fringe-tailed myetis and meuntain lien--are either
periferal te the planning area er rarely utilize habitats influenced by Ferest Service
management activities. Twe species, the nerthern geshawk and merlin, are asseciated
with habitats that have increased since histeric suggesting ether facters beyend these
influence by Natienal Ferest System management may play a rele in the censervatien
cencern.

In general, there is a clese asseciatien between the estimated changes in grassland and
shrub habitats frem histeric te current (Table 3) and habitats required fer the terrestrial
Categery 3 Species at Risk. Six ef 7 species are clesely asseciated with high (Knepf
1996 and ethers) high vegetatien structure--a seral stage knewn te have declined in area.
In centrast, the McCewn‘s lengspur is asseciated with epen, mere intensively grazed
areas, a rare habitat within the planning area. The censervatien strategies evident in
Table 10 will previde fer a high degree ef heteregeneity ef grassland structure.
emphasing beth lew and high seral habitats.

Table 10. Habitat censervatien and imprevement geals fer Categery 3 species based en
where they eccur aleng envirenmental gradients within bread cemmunities. Habitat is
defined as that capable ef supper-ting a pepulatien fer ene er mere Categery 3 species
ever the planning peried.

Habitat Censervatien Recemmendatiens

Aquatic - riverine Prejects will centribute te the
maintenance and er resteratien ef
histerical habitats. Manage fer an array
ef habitat cenditiens that suppert endemic
species

Aquatic - wetland Prejects will maintain and restere
intigrety ef wetlands. Manage fer an array
ef habitat cenditiens that suppert endemic
species

Cenifer Prej ects will increase the ameunt ef large



      
       

     

         
     

       
       

  

         
      

    
     

  

          
      

     
     

      
  

         
       

     
      

       
   

      
        

     
     

    
  

      
     

      
      

     
   

 

  

      
       

     

         
     

       
       

  

         
      

    
     

  

          
      

     
     

      
  

         
       

     
      

       
   

      
        

     
     

    
  

      
     

      
      

     
   

 

  

Deciduous weedlands

Grasslands - shertgrass prairie

Grasslands - mixed grass prairie

Grasslands - tallgrass prairie

Shrublands

Badlands
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diameter, epen cenifer stands within the
centext ef the natural range ef variablity
and petential ef the landscape.

Prejects will increase the full range ef
structural diversity within large diameter
stands and within the centeitt ef the
natural range ef variablity and petential ef
the landscape.

Alletment management plans will preside
fer a diverse gradient ef structure,
emphasizing lew seral habitats.
Management will alse eptimize prairie
deg celenies.

Alletment management plans will preside
fer high degrees ef heteregeneity ef
grassland structure, emphasing lew and
high seral habitats. Management will
emphsaize prairie deg celenies en lew
seral habitats.

Alletment management plans will preside
fer a high degree ef heteregeneitj,r ef
grassland structure. High seral habitats
will be emphasized. Prescribed fire will
be a primary teel fer nutrient recycling
and habitat resteratien.

Prejects and alletinent management plans
will preside fer will preside fer a diverse
gradient ef structure, emphasizing elder
seral habitats. Manage understeries te
maintain and enhance perennial
herbaceeus cempenents.

Projects will retainfrestere the full
spectrum ef cemmunities within badlands.
Manage tewards a reductien in read
densities. Reduce the number ef water
develepments fer livesteek, and restere
histeric hydrelegic regimes.

Species Assessments-Plants
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A guild system (Table 11) was used te address Categery 3 (Appendix 1) plant Species at
Risk in erder te asseciate habitat needs ef these species. Categery 1 and 2 plant Species
at Risk are addressed threugh fine filter analysis under the fine filter pertien ef this
repert. Use ef the guild system is intended te be a cearse filter appreach te addressing
rare plant pepulatien viability. Within a landscape centext, areas centaining a mesaic ef
high quality native plant cemmunities in cenjunctien with natural disturbance regimes
previde a primary feces fer managing rare plant pepulatiens within their natural range ef
variatien. The cearse level guild appreach sheuld be used in cenjunctien with mere
species specific analysis (fine filter analysis) in pretecting plant species at risk and their
habitats.

Within specific guilds, further analysis may be needed te identify and select fer
management these prierity areas which previde the highest prebability ef meeting
pepulatien viability geals fer plant species at risk. Certain disturbance events and
precesses have eccuned since histeric settlement which previde a paradigm shift frem
the disturbance precesses which defined the fermer natural range ef variatien fer many
plant cemmunities and species. Fer example. beth past agriculturalizatien and the
intreductien ef nenunative plant species have highly altered the disturbance equilibrium
and the range ef natural variatien in plant cemmunities in seme areas. On the plains.
large areas may have been crepped at ene time resulting in tilled seils, altered’native seil
prefiles, and remeval ef the native vegetatien. In additien, seme plant cemmunities
centain nen-native plant species including nexieus weeds. Prier'ity areas within guilds
may include these areas ef native prefile seils (untilled) and high quality native plant
cemmunities as well as these areas which capture unique habitat cempenents. In
additien. disturbance precesses similar te these under which the species and cemmunities
evelved sheuld be incerperated inte habitat management.

Etern ergirie beggy wetlan_ds. This guild includes the plant species feund in habitats
asseciated with bogs, calcareeus fens. springs, beggy weedlands, and the Green
ashfbassweed decidueus hardweeds feund aleng the Sheyenne River in eastern Nerth
Daketa. Many ef the species are water-leving species and their habitats are dependent
upen the interactien ef hydrelegic regimes within specific landscape features. In
additien, this guild centains the river gallery ferests ef elm and bassweed feund aleng the
Sheyenne River. This guild centains the largest number ef Categery 3 plant Species at
Risk fer the Nerthem Great Plains planning area. In additien, the majerity ef these
species en the Sheyenne Natienal Grassland are primarily restricted te a narrew range ef
habitats (Table 11), i.e. they are censidered species with either a narrew-range er mid-
range ef versatility (refer te the Plant Versatility Index). The list includes ene shmb,
several sedges, and numereus fern species. It lies within the Red River Valley Sectien
(Figure 2).

Tallgfls prairie wetlm. This guild includes the plant species feund in habitats
asseciated with lewland swales, wetland depressiens, marshes. and the sedger’willew
cemplexes feund within the tallgrass prairie ef the Sheyenne Natienal Grasslands ef
eastern Nerth Daketa. Three ef the 42 Categery 3 plant Species at Risk are feund in
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habitats asseciated with this guild. Twe ef the species are categerized as eccun'ing in the
mid-range ef versatility, i.e. they are associated primarily with ene habitat type but may
alse be feund in ether habitat types. One species is censidered te be in the narrew-range
ef versatility as it is asseciated with enly ene habitat type. In additien. the Western
Prairie Fringed Orchid, a threatened plant species, alse eccurs within habitats ef this
guild. Mesic areas which previde habitat en ether units ef the planning area may differ in
habitat, seils, and hydrolegic regime frem these feund en the Sheyenne NG. hewever
these ether habitats share the cemmen feature ef having a perennial meisture regime
which may vary seasenally er annually. The guild is is delineated by the Red River
Valley Sectien and Nerth-Central Glaciated Plains Sectien (Figure 2).

Tallgriss prairie decidueus hgrdwemig. This guild includes the hardweed ferests and
weedlands feund en the Sheyenne Natienal Grasslands in eastern Nerth Daketa. The
habitat types asseciated with this guild are predeminately characterized by Green ash-bex
elder cemmunities, as well as American elm and cettenweed cenununities. These
cemmunities eccur upslepe frem the river gallery ferests and intergrade inte savanna
with increasing distance and elevatien abeve the river valleys. Mesic weedlands and
meist areas which previde habitat en ether pertiens ef the planning area may differ in
habitat, seils. and hydrelegic regime frem these described fer the Sheyenne Natienal
Grassland, hewever these ether habitats share the semen feature ef rich leam seils and
mesic cenditiens which are capable ef supperting weeded cemmunities deminatcd by
eastern decidueus hardweed trees. Six plant species, including ene shrub. ene ferb. ene
sedge. and three ferns are feund in habitats asseciated with this guild. All six species are
categerized as eccurring in the mid-range ef versatility. i.e. they are asseciated primarily
with ene habitat type but may alse be feund in ether habitat types. The guild is
delineated by the Red River Valley Sectien and Nerth-Central Glaciated Plains Sectien
(Figure 2).

Tallgrass prairie. This guild captures the tallgrass prairie habitats in the eastern pertien
ef the planning area. The habitats within the guild are deminatcd by grass species such
as big bluestem, Indiangrass, and switchgrass. The tallgrass prairie intergrades inte the
mixed grass prairie te the west as precipitatien patterns change. One plant Species at
Risk. upright pinweed, eccurs within this guild. Upright pinweed is categerized as a
generalist species being feund within several habitats acress the tallgrass and mixed grass
prairie. The guild is delineated by the Red River Valley Sectien and Nerth-Central
Glaciated Plains Sectien (Figure 2).

Tallgags prairie chenny sandhills. This guild captures the varieus cempenents ef the
cheppy sandhills landtype feund within the tallgrass prairie en the Sheyenne Natienal
Grasslands in Nerth Daketa. This landtype censists ef mixed grass prairie intermingled
with Bur eak savanna weedlands. Sand dunes and sand bleweuts are ether
distinguishing features ef the guild. Bur eak seral stages such as aspen cemmunities may
alse be present. The Sheyenne sandhills are a unique geelegic area fermed by the
Sheyenne River delta as it flewed inte ancient Lake Agassiz. At ene time, glacial Lake
Agassiz ferrned the largest inland fresh water lake in Nerth America. Where majer
tributaries entered the lake, deltas were built such as the Sheyenne River delta. The
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geelegic erigins ef the sandhills are unique te the planning area as are the asseciatien ef
habitats feund here. Feur Species at Risk are feund within this asseciatien. Twe ef the
species are categerized as eccuning in the mid—range ef versatility, i.e. they are
asseciated primarily with ene habitat type but may alse be feund in ether habitat types.
The ether twe species, a grass and a tree, are censidered te be in the narrew—range ef
versatility. The guild is delineated by the Red River Valley Sectien and Nerth-Central
Glaciated Plains Sectien (Figure 2).

Western riparian. This guild includes the wide variety ef wetland and riparian habitat
types feund in the mixed and shertgrass prairie ef the Little Misseuri, Grand River and
Cedar River Natienal Grasslands. The habitat types asseciated with this guild are varied,
but are primarily distinguished by being areas ef added meisturc within a xeric landscape.
Vegetatien cemrnunities include the riparian cettenweeds feund aleng perennial and
intermittent streams, sedge and juncus habitats feund in cenjunctien with springs and
seeps, saline subirrigated zenes, weedy draws, and wet meadews. Three plant species,
including a cettenweed, a grass, and a ferb, are feund in habitats asseciated with this
guild. Twe ef the species are categeriaed as eccur'ting in the mid-range ef versatility, i.e.
they are asseciated primarily with ene habitat type but may alse be feund in ether habitat
types. Alkali sacaten is feund within the narrew subirrigated zene ef saline
drainageways. Blue lips eccurs primarily in niches ef lew evapetranspiratien rates,
added meisture cenditiens, and limited sunlight reflectance in the mixed prairie. Habitats
asseciated with weedy draws prevides these cenditiens as well as nerth-facing cliffs
asseciated with butte escarpments. The ether species, a cettenweed, is censidered te be
in the narrew-range ef versatility. The guild is delineated by the Nerthern Glaciated
Plains Sectien and Nerthwestern Great Plains Seetien (Figure 2).

Sceria hills. This guild includes the sceria hills and recky sceria knebs feund acress the
mixed and shertgrass prairie in the western naticnal grasslands. The habitat types
asseciated with this guild are predeminately characterized by grass habitat types
including these deminated by needlegrasses and wheatgrasses with a diverse ferb
cennnunity which is eften very different frem the ferb cempenent in the surreunding
landscape. The sceria hills and knebs represent rnicresites within the relling grassland
and badlands landscape. Seme cempenents ef their plant cemrnunities may be similar te
surreundjng cennnunities hewever the lithic seil herizen eften favers dmughty species,
early seral species, and eecasienally shrub er tree species which may establish reets in
the recky seil prefile. Twe plant species, a cenifer and a ferb, are feund within these
sceria sites. Gelden stickleaf is categeri zed as a narrew-range species, being feund in
sceria breaks and knebs as well as reck eutcreps in the mixed grass and shertgrass prairie
ef western Nerth Daketa. Limber pine, a mid-range ef versatility species, is feund in
sceria breaks abeve the Little Misseuri River in Nerth Daketa. The guild is delineated by
the Nerthem Glaciated Plains Sectien and Nerthwestem Great Plains Sectien (Figure 2).

Sandy plains: This guild is very bread in scepe and includes the wide variety ef sandy
habitat types feund acress the mixed and shertgrass plains in the western pertien ef the
planning area. Edaphic characteristics primarily define this guild with primary emphasis
upen sandy seils whether they eccur within sandy swale micresites, decempesing
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sandstene hills. er bread grassland habitat types influenced by a sandy seil herizen.
Habitat types within this guild may be demiuated by prairie sandreed, needlegrasses.
Indian ricegrass. er wheatgrasses. The ferb cempenent within this guild is eften very
high. One plant Species at Risk is feund within this guild. Sand lily is eategerized as a
mid-range ef versatility species which prefers sandy seils and sandstene deeempesitien
areas within the mixed grass plains ef Nerth Daketa. The guild is delineated by the
Nerthern Glaciated Plains Sectien and Nerthwestern Great Plains Seetien (Figure 2).

Buttes. This guild captures the unique butte landferms which eccur as iselated and
scattered tepegraphic features within the surreunding landscape ef relling grasslands and
badlands. Many ef the buttes are capped by geelegic formations which are very different
from the geelegic strata ef the surreunding landscape. In additien, butte landferrns eften
centain uncennnen edaphie. meisture, and vegetative cenditiens resulting in unique plant
eemmunities as well as eencentratiens ef rare species elements. Feur ferb species eut ef
the 42 Categery 3 plant Species at Risk are feund within this guild. The nedding
buckwheat is a narrew range specialist feund enly within decempesing sandstene reek
asseciated with Reundtep Butte in western Nerth Daketa. The alyssum-leaved phlex is a
mid-range ef versatility species asseciated with the Iimreclt feature ef Bullien Butte but
alse having limited eccurrenees in ether habitats adjacent te the butte. Twe ether ferb
species are knewn frem very limited pepulatiens aleug the rim ef Bullien Butte, ene ef
the largest buttes within the Little Misseuri Natienal Grassland in western Nerth Daketa.
The guilds is delineated by the Nerthwestern Great Plains Sectien and Nerthern Glaciated
Plains Sectien (Figure 2).

Table 3 summarizes the Categery 3 Species at Risk fer plants within the eentext ef a
versatility index. Thirteen plant species were rated as narrew-range and as such weuld be
censidered te be restricted te a single habitat. These species are primarily ceneentrated in
the Eastern prairie beggy wetlands althengh ethers are feund asseciated with western
buttes landferms and the Sheyenne cheppy sandhills landtype. The Eastern prairie buggy
wetlands which prevides habitat fer the main cencentratien ef narrew-range species has
been greatly reduced in tetal area since pre-intensive settlement. In additien. these areas
are sensitive te disturbance and develepment such as reads. drainage, intreductien ef
nen-native plant species, and grazing.

The ether cencentratien ef narrew-range species eccurs within restricted habitats
eccurring within butte and sand dune landtypes. In the sand dune habitats. seils have
eften been stabilized and revegetated resulting in the less ef primary successienal species
which need aetively-ereding slepes at the edge ef meving sand. The primary threats te
these species are less ef habitat threugh changes in grazing and fire regimes, intreductien
ef nen-native plant species, and management which has favered stabilizatien ef sand
dunes. Similarily. several cencentratiens ef narrew-range species are asseciated with the
butte landferms feund in the western part ef the planning area. The butte escarpments in

Table 11. Greupings ef plant Species at Risk with habitat within the Nerthern Great
Plains based en the Versatility Index and cennnunityfhabitat types able te be
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distinguished at the broad scale. Habitat types are similar to the comparison of historic to
current (Table 3) and include wetlands, riparian (stream, meadows, and deciduous
woodlands), coniferous forests, shrublands, grasslands, and agriculture (croplands).

Versatility Index

Narrow-range Midurange Generalists

Eastern prairie boggyP Marsh bellflower Labrador bedstraw
wetlands Buckbean Marsh fern
(bogs, calcareous Bog willow Spinulose woodfern

fens, springs, boggy Slender cottongrass Marsh horsetail
woodlands. Green ash- Showy lady‘s slipper Delicate sedge
basswood hardwoods Sensitive fern
along Sheyenne River) Loesel's twayblade

Shining flatsodge
Umbrella flatsedge
Meadow horsetail
Crested shield fern

Tallgrass prairie Little grape fem Adder‘s tongue
wetlands (lowland Small white lady‘s slipper
swales. sedgefwillow
complexes. marshes.
wet depressions)

Tallgrass prairie 13‘3n
deciduous hardwoods Lady fern
(Green ash-elm Broad-leased goldenrod
woodlands) Oak fern

Foxtail sedge
Leathery grapefern

Tallgrass prairie Upright pinweed

Tallgrass prairie Sandgrass Frostweed
choppy sandhills Beach heather Wahoo spindle-tree

Western plains Lanceleaf cottonwood Alkali sacaton
riparian (perennial and Blue liP5
intermittent streams,
seepsl'springs, wet
meadows)

Scoria hills (scoria Golden stickleaf Limher pine
hills and knobs)

Sandy plains (sandy Sand lily
swales. sandy soils)

Buttes Nodding buckwheat Alyssum—leaved phlos
Torrey's cryptantha
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Hooker's townsendia

western North Dakota are unique islands within the surrounding rolling grasslands and
badlands. Nodding buckwheat is known from only one population in North Dakota,
associated with habitat found on Roundtop Butte. Hooker's townsendja and Torrey's
cryptantha are also known from limited populations located along the rimrock edge of
Bullion Butte, tho second largest butte in North Dakota. The threats to these butte
habitats primarily involve grazing and introduced species competition to native flora.

Twenty six plant species are rated as mid-range of versatility species meaning that they
may primarily occur on one habitat type but also are found in other habitat types. The
majority of the species in this category are found in the Eastern prairie boggy wetlands
guild and tend to be found in the bogs. lens. and marshes associated with the Sheyenne
National Grassland. Many of these wetland habitat types have been altered and drained
throughout their former pre-settlement range. In addition. these wetland habitats are
sensitive to disturbance and development. introduction of non—native plant species,
trampling. and grazing.

In addition. mid-range species include several tallgrass species associated with the
tallgrass prairie deciduous hardwoods guild on the Shcyenne National Grassland. Within
the Northern Great Plains planning area, the habitat components captured by this guild
are uncommon and occupy a very small percentage of the total land base. This guild
includes broadleaf tree communities such as Green ashfbor. elder. American elm, and
cottonwood. These communities occur upslope from river valley forests yet are also
highly dependent upon maintenance of hydrologic regimes and are sensitive to grazing,
road development. and introduction of non-native plant species.

It should be noted that mid-range species, by definition, occur primarily on one habitat
type, but are also found in other habitat types. Under some situations this may be a
function of response to a moisture gradient which may vary considerably depending on
whether the current growing season involves drought conditions or wet conditions.
Therefore some mid-range species may function as narrow-range species in drought years
when moisture conditions restrict suitable habitat. Conversely, some narrow-range
species may expand their range during wet climate cycles and behave more like midi
range species.

Only one plant species was categorized as a generalist species meaning that it occurs
across a wide variety of habitat types. This species, upright pinweed, is found on the
tallgrass prairie of the Sheyenne National Grasslands. Limited information is known
about the upright pinweed population to be able to more closely define its population

Table 12. Habitat conservation and improvement goals for Category 3 Species at Risk
based on where they occur along environmental gradients within broad communities.
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Habitat is defined as that capable ef supporting a pepulatien fer ene er mere Categery 3
species ever the planning peried.

Habitat Censervatien Recemmendatiens

Eastern prairie beggy wetlands Manage landscape fer maintenance ef
natural hvdrelegical regimes, restere er
maintain the natural wetland mesaie ef
vegetatien cemmunities, and centre] nen-
native plant species. Alletment
management plans will preclude grazing
in these areas.

Tallgrass prairie wetlands Manage fer maintenance ef natural
hydrelegical regimes, restere er maintain
the natural mesaic ef wetland vegetatien
cemmunities, and centre] hen-native plant
species. Alletment management plans

A will permit grazing within the framewerlt
ef histeric precesses. Preperly timed fire
and grazing may limit willew invasien.
Management ef Off Read Vehicle (ORV)
and related recreatien is impertant and the
impacts ef grasshepper and ether spraying
must be censidered.

Tallgrass prairie decidueus hardweeds Manage landscape fer maintenance ef
natural hydrelegical regimes, restere er
maintain the natural mesaie ef seral
vegetatien cemmunities including
wetlands, and centrel nen-native plant
species. Alletmeut management plans
will preclude grazing in these areas.
Preperly timed fire and grazing may limit
willew invasien. Management ef ORV
and related recreatien is impertaut.
Impacts ef grasshepper and ether spraying
must be censidered.

’ “5 Tallgrass prairie Manage fer maintenance ef natural
hydrelegical regimes, restere er maintain



 

      
     

    
      

      
      

     
       

      
 

 

         
     

     
      
    

     
     

     
     

     
       

      
 

  

   

  

     
    

    
     

       
      
       

     
     

     
    

    
     

      

       
      

 

      
     

    
      

      
      

     
       

      
 

 

         
     

     
      
    

     
     

     
     

     
       

      
 

  

   

  

     
    

    
     

       
      
       

     
     

     
    

    
     

      

       
      

Tallgrass prairie choppy sandhills

Western plains riparian

Scoria hills

Sandy plains
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the natural mosaic of seral vegetation
communities, and control non-native plant
Species. Allotment management plans
will permit grazing within the framework
of historic processes. Properly timed fire
and grazing may limit willow invasion.
Management of 01Wr and related
recreation is important and the impacts of
grasshopper and other spraying must be
considered.

Manage for maintenance of natural
hydrological regimes. Restore the natural
mosaic of seral vegetation communities
including early seral sand dunes. Control
non—native plant species. Allotment
management plans will permit grazing
within the framework of historic
processes. Properly timed fire and
grazing may limit willow invasion.
Management of ORV and related
recreation is important and the impacts of
grasshopper and other spraying must be
considered.

Manage landscape for maintenance of
natural hydrologic processes. Control
non-native plant species. Allotment
management plans will promote structural
integrity of woodland species and will be
timed to permit recruitment of young
trees. Management of ORVs and roads to
reduce impacts is important. Limit
development of springs and seeps.

Manage projects for maintenance of
natural landscape processes. Control non-
native plant species. Allotment
management plans will utilize grazing
within the framework of historic patterns.

Manage projects for maintenance of
natural landscape processes and restore or
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maintain the natural mesaic ef seral
vegetatien cemmunities. Centre! nen-
native plant species. Alletment
management plans will permit grazing
within the framewerk ef histeric
precesses. The impacts ef grasshepper
and ether spraying must be censidered.

Buttes Prejects will maintain er restere the full
spectrum ef cemmunities asseciated with
buttes. Unique habitats asseciated with
buttes sheuld be pretected. Read
densities sheuld be reduced and fragile
butte seils sheuld be pretected. Reduce
the number ef water developments fer
livesteck. Restere histcric hydrelegic
regimes. Minimize the impacts ef
grasshepper spraying en insect—pellinated
plant populatiens.

demegraphics and habitat preferences. The knewn pepulatien is feund within the bread
scepe ef the tallgmss prairie guild.

Censervatien measures fer plant species at risk were derived fer each ef the guilds (Table
12). These measures fecus upen bietic and abietic precesses and the degree te which
management can accemedate these precesses. The vast majerity ef plant Species at Risk
are asseciated with wetland and riparian habitats. The maintenance ef hydrelegic
regimes is parameunt te the censervatien ef plant Species at Risk asseciated with these
cemmunities. Management activities will be allewed te the extent that hydrelegic
precesses are maintained. Species that are asseciated with terrestrial habitats are large
adapted te drought, herbivery and fire. Management in these types ef habitats sheuld be
designed te emulate these histcric precesses using livesteck grazing, native ungulate
herbivery, and prescribed fire.

The Fine Filter

The cearse filter appreach suggests viable pepulatiens will be maintained when the
referenced cemmunities centain almest all the species (Hunter et al. 1938) with the
exceptien ef these (1) with very large heme ranges, (2) with censistently sparse
pepulatien densities. (3) with highly specialized er unique habitats, (4) dependent en
public lands where these eccupy a small part ef the planning area, (5) that are highly
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fragmented or isolated habitats, and (6) habitats that have undergone substantial changes
due to the invasion of alien or exotic species.

The theoretical complexity in accounting for the myriad of factors (demographic, genetic,
habitat fragmentation, species turnover, suitability etc.) involved in estimating a viable
population has hindered the development of a defendable model (Grumbine 1990).

Recently, Beissinger and Wesphall (1993) provide an extensive review on the use of models
of population viability in endangered and threatened species management. Their concerns
and recommendations in part include that most quantitative models are unreliable due to poor
demographic data, unreliable estimates arise through the use of stochastic models because the
inherent structure is often different, alternative models can give very different results and
consideration of alternative models is essential and, that if models are used, start with simple
models and choose an approach the data can support and examine all possible scenarios.
Another significant factor in estimating and managing for population viability is the
necessity of cooperation across administrative boundaries and public and private land
ownerships (Grumbine 1990).

Uncertainties in parameter estimates (Beissinger and Westphall 1993) and the need for
cooperation (Grumbine 199D) frame the fine filter approach on the Northern Great Plains.
Where available data permit, alternative models are considered with the focus on relative
rates and short periods of time. Where no information (other than habitat relationships based
on the literature and professional opinion) is available, qualitative approaches and or
conservation principles to maintain and or enhance the habitat and ecological drivers
important to the species form the basis for conservation.

Each species in Category 1 is considered individually in one of two categories, i.e.,
alternative models or qualitative information. Moreover, each individual species
description includes four elements; species description, conservation status, habitat, and
management practicies favoring population viabilityfrccovery.

Alternative Models

Black-footed Ferret (Category 1)

Species description: The black-footed ferret (Musrele nigripes), only ferret native to
North America, is a medium-sized carnivore about the size of a mink. Their long, slender
body is mostly buff in color accented by a black face mask, black feet and a black-tipped
rail. They are primarily active at night, and their diet consists mostly of prairie dogs.
Black-footed ferrets have 1 litter per year with an average of approximately 4 kits. For
more detailed descriptions of this species, consult Anderson et al. (1936), Clark (1989),
and the Black-footed Ferret Recovery Plan (U. 3. Fish and Wildlife Service 1983).

Conservaron status: This is one of the rarest wild mammalian species in North America
and the world. It was listed as endangered in 1967, and the last known wild ferrets were
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A
captured because ef disease cencerns in 1987 near Meeteetse, Wyeming. The few
pepulatiens knewn te eccur in the wild teday are the result ef reintreductiens. The majer
facters leading tn the endangerment ef the species include:

I Substantial reductiens and fragmentatien ef prairie deg pepulatiens and celenies
by peisening, fumigatien, cultivatien, urbanizatien and plague,

I Unintentienal peisening ef black-feeted ferrets during prairie deg centrel and
cradicatien pregrams,

I Disease (canine distemper and plague).

Black-feeted ferrets are currently being raised in captivity at several lecatiens including
the Natienal Ferret Breeding Center (Wyeming), Henry Deerly Zoe (Nebraska),
Louisville Zeelegical Garden (Kentucky), Natienal Zeelegieal Park‘s Censervaten and
Research Center (Virginia), Pheenis. Zoe (Arizena), Cheyenne Meuntain Zeelegical Park
(Celerade), and the Metrepelitan Terente Zoe (Ontarie). Appreximately 240 breeding
ferrets are currently in the captive breeding pregram. The ebjeetive ef the captive
breeding pregram is re previde ferrets fer release back inte suitable wild habitats. Te
date, reintroductiens have eccurred in Wyeming (Shirley Basin), nerth-central Mentana,
Seuth Daketa (Cenata Basim'Badlands), Alizena (Aubrey Valley) and nerthwest
Celeradefnertheast Utah. Of these lecatiens, the Seuth Daketa reintreductien area is the

A enly ene where plague epizeetics are net an immediate threat. Plague is an exetic disease
spreading acress the range ef the black-tailed prairie deg and decimates prairie deg
pepulatiens that ferrets need fer survival. The ultimate success (viable ferret
pepulatiens) ef each reintroductien pregram remains questienable, altheugh the lack ef
plague epizeetics and relatively high levels ef survival, repreductien, and dispersal ef
released ferrets currently gives reasen fer eptimism at the Cenata BasinfBadlands
reintroductien site.

The recevery ebjeetive identified in the Black-feeted Ferret Recevery Plan calls fer
establishing a prebreeding census pepulatien ef 1,500 free-ranging, breeding adult ferrets
in 10 er mere pepulatiens with ne fewer than 30 breeding adults in any pepulatien by the
year 201D. This ebjeetive is "te ensure immediate survival" ef the species, and if this
ebjeetive is met, dewn-listing the black-feeted ferret frem endangered te threatened may
eccur. Te de-list and ensure leng-ter'm viability may require larger and mere widespread
ferret pepulatiens, especially when censidering the pessiblc centinned spread et‘ plague.
Canine distemper is anether disease that can result in direct mertality ef black-feeted
ferrets and further cemplicates the recevery ef the species.

Petential ef plague te eliminate er substantially impact re'cevery efferts must be
censidered in planning fer recevery ef the species. As previeusly mentiened, plague
epizeetics have already impacted recevery efferts at all current reintreduetien sites,
except the Cenata BasinlBadlands site in Seuth Daketa. A plague epizeetic recently

A eccurred en and near the Thunder Basin Natienal Grassland, and it has te be recegnized
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that plague epizeetics eeuld eventually threaten the Cenata BasinlBadlands
reintreduetien area as well.

Te date, critical habitat has net been designated fer the black-feeted ferret.

Habitat: The histeric range ef black-feeted ferrets nearly eeincided with the range ef
prairie degs acress Nerth America. Black—feeted ferrets eccur almest exclusively in
prairie deg celenies, and ferret mevements eff prairie deg celenies represent dispersal in
search ef ether prairie deg celenies. Ferrets prey primarily en prairie degs and spend
mest ef their time in prairie deg burrevvs and celenies. Large prairie deg celenies and
celeny cemplexes are needed fer leng—term viability ef black-feeted ferret pepulatiens.
Accerding te the recevery plan, apprertimately 135,000 acres ef prairie deg celenies are
needed as suitable reintreduetien habitat te make it pessible te meet the devvn-listing
ebjective ef 1,500 breeding adult ferrets (124 acres ef prairie deg celeny per adult ferret)
in at least 10 lecatiens by the year 2010. This equates te an average ef appreximately
13,500 acres ef prairie deg celenies per reintreduetien area. Hewever, this acreage
prejectien is based en black-feeted ferrets eecurring in white-tailed prairie deg celenies.
It is suspected that area requirements weuld be less in black—tailed prairie deg celenyr
cemplexes due te the higher prairie deg densities typically feund in black—tailed prairie
deg celenies. Based en reeent infermatien en habitat requirements ef adult ferrets in the
Cenata Basim'Badlands reintreduetien area (black-tai led prairie degs), area requirements
may be in the range ef appreximately 35 te 60 acres ef aeti ve prairie deg celeny per adult
ferret (Bill Perry and Travis Livieri, persenal eemrrrunieatien). Since the recevery plan
specifies at least 30 adult ferrets in each reintreduetien area, the minimum size ef each
celeny cemplex in black-tailed prairie deg habitat, based en the current Cenata
BasinfBadlands ferret densities, is currently prejected te be appreximately 1,000 te 1,300
acres. Hewever, results frem several modeling studies (Stremberg et a1. 1933, Heusten
et al. 1936, Clark 1939, Harris et al. 1939, Biggins et a1. 1993, , Bevers et al. 1997)
suggest the need fer much larger celeny cempleses te increase the prebability ef leng-
terrn persistence ef ferret pepulatiens. The Black-feeted Ferret Reeevery Plan alse
identifies the need fer the larger cemplexes but at the same time suggests that the
centributiens smaller eemplexes can make te the natienal recevery efferts sheuld net be
everleeked.

Varieus authers have previded estimates ef minimum viable pepulatiens (MVP). Frankel
and Seule' (1931) previded a general rule that at least 50 adults are needed te maintain
shert-term genetic fitness (30 generatiens). Greves and Clark (1936), using data from
the Meeteetse ferret pepulatien, suggested that a MVP ef 214 breeding adult ferrets
weuld be needed te maintain an effective pepulatien ef 50 adults. Using the area
requirements ef ferrets in the Cenata BasinfBadlands reintreduetien site, a minimum
eemplex size ef 7,490 te 12,340 acres vveuld be needed te suppert 214 adult ferrets.
Harris et a1. (1939) used demegraphic data frem beth Seuth Daketa and Wyeming ferret
pepulatiens in a eemputer simulatien medel and suggested that 90 te 100 black—feeted
ferrets weuld have a 95% prebability ef surviving 50 te 100 years. This weuld result in
the need fer a cemplex. ef apprexirnately 3,150 te 5,400 acres ef active black-tailed
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prairie dog colonies. Lande (1993) provides information that suggests much larger
populations (several thousand) are typically needed fer long-term viability.

Fer more detailed descriptions of black-footed ferret habitat, consult the Black-footed
Ferret Recovery Plan, Harris et al (1989), Clark (1939), Minta and Clark (1989) and
Biggins et al. (1993).

Management Practices Favoriag Population Viabilily/ Recovery:

Tasks for meeting the recovery objectives for black-footed ferrets are outlined and
discussed in the recovery plan. Specific tasks identified in the recovery plan that the
Forest Service could help implement are summarized as follows:

I Locate, evaluate, and maintain potential black-footed ferret habitat (Task #2 in
BFFNRP),

I Establish cooperative black-footed ferret management agreements with public and
private landowners (Task #2416),

- Provide protection for potential reintroduction habitat, including habitat
acquisition (Task #244),

I Develop and implement monitoring and management prescriptions for potential
black-footed ferret habitat (Task #24),

I Develop and implement management plans for prairie dog colonies (Task #241),

I Collect information on potential reintroduction sites for screening and baseline
data purposes (Task # 242),

I Initiate information and education programs for reintroduction sites (Task #245),

:- Re-introduce black—footed ferrets into suitable habitat following recommended
release strategies (Task #4),

I Develop strategic management and monitoring plans for reintroduced populations
(Task #51),

I Develop plans for translocating free-ranging ferrets to other populations (Task
#53).

Guidelines have been developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (unpublished
draft, February, 1990) for protecting reintroduced black-footed ferret populations and
their habitat from possible adverse effects from oil and gas activities. These guidelines
are veryF lengthy and are not repeated here but are available from the Denver Regional
Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
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The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
recently contracted the American Zoo and Aquarium Association (AZA) to conduct a
comprehensive review of the black-footed ferret recovery program. AZA‘s review
findings (Hutchins et a1. 1997) also support the priority need to identify and preserve, as
seen as possible, both existing and potential "large prairie deg complexes" as potential
black-footed ferret habitat.

Given current plague risks and the shortage of available reintroduction areas, identifying
and developing additional reintroduction areas as quickly as possible remains a priority
need. This includes developing new reintroduction areas by attempting to accelerate
expansion of remnant, fragmented prairie dog populations. Te accelerate development of
new reintroduction areas supporting large colony complexes will likely require modified
livestock grazing practices (high grazing intensities), possible restrictions on prairie deg
shooting, and, in some cases, prairie dog translocations. (initiating new colonies). The
need for active landownership adjustment programs by the Forest Service and others is
also needed to enhance opportunities for prairie dog colony expansion and to reduce
conflicts with adjoining land jurisdictions in areas that have the potential to be future
black-footed ferret reintroduction sites.
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Black-tailed Prairie Dog (Category 2)

Species description: Black-tailed prairie dogs (Cynamys ludovicianns) are burrowing
rodents (ground squirrels) that live in colonies on North American grasslands and
shrublands. They are diurnal, herbivorous and highly gregarious. They forage
primarily on grasses and forbs but are also known for cutting down vegetation, including
shrubs, to improve their visibility and reduce predator cover. Females have a single litter
annually of 1 to 6 pups with an average of approximately 3 (at first emergence, not birth).
Consult Hoogland (1995) and Jones et al. (1983) for more detailed descriptions of the
species.
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Censcrvatien status: Black-tailed praiiie deg celenies new cever abeut 300,000 acres in
the United States, Canada and Mexice, and this is theught te represent an everall
reductien in celeny acreage since Eurepean settlement ef Nerth America ef greawr than
90% (Knewles 1993, Mulhem and Knewles 1997). Prier te Eurepean settlement, the
species was believed te have inhabited semewhere between 100 and 200 millien acres ef
the Nerth American prairie (U.3. Fish and Wildlife Service, 12-menth black-tailed prairie
deg petitien finding). The species was recently petitiened fer listing as a threatened
species under the Endangered Species Act (BSA) by several censervatien ergauizatiens,
and these petitiens were determined by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service te be
warranted, but precluded by higher listing prierities. The black-tailed prairie deg is new
classified as a candidate species fer pessible future pretectien under BSA. The species is
currently listed as vulnerable by the Cemmittee en the Status ef Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC), sensitive by the Bureau ef Land Management, and as a species ef cencern
in the States ef Wyeming and Mentana. The Nerthem, Recky Meuntain and Seuthwest
Regiens ef the Ferest Service list the species as sensitive.

The lZ-menth finding prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service fer the petitiens te
list black-tailed prairie degs as threatened (Federal Register, February 4, 2,000, ‘v'elume
65, Number 24) prevides a discussien ef the fellewing majer threats tn the species:

Destructien, medificatien and fragmentatien ef habitat rangewide,

Recreatienal sheeting ef lecal pepulatiens,

Plague acress mest ef the specie's range,

Inadequacy ef existing regulatery mechanisms,

Widespread prairie deg centre] (peisening, fumigatien).

Plague, an exetic disease that is highly lethal te prairie degs, is a serieus threat te the
persistence ef lecal and pessibly regienal black-tailed prairie deg pepulatiens, especially
in the seuthern part ef the species range. Plague appears te be extending its range inte
the nerthem plains (Barnes 1993, Cully 1993, K. Gage pers. cem.), and we remain
uncertain ef the rate and extent ef further expansien acress the nerthem plains. We knew
that plague can reduce er eliminate siaeable black-tai led prairie deg pepulatiens within a
seasen er less. Celeny cemplexes ef theusands er tens ef theusands ef acres can be
eliminated er nearly eliminated in an epizeetic (Barnes 1993, Cully 1993). The petential
ef plague te spread acress the remaining pertiens ef the range ef black-tailed prairie degs
in Nerth Daketa, Seuth Daketa and Nebraska needs te be censidered when assessing
viability ef the species acress the nerthem plains. Because eur incemplete understanding
ef plague epidemielegy and it's frequently unpredictable patterns ef spread, it is very
difficult te quantitatively evaluate extinctien prebabilities fer lecal er regienal prairie deg
pepulatiens subject te plague epizeetics. A plague epizeetic has recently eccurred en
the Thunder Basin Natienal Grassland, net tee distant frem the Buffale Gap and IDglala
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National Grasslands. Plague titers have also been recently confirmed in coyotes in South
Dakota and western Nebraska.

Studies of the genetic heterogeneity of selected black-tailed prairie dog populations in
South Dakota and Wyoming give us some idea of the genetic fitness of these populations
in a highly fragmented landscape (Bowser 1993, Chesser 1933, Daley 1992). The results
of these studies indicate that despite the current levels of habitat fragmentation and
apparent isolation, the current level of inbreeding within fragmented black-tailed prairie
dog populations is not elevated. Hoogland (1995) also reported finding no inbreeding
depression among South Dakota prairie dogs. This information suggests that the ability
of prairie dogs to successfully disperse and share genetic information between colonies
and colony complexes is frequently underestimated.

Consult the Federal Register notice for a more thorough discussion on the threats to the
species.

Habitat: Prairie dogs occur in densely populated colonies. mostly on shortgrass and
mixed grass prairie on the Great Plains. Some populations are also found in the
Nebraska sandhills and in shrub-steppe regions. Habitat suitability is enhanced for the
species by low vegetative cover and increased visibility to detect predators. Prairie dogs
prefer areas with disturbed soils andior grasslands grazed by livestock or bison, and rate
of colony expansion and establishment is largely determined by past agricultural
practices (soil disturbances) and current livestock grazing intensities (Knowles 1936.
Jones et a1. 1983. Uresk et a1. 1981). Annual precipitation patterns and resulting plant
productivity levels also influence the rate of colony establishment and expansion. Black-
tailed prairie dogs can also modify shrublands to meet their needs by cutting down
individual shrubs from the perimeter of their colonies.

For more detailed descriptions of the habitat relationships for this species. consult
Hoogland (1995), Jones et a1. (1933), Knowles (1932), and Clippenger (1939).

Management Practices Favoring Population Viabilityxii’ecovery:

Conservation strategies for maximizing the contribution that the Forest Service and
National Grasslands can make to the long-term viability of black-tailed prairie dogs are
described below:

I Establish and maintain multiple (two or more) prairie dog colony complexes on
each National Grassland within the range of the black-tailed prairie dog. To
facilitate inter-colony gene flow and recolonization in the event of a colony
extinction within a complex. individual complexes should be identified and
managed on the basis of maximum effective dispersal distance of prairie dogs. A
distance of 10 km (Knowles 1935) is currently suggested for defining and
identifying individual colony complexes. Individual colony complexes should
consist of at least 10 colonies. preferably 15 or more. The minimum number of
colonies in a complex follows a recommendation by Hanski (199?) on the
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minimum number ef subpepulatiens te help ensure leng-term persistence ef
metapepulatiens expesed te envirenmental steehastieity. Altheugh net specific
te leng-term viability ef black-tailed prairie deg pepulatiens, eemplexes sheuld
be er have the petential ef grewing te a size capable ef supperting future
reintreductiens ef black-feeted ferrets.

I Te help establish new celeny cempleses, censider use ef heavy grazing
intensities, restrictiens en prairie deg sheeting, and prairie deg relecatien te
accelerate eeleny expansien and establishment ef new eelenies.

I Te reduce plague risks, the distance between celeny cemplexes sheuld be
maximized te the extent pessible. This may require peisening seme stepping-
stene eelenies leeated between eempleaes, but this sheuld enly be censidered
when plague risks are eminent (recent and nearby epizeetics). It needs In be kept
in mind that beth avian and mannnalian predaters can carry the disease between
eemplexes (Barnes 1993, Cully 1993).

I Ideally, eeleny eemplexes weuld be a mesaie ef suitable and eceupied prairie deg
habitat interspersed with unsuitable habitat. This weuld prevent seme er many ef
the eelenies within a cemplex frem eventually growing tegether and increasing
plague risks.

I Seme ef the mere iselated celenies en each Natienal Grassland sheuld be
managed and maintained as petential leeal seurces ef prairie degs fer
translecatien te augment re-celenizatien ef ether pepulatiens lest te plague er
ether facters. These eelenies sheuld be identified and intensively managed and
menitered fer this purpese.

- Werkiug with ether gevernment agencies and censervatien erganizatiens, help
establish eenservaten agreements and easements fer prairie deg censervatien en
lands adjeining Natienal Grasslands.

I Identify Natienal Grassland areas where active landewnership adjustment
pregrams sheuld be implemented te reduce prairie deg eenflicts with adjeining
land jurisdictiens and te create larger blecks ef public lands suitable fer prairie
deg celeny expansien.
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Meuntain Plever (Categery 2)

(submitted by Dr. fritz L. Knepf)

Species descfiprien. The Meuntain Plever is a medium-sized bird ef uplands. First
cellected by Jehn Kirk Tevvnsend in 1332 aleng the Sweetvvater River ef Wyeming and



 

 

                
              

              
            

               
           

            
          

            
               

            
           

            
        

              
             

            
          

           
             

              
            

                
             

            

                
             
            

             
             

              
               

             
             

 

              
               

            
             

             

 

 

                
              

              
            

               
           

            
          

            
               

            
           

            
        

              
             

            
          

           
             

              
            

                
             

            

                
             
            

             
             

              
               

             
             

 

              
               

            
             

             

63

named by Audubon as the Rocky Mountain Plover, the species is an endemic of the dry
tablelands of the western Great Plains and Colorado Plateau. An unwary plever, it often
faces away from an observer and merely squats and sits motionless in response to
disturbance. This behavior results in the drably marked bird virtually disappearing and
has fostered the nickname “Prairie Ghest' among these who seek it out. Single birds fly
only short distances when flushed; flecks fly swiftly and much further.

The Mountain Plover nests primarily in shortgrass prairie sites of historically major
herbivore assemblages, specifically of prairie-dogs (Cynornys spp.), bison (Bison bison),
and prenghenr (Anriiocapra maerieana). It also nests sporadically in more neric, desert
shrub zones to the west. Most birds winter in the Central, Imperial, and San Joaquin
valleys of California. These valley historically supported large number of Tule elk
(Corvus eiapiras), prenghorn, and kangaroo rats (Diposornys spp.) that created a
nricrelandscape similar to the nesting grounds. Some plevers also winter in Mexico,
southern Texas, southern Arizona, and elsewhere in California.

Throughout its range, this plever arrives on breeding grounds in late March and April,
two months before wann-seasen grasses begin to green. Adults and fledged chicks leave
the breeding grounds by early August and wander throughout the southwestern plains
until early November, when they arrive at the wintering grounds.

Conservation Status The continental population of the Mountain Plover has declined
2.7%iyear from 1966-1997. The Fish and Wildlife Service upgraded the species to a
Category I Candidate Species under the Endangered Species Act on 3 May 1993. In
1997, The Biodiversity Legal Foundation of Boulder, Colorado, petitioned the Fish and
Wildlife Service to list the species under the auspices of The Act as either threatened or
endangered. A draft listing package is cunently being finalized in FWS, and publication
in the Federal Register is tentatively scheduled to appear in early 1999.

Habitat. The plever is a bird of open, flat tablelands. An endemic species of the Great
Plains (Mengel 1970), the plever is generally considered an associate of the shortgrass
prairie (Graul and Webster 1976) dominated by blue grama (Boareioaa graciiis) (Knopf
and Miller 1994). They avoid mentane landscapes and seek areas of local aridity,
disturbance, or short, intensively grazed grass when found on prairies. The plever is
especially attracted to landscape altered by active prairie deg towns. In the norther Great
Plains where grazing intensity is not as intense as historically and mixed grasses are more
prevalent now, most plovers are found on rernnant prairie dog towns (Tyler 1963,
Knowles et a]. 1932, Knowles and Knowles 1934, Olson-Edge and Edge 1937, Shackford
1991)

The plever also breeds in semidesert sites within, and west of, the shertgrass prairie.
These sites are mostly bare ground with scattered short shrubs of the genera Arripiez or
Ariernisia (Wallis and Wershler 1931, Parrish 1933, Day 1994), prickly pear (Opantia)
and Spanish-bayonet (Yucca spp.) (Ceues 1374). In these areas tee, birds often are
associated with prairie-deg activities or other forms of surface disturbance such as areas



 

 

              
 

        
            

              
              
              
            

           
           

            
  

           
            

            
              

             
             
             
              

             
              

           
            

                
              
            

            
              

              
             

              
               

         

            
             

            

            
               

                   

 

 

              
 

        
            

              
              
              
            

           
           

            
  

           
            

            
              

             
             
             
              

             
              

           
            

                
              
            

            
              

              
             

              
               

         

            
             

            

            
               

                   

69

of cattle concentrations. Open, dry alkali flats are also favored habitat (Knopf and Ruper
1995).

Management Practices Favoriag Plover Population Viability/“Recovery. The historical
distribution of Mountain Plovers on tho northern Great Plains included eastem and
central Montana and sites throughout Wyoming. A single record of a plover in North
Dakota is available (Roosevelt 1885), and the species was historically a rare breeder in
western South Dakota. The most recent sighting in South Dakota was in 1977 (South
Dakota Omithologists' Union 1991). Some birds have been recorded recently in western
Nebraska. Within this historical range, conservation and management practices that will
favor current historical range, conservation and management practices that will favor
current plover populations and may facilitate expansion of these populations into new
areas include:

1. Maintainfexpand prairie dog landscapes. Active prairie dog town are critical habitat
features for Mountain Plovers rangewide. Prairie dog landscapes have been reduced an
estimated 93% continentally (Summers and Linder 1973), and pressure to poison prairie
dogs remain. The Fish and Wildlife Service has been petitioned to list the black-tailed
prairie dog (C. tadoviciaaas) as endangered. Such petition is currently under a one-year
review at FWS. Emphasis in favoring prairie dogs should not be consolidated into
specific areas but rather should include well spaced towns across larger landscapes. Such
spacing will help assure a complex within which some towns will hopefully always be
active as plague periodically knocks down populations at other towns. Prairie dog towns
that are grazed by cattle or sheep are even more likely to attract plovers.

2. Burn extensive, flat landscapes. Burned landscapes attract plovers both on winter
(Knopf and Rupert 1995) and breeding grounds. The Pawnee Nationa] Grassland began
experimental burning of plover habitats in 1995. The 1998 burn was in an area known to
not have been used by plovers since 1990. Twenty-nine nests were located on the 640-
acre burn this past summer. The Cimarron and Comanche National Grasslands began
burning for plovers in 1993, having burned over 2,000 acres. Intensive follow-up
monitoring was not conducted, but biologists reported plovers landing on the burns as the
old cow pies were still smoking. Plovers are very attracted to burns. Burns around
existing prairie dog town would be simultaneously valuable in that they would favor
expansion of the dog town. Control bums would be conducted either after the growing
season in preparation for the next breeding season, or in early spring before plovers arrive
(mid March). Burn effects are for one season only.

3. Graze domestic livestock intensively in extensive, flat areas. Plover habitat includes a
strong element (31-30%) of bare ground (Shackford 1991, Knopf and Miller 1994, Knopf
and Ruper 1999). They are not dependent upon grass in any way.

4. View predator introductions skeptically. The main predator of plover eggs and chicks
is the Swift Fox (Valpes relax). Nest predation rates in 1993 on the Pawnee National
Grassland were 95% in a burnt area that was home to a fox known to have a litter. This
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compares to 35% for the same time period on ELM lands in Phillips County. Montana.
where there are no foxes.

5. Radio telemetry studies of Mountain Plovers on the Pawnee National Grassland
documented the area required for a plover to successfully raise a brood. That area ranged
from a minimum of 70 acres to a maximum of 225 acres. The average brood-rearing area
for 6 successful plovers that raised chicks to fledging was 140 acres (Knopf and Ruper
1996). Management activities probably should not be conducted on areas of 1:100 acres.
However. plovers will nest on prairie dog towns as small as 5 acres.
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Qualitative Information

Blowout Pestimon (Category 1)

Species Description. Blowout penstemon exists in isolated population centers in four
counties in Nebraska and is restricted to active blowouts in the sandhills (Fritz et a1.
1992). The species was once a common plant in blowouts but with the control of fire and
range management practices considered to be influences on the decline. Insect predation
may also play a role with competition from both native and non-native species a factor in
the decline. In general. plants bud in early May. plants flower from mid-May through
late June. with seed capsules dehiscing in late July or August.

Habitat Blowout penstemon requires sites that are devoid or nearly devoid of vegetation,
sites usually created by active wind erosion. Historically. repeated fires and
concentrations of grazing animals caused disturbances such that relative small blowout
were created via the wind. Blowout penstemon is usually found in the blowout crater and
usually on the leeward side of blowouts. These blowouts should not be confused with
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wind eroded field or plane sand sweeps nor with areas around windmills where livestock
agregate and disturb the vegetation. Moreover. the blowout is not static and wind erosion
continually moves the blowout across the landscape.

Conservation Statas Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA)-Endangered, The Nature
Conservancyibiatural Heritage Program (TNCINHP)-G1, Nebraska (NB-Endangered

Management Practices Favoring Popaiation Viabiiityfli‘ecovery

1) Maintain or restore natural processes that influence development of naturally-
occurring blowouts.

2) Maintain and monitor natural occnning populations and possible reintroduction sites.
Restriction use of eff read vehicles within blowouts with known occurrence or within
possible re-colonization. Limit construction of powerline or pipelines in natural occurring
populations and possible reintroduction sites. Consider herbicide drift in any application
and control collecting.

3) Inventory suitable habitat and detennine potential reintroduction sites.

4) Establish in cooperation with other agencies and private landowners a minimum of
15,000 plants in at least 5 population groups.

Ute ladies' tresses (Category 1)

Species Description. Ute ladies‘ tresses was first described as a species in 1994. Until
1992, only 11 populations were known in Colorado, Utah. and Nevada. This perennial
herb grows to a maximum height of 65cm with mostly basal. linear leaves with bracts
further up the stem. The infloresence is a spike 3-15 cm lin length and the inflorescence
ranges from 7.5 to 15mm in length. The stem is 20 to 50 cm in length with the upper
stem glandular pubesent.

Habitat. The Ute ladies' tresses is found in moist meadows. wet streambanks. abandon
oxbows between elevations of 5100 ft and 5200 ft. It is found presently in 26 locations in
Wyoming and Nebraska, with additional sites in Colorado, Utah. Idaho, Montana, and
Washington, increasing the number of known populations to 32 in 1998.

Conservation Status. BSA-Threatened, TNCiNI-IP-GZISI

Management Practices Favoring Population Viabiiityrflecovety

1) Contribute to meeting goals and objectives stated in a forthcoming recovery plan.

2) Survey for, identify and protect habitats where this species is known to occur.
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3) Allow mowing or grazing of wet meadows and other habitats containing Ute ladies'
tresses in early summer to enhance growing conditions for this plant by reducing
competing grass cover. Coordinate management activities with the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

4) Maintain hydrological processes in habitats potentially occupied by the orchid. Wet
or subirrigated conditions are considered important habitat requisites.

5) Identify suitable habitats that could be used as reintroduction sites for this species into
currentl}r unoccupied habitats.

Literature Cited

Hazlett. D. L., 1997, A search for Spiranrhes divnviaiis in Sothcastem Wyoming and
Western Nebraska, Unpub. Rpt. BLM, Cheyenne, WY.

Hazlett, D. L., 1998, A 1993 survey for Spiranrhes divnviaiis (Ute ladies'-tresses orchid)
Thunder Basin National Grassland, Wyoming. Unpub. Forest Serv. Rept. Douglas
Ranger District, Douglas. WY.

Western Prairie Fringed 0n:hid* (Category 1)

Species Description. The western prairie fringed orchid historically occurred in the
northern tallgrass prairie region from Iowa east to North Dakota and from Canada south
to Nebraska. Currently, the three meta-populations for the species that exist are on
Sheyenne NG. in western Minnesota. and southern Manitoba. All three of these
populations are associated with Pleistocene Lake Agassiz interbeach deposits.
Occasionally. small populations are identified in ether parts of the species historic range.
but these are considered non-viable.

Conservation Slants: ESA - Threatened. COSEWIC-Endangered

Habitat. The western prairie fringed orchid is associated with graminoid wetland sites
within the tallgrass prairie biome. Currently. the Sheyenne N6 is the only Grassland
Unit containing a viable meta-population within the Northern Great Plains Planning Area.
Historic disturbance factors important in maintain orchid habitats included periodic fires.
hydrologic regimes including water table levels, flooding and grazing by bison.
Conversion of native prairie to agricultural croplands, depletion of the water table,
encroachment of alien species (e.g. leafy spurge) and repeated heavy grazing are
practices that adverse affect orchid habitats.

Management Practices Favaring Prairie Fringe Orchid ViabiiiryrRecovery

1) Follow management prescriptions identified in the "Management Guidelines for the
Western Prairie Fringed Orchid on the Sheyenne National Grassland." The
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"Management Guidelines fer the Western Prairie Fringed Orchid en the Sheyenne
Natienal Grassland" prevides specific life histery. habitat requisites and management
guidance fer this species en the Sheyenne NG. These guidelines were developed as a
means te implement Recevery Plan ebjectives fer this pepulatien. and as censultatien
decument between the Ferest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

2) Reintreduce erchids en te Natienal Grasslands where this species was fennerly feund.

Literature Cited

USDA. In Prep. Management guidelines fer the western prairie fringed erchid en the
theSheyenne Natienal Grassland. Fer. Serv... Daketa Prairie Natiena] Grassland.
Bismarck, ND.

USDI. 1996. Piementhere preecierrr (western prairie fringed erchid) recevery plan. Fish
Wild]. Serv., Ft. Snelling, MN.

Daketa buckwheat (Categery 2)

Species descriptierr. Daketa buckwheat is a regienal endemic knewn frem west-central
Nerth Daketa and west-central Seuth Daketa. The species was first cellected and
identified as a new species by Stephen Sargent Visher in 1912 while cenducting a
gielegical recennaissance fer the Seuth Daketa Geelegical Survey. Despite being
described as a new species in 1913 by Aven Nelsen, very few specimens were cellected
ever the subsequent years. The species did net receive full recegnitien as a
taxenemically distinct species until James Reveal studied the genus Eriegenum mere
thereughly in the 1960's. It has net been determined whether E. visheri is an ancient
species er has recently evelved (Ode 1937). The nerthern Great Plains centains few
annual Eriegenums and nene are clesely related te E. visheri. Daketa buckwheat has the
distinctien ef being the enly knewn vascular plant that is endemic te the Daketas (Ode
198?).

Knewn eccurrences within the planning area include the Little Misseuri NG. the Cedar
River NG, Grand River NG and the Buffale Gap NG.

Censerverien Stems. TNCiNHP-G3.N3; Ferest Service (PS-Sensitive. Fennerly
censidered as a Categery 2 species by the Fish and Wildlife Service.

Habitat. The Daketa buckwheat is censidered an ebligate resident ef badland habitats.
It is a primary successienal species that inhabits mestly barren, actively ereding clay and
shale substrates. Impertant habitats are teeslepes ef ereding clay lerebs. These
badlands Iandfenns centain habitats fer a variety ef plant and wildlife species net
cennnenly feund in the adjacent relling grassland plains. Cemmen native plant species
feund with Daketa buckwheat include: Breent snakeweed (Gutierrezie sererhree}.
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saltbush (Atripiex argentea), and knotweed (Poiygonum ratnossissiniurn). Introduced
plant species are also found with its badlands habitats including Russian thistle (Saisoia
iberica), Sweetclover (Meiiiotus ofiicinaiis). and Kochia (Kochia scoparia).

Dakota buckwheat first emerges in the spring from May through late June, depending on
its geographic location. It is an annual species whose flowers first appear from late June
to late July and continue to be produced into September. Seeds ripen and fall throughout
this period. E. visheri is wind-pollinated and self-fertile.

Soil analyses have shown that Dakota buckwheat grows in a very harsh soil environment
characterized by dense clay soils which are sodium-affected and nutrient-poor. In
addition, the soils have a high shrink—swell capacity. All these characteristics contribute
to a harsh environment which inhibits secondary plant succession and provides Dakota
buckwheat with a habitat niche which can be largely free from most plant competition.

Major threats to the Dakota buckwheat include competition from non-native plant species
and trampling by livestock. Most Dakota buckwheat sites are located within rangeland
which is grazed by livestock. Ode (1987) did not cite livestock grazing as a. direct threat
to Dakota buckwheat. However, it was observed that excessively grazed ranges appeared
to contain more exotic, non-native plant species and heavily stocked ranges seemed to
have heavier infestations of Russian thistle and kochia. These two introduced species
could be expected to aggressively compete with Dakota buckwheat within its narrow
growing environment.

All four national grasslands contain potentially suitable habitats that could function as
important refugia for this species and provide for its distribution throughout its known
range. The McKenzie RD of the Little Missouri NG and the Buffalo Gap NG contain
some of the most extensive populations and largest occupied habitat of this species.

Management Practices Favoring Dakota buckwheat Popuiation Viability f'Reeovery

1) Identify all known populations and the high probability suitable habitat adjacent to
these known populations. Surveys should be conducted to identify additional
populations. These areas should be managed to retain the known populations and
provide for their habitat integrity.

2) Conduct rare plant surveys in badlands habitats during an appropriate time of year
prior to implementing any ground disturbing activities. In addition, any range
development projects which may indirectly affect any known populations or high
probability habitat should also be surveyed.

3) Prepare a conservation strategy for the species assessing population trends and
identifying the location of key populations occupying high quality habitat.

Literature cited
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Ode, D. 193?. The Status ef Dakuta Wild Buckwheat (Eriagaaam visheri A. Nels.) in
Seuth Daketa. A Repert ta the US. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species
Office. Repert Ne. 37-3. Seuth Dakota Game, Fish and Parks Depart.

Smeuth Guesefeet (Categery 2}

Species Descripriaa. This annual ferb flowers frem July threugh September. Its fruit
is an indehiscent utricle. The species is knewn frem several pepulatiens en the Little
Misseuri Natienal Grassland. Species distributien is centered in Nebraska and Seuth
Daketa, with additiuna] eutlying pepulatiens feund in seuthern Canada, eastern
Oregen and Washingten, thmugh the western states te Nerth Daknta, Kansas,
Wyeming, Celeradu, Utah, Nevada, Mentana, and Idahe. Hewever recurds from at
least five ef these states are in questieu (Lena 1993). The species was first cullected
in Nerth Dakota in 1946. All cf the knewn pepulatiens in Nerth Daketa are very
small and habitat is censidered limited and threatened (Lena 1993).

The Fiara afthe Great Plains (1936) netes that the species is quite rare and has been
cellected infrequently during the past several decades. The pepulatien(s) lucated
during the 1939 survey cf Teddy Rnnsevelt Natiena] Park are ameng the must recent
cullectiens of this species anywhere. It has net been censidered te date by the US.
Fish and Wildlife Service fer listing as Threatened and Endangered, and cannet be
censidered until distributien and taxcncniy are settled in western parts cf the species'
distributien (Heidel 1990). Within the planning area, the species may be censidered a
regienal endemic (Heidel 1994), hewever recerds are few and need clarificatien.

Caaservariaa Status TNCiNI-IP—GS; IUCN-Rare; COSEWIC -V; FS-Sensitive. It is
given a rarity rank in Alberta, Maniteba, Nebraska, Seuth Daketa, Saskatchewan,
Wyeniing, and Mentana (Lena 1993). A censervatien strategy has net been prepared
fur smueth geesefeet.

Habitat The species appears te be restricted te sand dunes, sandy sails, and riverbanks.
It is censidered a primary successienal species an actively eruding slepes at the edge of
stabilizing sand. Pepulatiens are highest in areas cf finer and mere cempacted sand. In
additien, the species is telerant ef alkali impregnated areas, including areas which are se
sedium affected that few ether plants will grew there. The species is ccnsidered bath a
halephyte (salt-leving) and seraphyte (adapted fer growth under dry cenditiens) plant.
Pepulatiens threugheut its range an all habitats are always very lnw (Smith and Bradley
1990).

In Canada, the species is knewn frum sand dunes and sandy hills within the mixed grass
plains. The primary threats In its habitat eccur frem canversien cf native grassland te
tame pasture and cropland, less cf natural habitat thrnugh changes in grazing and fire
regime, invasien cf nun-native species, and management which has favered stabilizatien
cf sand dunes (Smith and Bradley 1990). A study an stabilizatien cf sand dunes in
Canada attributes a lack of fire cycle te a less in the dynamic nature ef actively meving
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sandy areas. Large areas of sandy plains in Canada have become stabilized ever the last
forty years (Smith and Bradley 1990).

On the Little Missouri National Grassland, three populations are known, all of which are
located along the sandy floodplains of the Little Missouri River. An additional six
populations are known from Little Missouri River floodplain habitat on private and
National Park Service land. These floodplains are typically flooded for a short period of
time in normal years. Primary management threats are invasion by exotic species,
particularly leafy spurge which can overrun habitat along the river (Lenz 1993). All of
the 1939 park populations were in close proximity to leafy spurge (Heidel 1990).
Additional threats include herbicide spraying, livestock trampling, and changes in river
hydrology which may result in less of floodplain habitat.

In 1993 the Little Missouri River experienced significant flood events and some of the
known populations for this species could not be relocated (S.Rinehart, field notes). It is
not known if populations within the Park were also affected. Therefore the population
base for this species may have been significantly reduced through this stochastic event.
Populations may have become re-located along the Little Missouri River corridor
however no target surveys have been conducted since the flood (North Dakota Heritage
Program, pers. com.)

Threats to smooth geosefoot include the encroachment of non-native plant species into
suitable habitats (i.e., leafy spurge, Kentucky bluegrass, smooth brome, Russian thistle,
kochia, crested wheatgrass, and others), repeated livestock grazing and trampling, the
stabilization of sand dune habitats, exclusion of processes that actively form sand dunes
(e.g., fire and grazing), and insecticide use that potentially impacts pollinators.

Management Practices Favoring Population ViabilityfRecovery

1. Survey areas which provide a high probability of providing habitat for the species to
locate new populations.

2. Monitor known populations to insure that management activities are not affecting the
species or its habitat. Monitoring would also help assess population trend and vigor.

3. Provide management direction for sand dunes and other actively eroding sandy areas.
These areas should not be stabilized or actively seeded with the intent of providing
vegetative cover. Actively eroding sandy zones should be managed through fire regimes
and grazing to maintain open conditions. For example, it is hypothesized that late
summer or fall fires formerly created lush green areas the following spring. These green
patches may have attracted large herds of grazing bison and resulted in re-activation of
the sand dunes (Smith and Bradley 1990). However, livestock should be discouraged
from hanging around sand dunes all summer long as this may result in mortality to the
species.
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4. Manage riverine and sand dune habitats as high priority areas for noxious weed
control. In addition, these habitats should be monitored periodically for new starts of
noxious weeds and these areas should also be priority areas for control.

5. Range improvements such as fences, salt. and water developments should not be
placed near sand done or riverine habitats.
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Barr orphaca (Category 2)

Species Description. This perennial forb is endemic to this region. The plant grows in
low, dense mats and its trifoliate leaves are densely pubescent. The species flowers
from June through August depending on locality and annual weather patterns. As a
long-lived perennial, it may produce few or no flowers in any particular year. The
species is known to occur on the Buffalo Gap National Grassland and is suspected of
occurring on the Oglala and Thunder Basin National Grasslands. Throughout its
range, Barr orphaca is known from sparse populations in four counties in southwest
South Dakota, sis counties in northeast Wyoming, and three counties in eastern
Montana (Schassberger 1990).

Conservation Status TNCINHP G3; International Union for Nature and Natural
Resources (IUCN)-Rare; FS-Sensitive

Habitat The species occurs in areas of sparse vegetative cover. Within the planning
area it is found on eroding knolls, buttes, and hilltops in thin barren soil that has
eroded from sandstone or siltstone. The species appears to be restricted to specific
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rock stratum in and along several major drainages in the three states where it is
known. Schassberger (1988) speculates that due to its intolerance to competition
from ether plant species, it may not be present in habitat in more advanced
successional stages. In ether parts of its range (Montana), the species has
occasionally been found with overstory cover such as ponderosa pine, Rocky
Mountain juniper (Janiperas scopalemm), big sagebrush and shadscale (Atfipiex
conferrffelia) (Schassberger 1938). In Montana, the species is found on eroding
knolls and barren hilltops of limestone caprock. In Wyoming, the Powder River
populations of Barr erphaea are found on eroding sandstone bluffs.

Drought induced less of individual Barr erphaea plants in Montana suggests that a
long-term change towards a warmer and drier climate might threaten the existence of
some populations, especially these on more exposed locations (Schassberger 1990).
Other potential threats to the species includes heavy livestock grazing and trampling,
encroachment of non-native plant species, ground disturbing activities associated
with infrastructure development (e.g., oil and gas develepment, recreation
developments), and insecticide spraying that potentially affects pollinators.

‘ Management Practices Favoriag Population Viabiligwffiecevery

The following conservation and mitigation measures are recommended for addition to the
final planning direction for all units containing this guild:

1. Survey areas which provide a high probability of providing habitat for the species to
locate new populations.

2. Monitor known populations to insure that management activities are not affecting the
species or its habitat. Monitoring would also help assess population trend and vigor.
Areas of known populations should be managed to maintain habitat integrity.

3. Conduct rare plant surveys in potential habitat during appropriate times of year prior
to implementing any ground disturbing activities. In addition, any range development
projects which may affect known populations or highly suitable habitat should be
surveyed and evaluated.

4. Prepare a conservation strategy for the species assessing population trends and
identifying locations of key populations. Specific conservation measures may need to be
identified. For example Schassberger (1938) notes that many suitable habitat areas do
not contain populations of the species. Additional study is needed to determine if soil
factors contribute to presence or absence of the species.

5. Manage mixed grass and shortgrass habitats to provide for a mosaic of seral stages
and disturbance regimes within the landscape. Especially important may be seral stages
which provide a high component of species diversity. Well distributed plant
communities of high species diversity will be needed to act as seed sources for other
areas within the landscape where diversity may be reduced. Landscapes which do not
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provide a mosaic of seral stages and disturbance regimes may result in less of suitable
habitat for sensitive species.

Literature Cited
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Handsome sedge (Category 2)

Species Description. This perennial sedge is cespitose with short, tough root stocks.
The fruit is an aehene. Fruiting occurs from early June to mid-July. The species is
known to occur on the Sheyenne National Grassland. The population on the
Sheyenne NG represents the western-most extension of this species' range. C.
fannasa is considered a rare inhabitant of mesic deciduous forests throughout its
range, which is centered around the Great Lakes and extends from New England to
North Dakota.

Conservation Status TNCINHP G4; FS - Sensitive, North Dakota (ND) - 51. At
one time this species was a candidate for federal listing (CZ species) under the
Endangered Species Act. A conservation strategy has not been prepared.

Habitat The species appears to be restricted to moist eastem deciduous woodlands on
alluvial soils. Dominant vegetation includes Green ash (Frarinus pennsyivanica) and
aspen (Popular tremuiaides). The one known population on the Sheyenne National
Grassland is found in the riverine wetlands complex, consisting of mesic areas resulting
from upland drainage patterns of the Sheyenne River. Here it occurs on the river bottom
near the base of north-facing bluffs along the river valley margin. Potential threats to
handsome sedge include trampling and grazing by livestock, encroachment of woody
species, encroachment of non-native species (eg... leafy spurge). any activity that
potentim affects ground-water levels (e.g.. channelization. aquifer depletion),
infrastructure developments (e.g.. road and trail construction), and habitat conversion to
agricultural uses.

Management Practices Favoring Papuiation Viabilityfi'i’ecavery

The following conservation and mitigation measures are recommended for addition to the
final planning direction for all units containing this species:

1. Survey areas which provide a high probability of providing habitat for the species to
locate new populations. This species is known from very limited populations.
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2. Monitor known populations to insure that management activities are not affecting the
species or its habitat. Monitoring would also help assess population trend and vigor.

3. Manage habitats for this species as priority areas for noxious weed central. In
addition, habitats should be monitored periodically for new starts of noxious weeds and
these areas should also be priority areas for control.

4. Prepare a conservation strategy for the species assessing population trends and
identifying locations of key populations. Specific conservation measures also need
to be identified.

5. Range improvements such as fences and water developments should be not be
placed near these sites. Biocontrol of noxious weeds using goats or sheep should be
avoided in these areas. Riparian area management guidelines should be developed to
avoid impacts in occupied and potential habitat.

Literature Cited

Challey, J. R. and B. L. Heidel. 1993. Rediscovery of Carexfonnosa (Cyperaceae) in
North Dakota. Prairie Naturalist 25:
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American Burying Beetle (Category 1)

Species Description. The American burying beetle, formerly distributed throughout
eastern United States, now persists in widely distributed but separated populations
including the Platte River lv'alley in west-central Nebraska (Raithel 1991). A single
Montana record is also known. This species is unusual for the high level of parental care
and in the role they play in the recycling of nutrients--the latter the result of burying
carcases found on the ground.

Habitat The rangewide activity for the American burying beetle is generally late April
through September and adults are fully nocturnal. Most repmductive activity and
carcass burial occurs in the months of June and July. Reproduction depends upon the
availability of vertebrate carbon of an appropriate size and weight (optimum weight
between 100 and 200 grams)--a discrete, unpredictable, and patchily distributed resource.
Little is known about their habitats with historical records in Nebraska suggesting the
species occurred along water courses where riparian deciduous forests or scrub forests
were the predominant habitat. Considering the broad geographic range, it is unlikely that
vegetation structure is the most important variable determining the species distribution.
Rather, it appears soil type (for burying) and availability of prey are most important as
determinants of the species range.
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Major threats to the species include spraying of insecticides, presence of non-native
species-specific pathogen, and loss of habitat--with none adequate to explain why
congeneric species are still relatively common rangewide.

Conservation Status. ESA-Endangered, IUCN-Critically Endangered, TNCINI-IP-Gl,
PIE-Endangered

Management Practices Favoting Population ViabiiityfRecoverjy

The approved Recovery Plan (Raithel 1991) recommends to protect and manage known
sites, maintain captive populations for reintroduction, inventory for remaining
populations, and to re-establish two additional self-sustaining populations (one in the
west) with a minimum of 500 individuals as estimated by capture rates and blacklight
inventories.

Literature Cited

Raithel, C. 1991. American burying beetle Recovery Plan. Fish Wild]. Serv., West
Kingston, RI.

Dakota Skipper (Category 2)

Species description. The Dakota Skipper historically occurred from southern Manitoba
across portions of North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa, Illinois. Several extant
sites documented in North and South Dakota including the Little Missouri NG and
Sheyenne NG. The species is thought to occur on the Cedar River NG and Grand River
NG but inventories are incomplete.

Conservation status. IUCN-Vulnerable, TNCINHP-GZIGS, N2, FS-Sensitive Iowa (LA)-
Endangered, Minnesota (MN)-Threatened

Habitat. The Dakota Skipper is considered an obligate resident of undisturbed tallgrass
to mixed grass and bluestem prairies. In particular, big and little bluestem (Andropogon
gerariii and A. scaparias respectively) prairie dominated with a variety of compositae to
serve as a nectar source for adults (e.g. Echinacea angnstifoiia, Ratibiria coiurnnifera,
Petaiosternarn candidam, Campanaia rotandifoiia, Erigeran spp., Gaiiiartiia spp., and
Raddeckia spp). Particularly strong is the correlation between occurrence of little
bluestem and Dakota skippers.

On the Sheyene NG, the Dakota Skipper prefers wet mesic sites dominated by big and
little bluestem with forb associates including wood 1i (Liiimn phiiaaelphicunt), harebell
(Campannia rotadndfl’oiia), and alkalai grass (Zigatienas eiegans). May also include
narrow-leaf purple coneflower. These species are strongly associated with adult flight
and the end of adult flight synchronized with withering of alkalai grass blooms. Dry
mesic sites in rolling prairie terrain near river valleys on preferred on the Little Missouri
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NG. Vegetation communities are dominated by little bluestem and needlegrasses (Stipa
spp.). Forb associates include harebell, wood lily, and rarely alkalai grass. These sites
typically consist of extensive stands of narrow—leaf purple coneflower (Echiaacea
parparea), Gaillardia spp. and black-eyed Susan. Adult flights are strongly
synchronized with narrow-leaf purple coneflower bloom. Habitats tend to be restricted
to situations where runoff favors moisture retention (north slopes of river valleys).

Both sexes emerge in mid-June in western North Dakota, and the third week of June in
eastern North Dakota. Mating is single generational, and occurs shortly after emergence.
Main flight lasts from two to three weeks. Females oviposit near larval floodplains.
Little bluestem is considered a larval preference. Other grass species include bluegrass
(Poa spp.), switchgrass (Panicum spp.) and other grasses.

Major threats to the Dakota Skipper habitats include conversion of native prairie, use of
insecticides (e.g. grasshopper control), invasion of habitats by alien or native shrubttree
species (e.g. leafy spurge, snowberry, etc.)., conversion of mesic grassland communities
to alien or undesirable grassland communities (e.g. changes from bluestem dominated
sites to bluegrass or bromegrass dominated sites). moderate to heavy grazing by livestock
(effects on vegetation structure), and prescribed burning of occupied larval habitats.

The Sheyenne NG may contain suitable habitats that could function as important refugia
for this species in southeastern North Dakota. Other federal lands that could potentially
provide refugia include The Nature Conservancy lands. US Fish and Wildlife Service
National Wildlife Refuges, etc. Recovery goals need to be coordinated with other
landowners and groups (e.g. Lake Agassiz Interbeach Working Group) to identify and
prioritize refugia areas for managing habitats suitable for this species.

Management Practices Favorr'ag Dakota Skipper Viabilitteeover

1) Prohibit activities that potentially alter ground-water levels.

2) Survey for and identify potentially suitable habitats (e.g. bluestem sites with
associated forbs) and maintain and increase such habitats to retain characteristics required
by Dakota skippers.

3) Prohibit use of insecticides in suitable habitats.

4) Aggressively manage leafy spurge stands using biologicaltchemical means.

5) Inventory suitable habitats prior to prescribed burning and mowing.

6) Manage so that suitable habitats (composition and structure) are available to
butterflies on an annual basis for adult flight (nectar, perching. etc.) and larval foraging
and overwintering sites. Protect these sites to insure population availability for
recolonisation of suitable habitats.
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7) Restore tallgrass prairie species. including composite forbs. on lands that are capable
of supporting tallgrass prairie systems.

3) Establish well distributed populations on the Sheyenne NG and Little Missouri NG.
Increase the size and juxtaposition of occupied habitats, and avoid isolating pepulations
(Harrison 1991). Cooperate with ether agencies and private landowners to identify]r and
manage populations adjacent to National Grasslands that contributes to the viability of
this species on a regional basis.

Literature Cited

Harrrison. S. 1991. Local extirpation in a metapopulation context: an empirical
evaluation. Biol. J. Linnean Soc. 42:73-38.

Rover. R. A. 1995. A comprehensive annotated list of the butterflies (Lepidoptera:
Rhopalocera) occurring in the Sheyenne National Grassland: Richland and Ransom
Counties. North Dakota. Nat. Biol. Serv.. North. Prairie Wild]. Res. Center. Jamestown.
ND.

Boyer. R. A. 1995. A comprehensive annotated list of the butterflies (cidoptera:
Rhopalocera} occuring in Little Missouri National Grassland: Billings. Golden Valley.
McKenzie and Slope Counties. North Dakota. Nat. Biol. Serv.. North. Prairie Wild]. Res.
Center. Jamestown. ND.

Rover. R. A. 1983. Butterflies of North Dakota: an atlas and guide. Minot State Univ..
Minot. ND. Sci. Monograph No. l.

Royer. R. A.. and G. M. Marrone. 1992. Conservation status of the Dakota skipper
(Hesperia decree) in North and South Dakota. Fish Wildl. Serv.. Denver. CO.

Swengel. AB. 1996. Effects of fire and hay management on abundance of prairie
butterflies. Biol. Conserv. 76:73-85.

Regal Fritillary (Category 2)

Species description. The Regal fritillarv historically occurred from the eastern United
States west into Manitoba. North and South Dakota. The species currently exists on
relict prairie sites across the Plains states and is known on the Little Missouri NG.
Shevenne NG. Ogalala NG and the Pine Ridge RD. It is suspected on the Cedar River
NG and Grand River NG. Inventories are incomplete on the latter two National
Grasslands and on the remainder of the grasslands units in the Planning Area.

Conservation Status. 'I‘NCINHP- G3.N3. FS-Sensitive. lA-Speeies of Concern
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Habitat. The species is must cemmenly asseciated with resident ef undisturbed tallgrass
te mixed grassibluestem prairies. Preferred habitats include big and little bluestem and
wheatgrass (Agrepyrerr spp.)fneedlegrass (Stipa spp.) with a variety ef Asteracea species
that serve as a nectar seurce fer adults. Other preferred nectar scurces include Viela spp...
Asclepias spp... Cirsium app... Menarda spp... and Liatris spp. The principle requirement
in all habitats appears te be the presence ef extensive grasslands with high densities ef
vielet and ether nectar scurces.

Males emerge in mid-June and appear threugh early July and females fellew ena te twe
weeks later. The species tends te disperse ever large areas.

Majer threats te habitats include use ef insecticides (e.g. grasshepper centrel). invasien
ef habitats by alien er native shrubftree species. cenversien ef mesic grassland
cemmunities te alien er undesirable grassland cemmunities (e.g. changes frem bluestem
derninated sites te bluegrass er bremegrass deminated sites). moderate te heavy grazing
by livesteck as an effects en veetatien structure, and the prescribed burning ef cccupied
larval habitats.

The Sheyenne NG petentially centains suitable habitats that ceuld functien as impertant
refugia fer this species in seutheastem Nerth Daketa. The Nature Censervancy lands.
Fish and Wildlife Service Natienal Wildlife Refuges and ether pretected areas effer
possibilities fer the management ef suitable habitat. Recevery geals need te be
ceerdinated with ether landewners (e.g. Lake Agassiz Interbeach Werking Group) te
ensure the availability ef suitable habitats en a landscape basis.

Management Practices Faverirrg Regal Fririllary Pepaiariea Viabilirymecevery

1) Survey fer and identify potentially suitable habitats (e.g. bluestem sites with
asseciated ferbs) and maintain and increase such habitats te retain needed characteristics.

2) Aggressively manage leafy spurge stands using bielegicalfchemical means.

3) Prehibit use ef insecticides in suitable habitats.

4) Inventery suitable habitats prier te prescribed burning and mewing.

5) Manage se that suitable habitats (cempesitien and structure) are available te
butterflies en an annual basis fer adult flight (nectar. parching. etc.) and larval feraging
and everwintering sites. Pretect these sites te insure pepulatien availability fer
recelenizatien ef suitable habitats.

6) Restere tallgrass and mixed grass prairie species, including cempesite ferbs. en lands
that are capable ef supperting tallgrass prairie systems.

7) Establish well distributed pepulatiens. Increase the size and juxtapesitien ef cccupied
habitats and aveid iselating pepulatiens (Harrisen 1991). Ceeperate with ether agencies
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and private landowners to identify and manage populations adjacent to National
Grasslands that contributes to the viability of this species on a regional basis.

Literature Cited

Harrrison. S. 1991. Local extirpation in a metapopulation context: an empirical
evaluation. Biol. J. Linnean Soc. 42:73—38.

Royer, RA. 1995. A comprehensive annotated list of the butterflies (Lepidoptera:
Rhopalocera) occurring in the Sheyenne National Grassland: Richland and Ransom
Counties. North Dakota. Nat. Biol. Sena. North. Prairie Wild]. Res. Center. Jamestown.
ND.

Royer, RA. 1995. A comprehensive annotated list of the butterflies (Lepidoptera:
Rhopalocera) occurring in Little Missouri National Grassland: Billings. Golden Valley,
McKenzie and Slope Counties, North Dakota. Nat. Biol. Sena. North. Prairie Wild]. Res.
Center. Jamestown. ND.

Royer. RA. 1983. Butterflies of North Dakota: an atlas and guide. Minot State Univ“
Minot. ND. Sci. Monograph No. 1. ‘

Royer, RA. and G.M. Marrone. 1992. Conservation status of the regal fritillary (Speyeria
idaiia) in North and South Dakota. Fish Wild]. Sent, Denver, CO.

Swenge]. AB. 1996. Effects of fire and hay management on abundance of prairie
butterflies. Biol. Consent. 76:73-35.

Powesheik Skipperling (Category 2)

Species description. The powersheik occurs from Michigan west to southeastern
Manitoba, eastern North Dakota and and South Dakota. Several extant sites are
documented in southeastern North and northeastern South Dakota. The species
historically was common across the prairies and now. at least in North Dakota, restricted
to isolated. remnant prairie sites. The only known occurrence within the planning area is
on the Sheyenne NG.

Conservation States. TNCiNI-IP—GZIG3.N2.N3, FS—Sensitive. IA-Thfflfltflflfld, MN-
Species of Concern.

Habitat. The Powesheik skipperling is considered an obligate resident of undisturbed
tallgrassiwetland ecotones. Important habitats are composed of perennial forb. grass and
sedge components growing on saturated soils. These areas form the transition area
between aquatic and upland sites. Lowland to Midland sites on the Sheyenne NG are
potentially important habitats. Indicator plants of suitable habitat include Joe Pye weed
(Eapatoriam maeaiaram). marsh milkweed (Asciepias incarnate), marsh aster (Aster
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simplex), and gayfeather (Liatris pynostachya). Grass species include big bluestem
(Andropogon gerardit'), prairie code grass (Sparrina pecrninara), green bulrush (Scirpns
arrovirens) and spikerushes (Eleocharis spp.). The species frequently associated with
areas that support Dakota skippers and Arogos skippers (Arryrone arogos). It is also
roughly synchronous and sympatric with these species. The presence of a significant
Asteraceae component is also considered a requisite. Important nectar sources include
narrow-leaved purple coneflower, long-headed coneflovver (Ratidiba coinmnij‘era). and
black-eyed Susan (Rudbeckia spp.).

Peak emergence in the Dakotas is in late June and fly though mid—July. Mating is single
generational and occurs shortly after emergence. Main flight lasts from two to three
weeks. Eleocharis is potentially an important larval host.

Major threats to Powesheik skipperling habitat include use of insecticides (e.g.
grasshopper control), alteration of wetland habitats, invasion of habitats by alien or native
shrubitree species (e.g. leafy spurge, snowberry, etc.), conversion of mesic grassland
communities to alien or undesirable grassland communities (e.g. changes from bluestem
dominated sites to bluegrass or bromegrass dominated sites), moderate to heavy grazing
by livestock (effects on vegetation structure), prescribed burning of occupied larval
habitats, and the mowing of lowland habitats.

The Sheyenne NG potentially contains suitable habitats that could function as important
refugia for this Species in southeastern North Dakota. Other federal lands that could
potentially provide refugia include the Tewaukon National Wildlife refuge. It is
important to work with other landowners and groups (e.g. Lake Agassiz Interbeach
Working Group) to identify and prioritize refugia areas for managing habitats suitable for
this species.

Management Practices Favoring Powesheik Skipperling Population Viability/Recovery

1) Survey and identify potentially suitable habitats (wetland/upland transition zones)
and manage these to retain their habitat characteristics.

2) Prohibit use of insecticides in suitable habitats.

3) Aggressively manage leafy spurge stands using biological/chemical means.

4) Inventory suitable habitats prior to prescribed burning and mowing.

5) Manage so that suitable habitats (composition and structure) are available to
butterflies on an annual basis for adult flight (nectar, perching, etc.) and larval foraging
and overwintering sites. Protect these sites to insure population availability for
recolonisation of suitable habitats.

6) Restore tallgrass prairie species, including composite forbs, on lands that are capable
of supporting tallgrass prairie systems.
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1') Establish well distributed populations on the Sheyenue National Grassland. Increase
the size and juxtaposition of occupied habitats, and avoid isolating populations (Harrison
1991). Cooperate with ether agencies and private landowners to identify and manage
populations adjacent to National Grasslands that contributes to the viability of this
species on a regional basis.

Literature Cited
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ND.

Royer, R. A. 1938. Butterflies of North Dakota: an atlas and guide. Minot State Univ.,
Minot, ND. Sci. Monograph No. 1.

Royer, R. A. and G. M. Marrone. 1992. Conservation status of the Powesheik skipper
(Oarisma powesheiic) in North and South Dakota. Fish Wild]. Serv., Denver, CO.

Swengel, A. B. 1996. Effects of fire and hay management on abundance of prairie
butterflies. Biol. Conserv. 76:73-85.

Sturgeon chub (Category 2)

Species Description. The sturgeon chub was historically found in the Mississippi and
Missouri River drainages extending from Louisiana, northwest into Montana and
Wyoming. Recently known extant populations have been described in Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota and Wyoming. There are 39 documented occurrences
from the Little Missouri River in North Dakota. Many of these are within the boundary
of the Little Missouri National Grassland. The species was also documented in the
Powder River in Montana and Wyoming, White River in South Dakota, and the Grand
River in South Dakota.

Conservation Status. USFWS-Candidate, IUCN-Vulnerable, TNCMHP-GZH‘JZ,
FS-Sensitive, ELM-Sensitive, Montana-Species of Concern, SD-

Threatened.

Habitat. Sturgeon chub are associated with turbid, free-flowing riverine habitats with
gravel, rock and sand substrates. Sturgeon chub were considered widely distributed in
the Little Missouri River the late 1970s (Kelsh 1993). Kelsh (1993) did not document
this species on 24 sampling stations between Marmarth and Medora. Other surveys of
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the Little Misseuri River did net decument sturgeen chub in this river system. The
species is still decumented in the Yellewstene River in Mentana. Kelsh (1993)
hypothesizes that the extended dreughts ef the 1980s. and the resultant impacts en the
suitability and availability ef sturgeen chub habitat may have resulted in the extirpatien
ef this species frem this system. Sturgeen chub appear te be turbid water specialists.
The reduced flews. clearing water and silty substrates resulting frem reduced water
flews, may have rendered much ef the habitat unsuitable.

Werden (1993) summarizes histuric and current demegraphic infennatien ef survey
efferts in extant sturgeen chub habitats. He cites substantial ccntractiuns ef eccupied
habitat ever the last decand. The lewer Yellewstene River. Pewder River, Platte River
and Misseuri River (by the early 1990s) as still centaining remnant pcpulaticns ef
sturgeen chub. Recent data suggests ether extant pcpulaticns may have been extirpated.

Majer threats te sturgeen chub habitats include develepment ef large impenndment
structures (e.g. Fert Peck Reserveir and Lake Sakakawea--these impeundments fleeded
riffle habitats, altered flew and temperature regimes and reduced turbidity in the large
riverine systems), channelizatien ef extensive pertiens ef the Misseuri and Mississippi
River systems (channelizatien narrews and strai ghtens rivers. reduces habitat diversity,
and reduces everbank fleeding), agricultural draw-dewn (these types ef draw-dewns may
affect water availability during time perieds impertant in sustaining habitat quality,
especially during dreught perieds), water quality (agrechemical pollutants). small
impeundments en private and federal lands (e.g. steck dam imeundments which may
medify hydrelegical flew patterns en a small scale), intreductien ef nun-native
piscivereus fishes (e.g. walleye. nerthem pike), and dreught. Dreught is a cemmen and
expected eccurrrence in the Great Plains. The less ef large areas cf suitable habitat due
tn the aferementiened threats, may make remaining smaller tributaries mere susceptible
te extirpatien during extended drought perieds. Extant pcpulaticns are iselatetl by large
areas ef unsuitable habitat. Histerically, pepulatien expansiens and ccntractiuns were
expected given the variability cf Great Plains climates. Remaining habitats are restricted
and iselated and are censidered at risk.

Management Practices Favaring Sturgeon Chair Pepaiatian ViabiiiryfRecavery

1) If the species is listed under the Endangered Species Act. centribute te meeting geals
and ebjcctives stated in a recevery plan.

2) Obtain remaining instream flew rights in suitable riverine habitats, where these are
available adjacent te federal lands. Enceurage states te ebtain flew rights fer suitable
riverine habitats adjacent te their lands.

3) Werk with Army Cerp ef Engineers. Bureau ef Reclamatien, and pewer cempanies te
manage large rivers fer instream flews that will enceurage the reestablishmcnt ef habitats
impertant te this and ether native fish species..
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4) Protect riparian areas from activities that will impact the quaity of riverine habitats,
paricularly riffle areas important to chub spawning.

4) If unoccupied habitats are suitable, consider restocking from extant populations

5) Work with states to discourage the planting of piscivorous fishes into suitable,
occupied or potential sturgeon chub habitat.

6) Establish in cooperation with other agencies and private landowners core populations
in three or more river systems within the planning. These include the Little Missouri,
White River and Cheyenne Rivers. A core population is defined as one which will persist
over time despite enviromental and human induced variability.

7) Survey for and map core population areas to prevent the development of small
impoundments in core population drainages.

3) Maintain and or restore natural hydrological processes in basins with core populations
or basins identified to have suitable habitat.

Literature Cited

Kelsch, S. W. 1993. Survey of the fishes of the Little Missouri River from Mart to
Medora, North Dakota, 1993. Univ. North Dakota, Fargo.

Werdon, 1993. Status report on sturgeon chub (Macrhybopsis geiida) - a candidate
endangered species. Fish Wild]. Serv., Bismarck, ND.

Peregrine Falcon (Category 1)

Species description. Breeding and migration habitats for the peregrine falcon are
distributed across the North American continent. The Northern Great Plains Planning
area lies within the Rocky MountainfSouthwest Recovery Zone. A few historic nest sites
are described for North Dakota and South Dakota. Historic nest sites are documented on
the Little Missouri and Buffalo Gap National Grasslands. There are no known current
nest sites within the planning area.

Conservation status. ESA- Endangered, COSEWIC - Endangered; TNCi NHP-
G4T4,N3, NE—Endangered, SD-Endangered; Wyoming(WY)-Species of Concern.

Habitat. Nesting habitats occur on high, extensive cliff faces within close proximity to
riverine and wetland habitats. Foraging habitats are associated with coastal, wetland and
riverine habitats. Most of the National Grassland units do not contain suitable nesting
habitats due to the lack of sufficient nesting substrates. Badlands habitats in the Little
Missouri NG and Buffalo Gap NG may provide limited nesting habitat opportunities.
Foraging habitats during migration occur primarily occur along the major riverine
systems, including the Little Missouri Grand, Cheyenne and White Rivers, and extensive
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wetlands. Several of the Grassland units provide potential habitat during the migration
period and transient falcons are occasionally observed

Management Practices Favoring Peregrine Faican Viability/Recovery

1) Maintain and or restore habitats within wetland and riverine systems that provide
habitats for peregrine falcon prey species.

2) Restrict human activities and disturbances between February 1 and August 31 which
occur within one mile of nesting cliffs.

3} Discourage land use practices and ether development which adversely alter or
eliminate the character of the hunting habitat or prey base within 10 miles and immediate
habitats within one mile of a nesting cliff.

4) Write a management plan if a nest site is discovered to ensure that necessary habitat
components are maintained.

Literature Cited

USDI. 1934. American peregrine falcon Rocky MountainiSouthwest Recovery Plan.
Prep. by Rocky MountaintSouthwest Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team. Fish Wild].
Serv... Denver. CO.

Bald Eagle (Category 1)

Species Description

With the exception of Wyoming. the Northern Great Plains Planning Area lies within the
Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery Zone. Wyoming is located within the Pacific Sates
Bald Eagle Recovery Zone. Bald eagles historically nested within the planning are along
the larger river systems (e.g. Missouri and Red Rivers in North Dakota). but were
considered a rare breeding species in South Dakota.

Conservation Stants: BSA-Threatened. TNCiNHP-G4.N4. NE-Endangered, SD-
Endangered. WY—Species of Concern

Habitat. Migrating bald eagles use riparian areas, ungulate winter ranges and prairie
dog towns during the spring, fall and winter months. Eagles shift away from rivers and
ponds once they freeze over. Wintering bald eagles have been documented on all of the
National Grasslands and district within the planning area. Winter roost sites are
suspected on the Little Missouri NG along the Little Missouri River. Approximately 15
roost sites have been documented on the Thunder Basin NG.

Several recent nest sites are documented on river systems within the boundaries of Little
Missouri and Thunder Basin NG. Four nesting attempts are documented on the Thunder
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Basin NG, none of which fledged young. Only one nest site along the Little Missouri
River successfully fledged young in 1975 .

Management Practices Favoring Bald Eagle Viabiiity/Recovety

1) Write a management plan if a winter roost area or nest site is discovered to ensure that
the necessary habitat components are maintained. Management plans will be prepared to
prescribe strategies that ensure or promote regeneration of woodlands where roosting
areas or nest sites are discovered.

2) Prohibit human activities within one mile of bald eagle winter roosting areas from
November 15 through February if disturbance could cause an adverse effect.

3) Prohibit human activities within 1 mile of an active bald eagle nest from February 1
through July 31 if disturbance could cause nest abandonment or failure.

Literature Cited

USDI. 1984. Pacific states bald eagle recovery plan. Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery
Team. Fish and Wildl. Serv.

USDI. 1984. Northern States bald eagle recovery plan. Northern States Bald Eagle
Recovery Team. Fish Wild]. Serv.

Whooping Crane (Category 1)

Species Description. Whooping cranes historically occurred from the Arctic coast, south
to central Mexico, and east from Utah to the east coast. Currently, three wild populations
remain plus five captive populations. The only viable wild population nests at Wood
Buffalo National Park in Canada and winters primarily at the Aransas National Wildlife
Refuge in Texas.

Conservation Status: BSA - Endangered, IUCN-Endangered, TNCiNI-IP-Glflq 1, NE-
Endangered, SD—Endangered.

Habitat. Large wetlands and riverine habitats are potential resting sites for migrating
whooping cranes. The Northern Great Plains Planning area lies within the migration path
for whooping cranes travelling between Texas and Canada. Migrating whooping cranes
have been observed on three National Grasslands in the planning area (Little Missouri,
Buffalo Gap, and Fort Pierre). Observations are also documented just off-site of the
Bessie Ranger District.

Management Practices Favoring Warring Crane ViabilityrRecovery

1) Maintain and or restore habitats within wetland and riverine systems that provide
habitats for migrating whooping cranes.
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2) Report all observations of migrating whooping cranes to the Fish and Wildlife
Service, Grand Island, NE

Literature Cited

USDI. 1992. Whooping Crane Recovery Plan. Prep. by the Whooping Crane Recovery
Team. Fish Wild]. Serv., Albuquerque, NM.

Swift Fox (Category 2)

Species Description. Scientists have long debated the taxonomic status of the two arid
land foxes, the swift fox and kit fox (Kahn et a]. 1997). These two taxa are the smallest
canids in North America. Swift fox are monestrous and apparently monogamous and
form pairs in early winter that may last for years. Litter size based on pup counts ranges
from 4 to 5 and dispersal begins in September and August. Swift fox use dens year-
round to protect themselves from predators and the weather.

Recent accounts suggest that the swift for may be increasing and reoccupying some
portions of their historic range (Kahn e at. 1997}. Current swift fox distribution can be
considered as relatively widespread to include portions of South Dakota, Wyoming and
Nebraska. Swift fox are apparently absent from North Dakota although several recent
continued observations suggest the species may exist at extremely low densities in the
southwestern counties. In Wyoming, swift fox occupy much of their historical range
although surveys in some counties are incomplete. Swift fox are known to occur in very
limited numbers in the panhandle and southwestern Nebraska. Nonetheless,
distributions and associated densities appear highly variable.

Habitat. Swift fox habitat descriptions vary with geo-physiographic area although the
species occupies these habitats within the short and mixed grass prairie which tends to ne
level to gently rolling (Kahn et a]. 1997). These habitats consist of relatively firm soils
and tend to haver intermittent and permanent water sources during most years. In the
western portion of the range, the swift fox appears to use a broader range of habitats.

The major factor influencing the numbers and distribution of swift fox is the decline in
area of native prairie and degradation of remaining prairie (Kahn et al. 1997). Swift fox
historically inhabited open, level prairies that provide a small mammal, bird and
grasshopper prey base. Historic habitats have largely been converted to cropland, or
modified by intensive grazing, habitat fragmentation and urbanit'ural development. Yet
the direct or indirect influence of these factors have not yet undergone scientific
investigation. Recent information suggests that habitat use by the swift fox may include
other vegetation types including sage systems and certain croplands.

Predation is presently the most common mortality factor (Kahn et a1. 1997). The
literature on the swift fox suggests the coyote is the primary cause of mortality. This
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issue ef predater hierarchies has been discussed by several authers. In essence, the
remeval ef a large carnivere such as the welf permits the increase in distributien and
abundance ef species such as the ceyete (Crisis Jen-ens). red fes (Vulpas vulpas). and
grey,r fex (Urecyen cinereeergenraus). Swift fer-r. appear te presper in certain areas where
intensive centre] measures were applied te ceyetes.

Censervetien Stems FWS-candidate. TNCINI-IP-GB. FS-Sensitive. ELM-Sensitive,
Mentana and WY—Species ef Cencem. PIE-Endangered. SD—Threatened.

Management Practices Fever-frag Pepulnrien ViebiiiU/Recevery

1) Identify and delineate public lands under state er federal centre] in eccupied er
suitable swift fex habitat.

2) State and federal agencies will initiate habitat pretectien agreements as habitat
censervatien needs are identified by the swift feat.

3) Federal agencies will limit use ef chemical centrel devices in eccupied and suitable
swift fex habitat.

4) The well distributed requirement in the viability regulatiens (CFR 219.19) that
implement the Natienal Ferest Management Act require that a minimum number ef
individuals be maintained that are able te interact within the planning area. Te achieve
this requirement, habitat fer the swift fest and the distributien ef key prey (prairie degs
etc.) shall be maintained such that current eccupied and suitable habitat fer the swift fear
is maintained and is well distributed.

5) Manage fer six pepulatiens within the planning area te centribute tewards the
viability ef the swift fex en the Nerthern Great Plains. A pepulatien is defined as a
passive aggregated group ef at least 30 pre-breeding adult animals.

Little Misseurin NO: 2 pepulatiens
Buffale Gap N6: 2 pepulatiens
Fert Pierre NG: l pepulatien
BessieMcKeie RD: 1 pepulatien
Thunder Basin NG: 1 pepulatien

Per the fine filter. Beissinger and Westphall (1998) in their article "0n the use ef
demegraphic medels ef pepulatien viability in endangered species management" previde
impertant guidelines. i.e.. use medels enly where data permit, test alternative medels in
that different medels previde different estimates. censider a shert and reasenable time
peried fer viability estimates. and aveid stechasitic medels ameng many ether
recemmendatiens. This draft repert limits use ef medels te species with clear and well
decumented data sets vet effers habitat censervatien and imprevement geals te ensure the
viability ef species with knewn pepulatien declines (Categery 1) and species with knewn
pepulatien declines (Categerv 2). The habitat censervatien and imprevement geals are
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offered within the context of natural processes that have shaped both the environment and
traits of species characteristic to the Northern Great Plains.
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Appendix 4. Cede Definitiens fer the Nerthern Great Plains Species (Appendix 2 and 3}.

A UATICIWE’ILAHD

ALF Aquatic, large that river
ALS Aquarie, large slew river
ASF Aquatie, small fast stream
ASS Aqualie, small slew mean:
SE Sand har
GB Gravel Bar
WMM Wetland, man-made
WD Wetland, depressienal pethele
WE Wetland, spring
BF Beg er fen
MAR Marsh
BW Illegg}:I weedlands

W

WM Wet meadnws
5A3 Saline, sub-irrigated
SH Stream herbaceous
RED Riparian shruh (npen} {20% CC
RSD Riparian shrub [dense] = nr 120% CE

W

REID Riparian entinnwned (immature, npnn} -- {3" DBH, {40% CC
RIGID Riparian eettenweed (immature, dense} -- {0" DEH, :a-40% CC
RCMD Riparian enttnnwnnd (tuature, npen} -- a0" DEH, {40% CC
RCMD Riparian enttnnwnnd (mature, dense} -- n5" DBH, 340% CE
RICE Riparian eettenweed enmmunities. eastern
RAID Riparian green ashJehn (immature, epen} -- {5" DBH, {40% EC
RAID Riparian green ashrelm {inunanire, dense} -- {5" DBH, 21-40% CC
RAMD Riparian green ashlelm (mature, epen} -- n5" DBH, {40% CC
RAMD Riparian green ashrehn (mature, dense} ~- :5" DBH, :40% CC
WDID Weed},r Draw (immature, npen} -- {5" DBH, {40% CE
WDID "l'rlendf,r Draw (immature, dense} -- {5" DBH, {40% EC
WDMD WDfldj" Draw (mature, npen} -- :5" DBH, {40% CC
WDMD Weed;r Draw (mature. dense} a5" DEH. a40% CE
REE Riparian green ashthasswend

D US WDDDLANDS
HID Juniper (immature, epen} ,, {5" DBH. {40% CC
11]] Juniper (immature, dense} -- {5" DEH, :40% CC
IMD Juniper (marine, epen} -- a5" DBH, {40% CC
JMD Juniper (mature. dense} -- :5" DEH, .540% CC
FIG Pendernsa Pine (immature, npen} -- {3" DEH, {40% CC
FID Pnnderesa Pine (inunature, dense} .. {3“ DEH, :40% CG
PMD Penderesa Pine (mature, epen} - rail" DBH, {40% CC
PHD Penderesa Pine (mature, dense} - all“ DBH, {40% CC

W

GRS Grassland, shert grass
GRMW Grassland, ruined grass, western
GRME‘. Grassland, ruined grass, eastern
GRT Grassland, tall grass

SAVANNA W D D

RD Bur ealr, savanna

EERUE 1:: FEB

55 Shruhrsteppe
SUD Shruhland, ehekeehcnyrgreen ash (npen} -— £ 20% CC
EDD Shruhland, eheiteehen'jrfgreen ash {dense} —- 3 20% CC



       
       
   

   

   
  
   
  
  
     

 

   
   
  

 

 

       
       
   

   

   
  
   
  
  
     

 

   
   
  

 

 

”TEL
L

A
BSD Big sagebrush {open} -- E 2% CC
BSD Big sagebrush {dense} - 3 20% CC
ESE Gruasswnnd saltln'ush

5 ATS

PD Plait-is dug
CA Cave
RU Raul: autumn
BU Buttes
EL Badlands
Slit Sand dunu or hlnwnut

RICUL'IURAL

AG Agricultural grassland
AC Agricultural smpland
SB Shultsrhslt



    

      

     

     

        

  

                 
       

               

     

                

             

  

                  

                   

     

   

    

    

       

    

       

            

   

          

 

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

    

      

     

     

        

  

                 
       

               

     

                

             

  

                  

                   

     

   

    

    

       

    

       

            

   

          

 

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 24 Jul 2017 15:08:18 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Cc: Reynolds, Kelle A -FS
Subject: Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland

Hi Peter,
Shane Walker, District Ranger, prepared the quick briefing in messages below and I wasn’t sure if you
received it through other channels. Very useful.

Also, l queried Dennis regarding dusting and shooting ban topics, very brief hallway conversation, and
here is what I heard.

Dusting — will be discussed in more detail Tuesday at FLT meeting with Dennis, Jason Kuikan
(Acting F.5up.), and Shane Walker. Discuss doing it in cooperation/coordination with WGF, TBGPEA,
and others.

Shooting Ban — No plan to reinstate at this time, the lift remains in effect until March 18th.

Larger goal here is to get on board between WGF and FS, work more together on these things so
nobody hanging out by themselves.

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Sage—grouse Coordinator — MBRTB
Wildlife Biologist — TEAMS
550 972—1934 cell, 307 7:15—23:13 office, sltoalowslri(Elfsfocltis

From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 7:27 AM
To: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us:>; Kozlowski,
Steve -FS <skoz|owski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Epizootic Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland

F‘fl

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

[3: 307-745-2400
c: 307-399-1404



 

   
   

 

  

       

     

       

     

         

 

               

        

             

      

            

           

               

           
 

                 

     

             

        

  

                

  

                

              

               

                

                

    

           

      

            

    

 

             

       

         

 

   
   

 

  

       

     

       

     

         

 

               

        

             

      

            

           

               

           
 

                 

     

             

        

  

                

  

                

              

               

                

                

    

           

      

            

    

 

             

       

         

djaeqer01@fs.fed.us

2-400 Jackson Street
Laramie. WY 02070
wwwfsfedus
lun'nn‘; [a

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Walker, Michael 5 —FS
Sent: Friday, July 21,2017 4:20 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us:=-
Subject: Epizootic Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland

Background
Sylvatic plague has been present on the Thunder Basin National Grassland for at least 15-years.
Small outbreaks of plague is a regular occurrence.
The last epizootic event on the grassland occurred 2007—09, reducing the occupied acreage
from approximately 16,000-acres to approximately 3,000-acres.
The associated sensitive species (Mountain plover, Burrowing owl, and Swift fox) populations
were significantly reduced for several years following the last epizootic event.
A minimum of 43,000-acres of occupied prairie dog colony habitat on the TBNG in 2016.
Acreage exceeded scientific understanding and TBNG plan expectations of growth and
behavior.
USGS study of plague resistance fleas on TBNG in 2015 and 2016 determined that the fleas are

not yet resistant to Delta-dust.
Planned to poison approximately 10,000-acres of occupied prairie dog colonies on NFS in

collaboration and cooperation with partners, cooperators, and neighbors.

Current Situation

Actions

Signs appear to indicate that the epizootic event started in fall 2017 in Weston county and
moved west.
A second outbreak started in Converse county- possibly in winter 2016/17 - and moved east.
Approximately 6,000 — 8,000 acres of prairie dog colonies have died as to date.
Anticipate approximately 75% of the prairie dog colony acres to die of plague by fall.
Anticipate approximately 90% of the prairie dog colony acres to die of plague by spring 2018.
No guarantee that plague will not kill 100% of the prairie dog colonies in conjunction with

recreational shooting and poisoning.
Collaborating and cooperating with partners, cooperators, and neighbors to monitor the
progress of plague across northeastern Wyoming.
Wyoming Game and Fish Department confirmed two prairie dogs from northeastern Wyoming

died of sylvatic plague.

Monitoring the progress of plague in coordination and cooperation with our partners on
National Forest System, state, and private lands.
Executing poisoning priorities from the grazing associations this fall.



           

 

             

 

              

     

                

            

            

               

  

 

          

               

           

       

                  

   
 

           

 

             

 

              

     

                

            

            

               

  

 

          

               

           

       

                  

   
 

Executing broad prairie dog control agreements with Converse, Campbell, and Weston
counties.

I Agreements with counties will cover lethal and non—lethal control methods, and dusting for
fleas.

- Explaining to the grazing associations and county weed and pest departments the rationale for
dusting prairie dogs before poisoning.

'- Planning to dust prairie dogs to kill fleas prior to poisoning on National Forest System lands.
I Developing a public service announcement in cooperation with the BLM, WGFD, Converse

County, Campbell County, Weston County, Niobrara County, and the chamber of commerce’s
for communities in northeastern Wyoming in preparation to a large influx ofvisitors during the
solar eclipse.

Recommendations
. Apply shooting restrictions in select areas of the MA 3.63.
- Coordinate with partners and cooperators in applying Delta-dust in up to 3 colonies with high

value and occupied habitat for multiple sensitive species in MA 3.63.
o lZ-people in 5-days can cover LOGO-acres.

I Dusting in the 3 priority colonies would occur for the next 3-6 years to ensure plague does not
enter the colonies.



        

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

     

      

       

     

  

 

           

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

  

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

        

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

     

      

       

     

  

 

           

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

  

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

-l
i-
.

ll
'.
l

Painter, Cristi L -FS
29 Aug 2017 15:22:13 +0000
McDonald, Peter M -FS;Koz|owski, Steve -FS
population trend for 2017

Tr e -:;l Sm «Wei :1

I am prettv sure you can interpret this without my assistance.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District

p: 30?-358-7132
f: 307-353-‘3’10?
cgainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
lung. n

Caring for the land and serving people

.._--_



    

      

     

    

                 

                   
              

   
          

   

  

        

     

       

     

    
    
 

    

       

      

    
    

   
          

   

  

       

     

       

          

      

   

 

                 

    

 

  
   

  
         

  
  

  

   

    

      

     

    

                 

                   
              

   
          

   

  

        

     

       

     

    
    
 

    

       

      

    
    

   
          

   

  

       

     

       

          

      

   

 

                 

    

 

  
   

  
         

  
  

  

   

From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 7 Dec 2017 17:41:38 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: BFF statement

It would appear that this was a result of the monthly collaborative meetings occurring on the grasslands,
the public learning series and the local gov’t cooperative group. They are meeting all day today, so I do
not have any more info. | just heard about it 2 days ago. Steve

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Wildlife, Botany, and Fish Resource Team Leader for the MBRTB
Forest Wildlife Biologist
Sage—grouse Coordinator
5.59 972—1934 cell, 307 745—2343 office, sitoelowsltiit}?is.ied.us
From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 10:37 AM
To: Kozlowski, Steve —FS <5koz|owski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: BFF statement

Who worked on this?
Peter
From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 10:27 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <petermcdona|d@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: BFF statement

BFF statement in Wyoming.

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Wildlife, Botany, and Fish Resource Team Leader for the MBRTB
Forest Wildlife Biologist
Sage—grouse Coordinator
559972-7193L1cell, 307 743-23513office,sltoalowsltiiflfiistcd.us
From: ‘v’oos, Aaron T —FS
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 3:16 PM
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS sskozlowski@ts.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Underhill, Sandra - FS <sandraunderhill@fs.fed.us>
Subject: BFF statement
KeHe/Koz,
This interagency statement will be shared publicly by Russ on Thursday in Gillette. Just making sure you
are aware. See attached...
Aaron

Aaron Voos
Public Affairs Specialist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests & Thunder Basin National Grassland

p: 307-745-2323
c: 970-319-2398
atvt‘:r_osi:1'. is. led . Li s

2458 Jackson St.
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Caring for the land and serving people



From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 22 May 2019 20:30:32 +0000
To: J Sidle
Subject: RE: Comments on TBNG Proposed 3.63 action

Thank John, these are very helpful and I share many of your observations. The ID team will need to
do a much better job in the NEPA document supporting man},r of the claims made in the scoping
document‘s purpose and need and other sections.

Good to hear from you and hope you're doing well.

Peter McDonald
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species
Program Leader
Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region
p: 303-235-5029
C: 3H34T5-351 5
peter.mcdonald@usda.qov

1617' Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
tit-wetistecus
Hm n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: J Sidle {W5}
Sent: Saturdav, May 18, 2019 1:32 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS {peter.mcdonald@usda.gov}; lbtlfii .
Subject: Comments on TBNG Proposed 3.63 action

Hi Peter and Nancy - Attached are the comments i sent to USPS regarding the TBNG 3.63. The
interdisciplinary Team Leader, Monique, at Laramie said during the webinar that comments submitted in
response to the Scoping Document woutd not be shared with the poetic. So, here they are.

John



    
      

     
    

         

             
                 

  

                   
                   

               

                    
     

                 

    

             

   
               

               
                

               
             

            
                

                
              

              
                

               
          

               
  

 

  
   

     

  
   

    
      

     
    

         

             
                 

  

                   
                   

               

                    
     

                 

    

             

   
               

               
                

               
             

            
                

                
              

              
                

               
          

               
  

 

  
   

     

  
   

From: Upton, Carolyn -FS
Sent: 21 Jul 2017 00:18:20 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Cc: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: Re: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

Please keep Forest Leadership (Forest Supervisor) included on messages you send directly to
Jacque. Jacque will likely ask Forest leadership what they think about this and I don't know that
they know.

Also. please explain the map to me and to Dennis. What is the data source? What. do the items
on the key of the map mean? I don't know what the combo area is. for example. Jacque will
likely ask what the data source is and what the map means. I don't know.

I will follow up with J acque and tell her I have requested contest for the map - data source and
what the different polygons mean.

Thank you for being so prompt. I was unaware this data could even be available so soon.

Sent from my iPad

On Jul 2.0. 2017, at 9:28 AM, McDonald. Peter M -FS <pctcrmcdonairlift-tis.i‘cd.us> wrote:

Jacque and everyone,
Attached is an updated plague map for Thunder Basin. The areas affected by plague fl
fa_r are in blue and I‘m told equals ~8000+ acres and growing, including affecting the
MA 3.63. Given the rapid and extensive impact of the plague so far together with a
continued high risk of more spread across the grasslands. I believe there is a genuine
need for some active management of the situation including revisiting the shooting ban.
dusting plansr and rodenticide control and overall more active. strategic management of
the situation. l realize there still may be a need for some targeted boundary control of
prairie dogs yet this year. However, I am concerned there is a genuine risk under the
current situation that without more active management of it, we could see some pretty
dramatic loss of prairie dogs district-wide. Worst case scenario is the prairie dogs falling
below viability thresholds and out of alignment with the LMP. I don't consider this to be
an overly dire forecast but a very likely scenario without more active management of the
situation given what has happened so far and still possible.

i also called Steve Kozlowski, acting MBR forest biologist. this morning to relay some of
these concerns.

Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region



p: 303-2?5-5029
e: 303-4TE-3515
petermedonald@fs-feci-us
“IE1? Cole Boulevard, Bldg 1?
Lakewood. CD 30401
wvvvr.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Painter, Cristi L-FS
Sent: Wednesdav, Julv 19, 2017 4:57 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS cpetermcdona|o@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/201?

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland. Douglas Ranger District

p: 307-358-7132
f: 3DT-355-‘i’107
opainter@is.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82333
www.fs.ied.us
Hus n
._ '

Caring forthe land and serving people

From: Parker, Ryan — FS
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 201? 1:26 PM
To: : lhllfil Painter, Cristi L -FS {cpainterfiifsfedus}1

Ce: Lauren Cathleen Connell ibiifil
Subject: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of THEE/2017

Ignore previous email. This has attached files.

Ryan

sUpdatedPlagueMap'fiJ dt‘e



     

      

     

         

                  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

  
       

     

       

      

         
             
 

     

       

      

         

                   

                     

                  

                   

  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

     

      

     

         

                  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

  
       

     

       

      

         
             
 

     

       

      

         

                   

                     

                  

                   

  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: 31 Jul 2017 22:39:31 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

It’s okay. It’s not your fault. But I really can‘t talk to anybody at this point. It’s sad.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cpainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
l‘nl H. '.~_-.." ' [a.— ,1 -
Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 3:15 PM
To: Painter, Cristi L —FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: F5 Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

Sorry I dragged you into that. I'm not impressed with the whole situation.
Peter
From: Painter, Cristi L-FS
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 2:36 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS <peterrncdonald@fs.fed.us_>
Subject: RE: F5 Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

I was recently chastised for sending you that map, and not cc’ing everybody in the 50 (which I don’t
even know who that is supposed to be at this point, as nobody is telling me what they expect). I had
provided a briefing paper and the same map to leadership, but I don’t know what happened after I
provided it. Suffice it to say, I am respectfully requesting that all inquiry go through Shane from here on
out. Thanks.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cpainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
wwwfsfedus

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 3:41 PM



      

         
                   

                 
        
 

     

       

     

         

                 

 

                     

                     

         

                   

 

      

         
                   

                 
        
 

     

       

     

         

                 

 

                     

                     

         

                   

 

To: Painter, Cristi L-FS <cpainter@fs.fed.usa
Subject: FW: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

| inadvertently sent the below note last night back to Carolyn instead of you. I am out on the
Shoshone all next week so would you send any additional rnap details directly to Carolyn and Steve
Lohr, with a co to me. Thanks Cristi.
Peter
From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 8:19 PM
To: Upton, Carolyn -FS <cupton@fs.fed.us:=-
Subject: Re: FS Updated Plague Map/files as of 7/18/2017

Cristi, would you provide a few more details about the map along the lines of Carolyn's questions
below?
"Also, please explain the map to me and to Dennis. What is the data source? What do the items on the
kev of the map mean? I don't know what the combo area is, for example. Jacque will likely ask what the
data source is and what the map means. "
For me, it would also be helpful i think to include the 3.63 boundaries on the map too. Thanks.
Peter



 
 

 
 

   

     

    
   

  
   

  
  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

  

  
    

     

       

     

   
                     

                   
                 

                 
 
  

                

  

                

             

                  

              

               

        

        
                 

              
              

               

             

                

              

      

             

         

 
 

 
 

   

     

    
   

  
   

  
  
  

  

   
   

 

 

       

  

  
    

     

       

     

   
                     

                   
                 

                 
 
  

                

  

                

             

                  

              

               

        

        
                 

              
              

               

             

                

              

      

             

         

From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: 23 Mar 2017 16:30:55 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: grazing language

10-4. Thanks.
Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5014
c: 303-242-7675
f: 303-275-5075
slohr@fs.fed.us

T40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
wwwfsfedus
runn- n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 10:29 AM
To: Loh r, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: grazing language

Sorry I had an issue i had to resolve with Harry and this also took a little digging. The current plan
and prairie dog decisions for TBNG didn‘t go into some of the original details for the MA 363 and
other uses like grazing. I had to go into the 2001 northern great plains FEIS (Nebraska entire,
TBNG, Little Missouri in R1) and 2002 TBNG ROD for that. I've included some passages from both
here:
2001 FEIS:
Management areas are defined as parts of the grasslands and/or forests that are managed for a
particular emphasis
The change of acres of the Broken Hills and Cellars Rosecrans Geographic Areas from Management Area
3.65 and 5.12 Prescription Allocation, respectfully, to Management Area 3.63 Prescription Allocation is
specific in nature (see Appendix C). This change in land use allocation does not change the goods or
services that otherwise would be produced. Black-footed ferrets have not occupied this area. This re-
allocation will not threaten the black-footed ferret population thresholds and recovery efforts, nor will it
alter the current livestock grazing activities and outputs.
Cellars—Rosecrans is MA 3.63 area on Thunder Basin
From the 2002 ROD which originally established the MA 3.63 and framed the role of other uses
including livestock grazing in managing prairie dogs and the MA 3.63 at Thunder Basin:
The TBNG Revised Plan direction at Chapter 1, Grassland—wide Direction, addresses the general direction
for the management of black—tailed prairie dogs. In addition, Chapter 3, Management Area 3.63 provides
management direction for prairie dog colonies in black—footed ferret reintroduction areas. The Revised
Plan limits the use of rodenticide for managing prairie dogs. The Forest Service is utilizing grazing
management systems and stocking levels to enhance prairie dogs expansion where desired and to
discourage encroachment on adjacent private lands.
3.63 Black-Footed Ferret Reintroduction Habitat — Black-tailed prairie dog colony complexes are actively
and intensively managed as reintroduction habitat for black-footed ferrets.



               

      

               

                 

                 

        

              

             
           

               

                  

         
 

               

      

               

                 

                 

        

              

             
           

               

                  

         
 

This area is managed to maintain prairie dog complexes and compatible land uses are established
and/or maintained for black-footed ferret reintroduction.
Livestock grazing is usually considered a compatible use in prairie dog management areas because the
dogs need lovv structure vegetation. An exception may be if there are some cumulative impacts from the
prairie dogs and livestock during drought but it’s not unusual for the units to adjust livestock grazing
seasons or numbers across the districts during drought.
Management Area 3.63 — Black-footed Ferret Reintroduction Habitat This area is managed to maintain
prairie dog complexes and compatible land uses are established and/or maintained for black-footed
ferret reintroduction. Prairie dog populations are maintained or increased through vegetation
management and/or relocation of prairie dogs to suitable habitat. Prairie dog shooting is prohibited in
this area. Because of the low vegetative structure in these areas, they are often the key habitat for
mountain plover and other species that require this structure.
Peter



     

      

    

       

                  
   
 

    

       

           

     

       

                   

       

   

   

     

 

       

    

            

      

                     
             

          

  

   

    

    

        

     

       

          

       

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

     

      

    

       

                  
   
 

    

       

           

     

       

                   

       

   

   

     

 

       

    

            

      

                     
             

          

  

   

    

    

        

     

       

          

       

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 12 Sep 2017 18:08:16 +0000
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Subject: RE: Lethal Prairie Dog Control Decision

Thanks Steve, it's a little more comforting to see there will still be some consideration of the current
plans and oversight.
Peter
From: Kozlowski, Steve —FS
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 10:20 AM
To: Painter, Cristi L —FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us:r; McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonaId@fs.fed.us>;
Reynolds, Kelle A —FS <kareynolds@fs.fed.us;~r
Subject: RE: Lethal Prairie Dog Control Decision

We will be discussing this more on the Forest to get pertinent details displayed. Cristi and I will work
together to prepare a GIS map showing
Category 1 boundary
Prairie dog colonies
1,000 acre prairie dog colonies
Plague
Known locations of associated species (for avoidance)
Pvt. Lands with residences
Prairie dog colonies/locations being authorized for control treatments (6,000 acres or so)
Visitor map as background for reference.
To reiterate, this map is so that we can display what and where the action being taken is, and how it
aligns with current management direction in the Grassland Plan and 2015 Mgmt. Strategy.
This is not an analysis, but rather a communication tool.
Thanks, Steve

Steve Kozlowski, USFS
Sage—grouse Coordinator — MBRTB
Wildlife Biologist — TEAMS
550 022—1934 cell, '30? 745—2343 office, sltoalowsld{filfsfeclos
From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 8:48 AM
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS (skozlowski@fs.fed.us>; McDonald, Peter M -FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Lethal Prairie Dog Control Decision

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 30?-358-7132
f: BOT-358410?
cgainter@fs.fecl.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
nut-- nI .



       

     

       

               

  

      

 
                 

                   
                  

                
                   
                 

                 
              
              

               
            

                      
               

                 
                   

                    
      

                   
                    

                 
              

          
                   

              
                  
                
                  

     
 
 

       

     

       

               

  

      

 
                 

                   
                  

                
                   
                 

                 
              
              

               
            

                      
               

                 
                   

                    
      

                   
                    

                 
              

          
                   

              
                  
                
                  

     
 
 

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Walker, Michael S -FS
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 4:31 PM
To: Proctor, Geri A -FS <gproctor@fs.fed.us>; Painter, Cristi L -FS scpainter@fs.fed.us>; Hays, Misty A -
FS cmahaystélfsgfeduw
Subject: Lethal Prairie Dog Control Decision
All.
After consulting with the Acting Forest Supervisor. I approved all but one ofthe lethal control requests
we processed. The rationale is that there needed to be a measurable effort to actively reduce some ofthc
colonies given the high acreage we have experienced in the past few years. I am also authorizing the
Weed 8:. Pest District to take any precautionary measure they deem necessary to manage the risks
associated with the spread ofplague. They are to report back to us what they actually poisoned and any
additional measure they take to manage the risks with plague. Because we have an agreement with the
Weed 8: Pest Districts. we will continue to collaboratively and cooperatively work with them in this and
future control efforts. In our collaboration and cooperation efforts. we will not micro—manage the on-the-
ground work. but rather strive to build trust in our budding relationship with them.
We had a 10.000—acrc target. but in cooperation and collaboration with our neighbors. partners. and
pennittees. approximately 6.000-aeres were identified. I approved less than 6.000-acres. With plague
moving through the area. we will give the local Weed 8:. Pest District the final say as to whether or not a
colony should be poisoned. We will learn this winter how many acres were actually poisoned.
The one request that was not approved was the proposed colony control effort in cooperation with Pat
Lynch. Pat contacted Moriah late last week and told us he wanted to \t-‘ithdrawal the request as the plague
was moving through the area and that he wasn‘t going to poison and didn‘t want to ask the Forest Service
to do control if he wasn’t.
Such actions as this are not wonderful. It may seem like we are not conserving our nation‘s resources by
killing some ofit. However. we should remind ourselves to step back and find a bigger picture to look at
and measure our nation‘s progress within. The future ofour nation‘s conservation effort is directly tied to
our ability to make lasting connections between the American public. our nation's resources. and
ourselves. the United Str‘ttes Forest Service. It will get better.
Geri — please convey to the Weed 8: Pest Districts that they are approved to apply Zinc-phosphide to the
identified prairie dog colonies on National Forest System lands t-vithin the Thunder Basin National
Grassland. They are authorized to make the final decision as to whether an approved colony for control is
controlled or not. They are also authorized to take precautions they deem necessary to manage risks
associated with the spread of plague to humans. Please have them report back to us after the application
season their actions and aereages.
Best.
Shane



From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 29 Aug 2017 22:04:47 +0000
To: Painter, Cristi L -FS;McDona|d, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: need help

Hi Cristi,
Just to let vou know, I will call vou tomorrow, Wednesdav at 9AM as we planned earlier today. We can
discuss what ever level of detail you care to share. You have contributed greatly to our Forest and our
mission. I recognize it, and I'm sure that manv others do as well. It vou would like to talk sooner, please
call rnv cell phone at {W5} .Thanks, Steve

Steve [(ozlowslti, USFS
Sage-grocso Coordinator — MBRTB
Wildlife B ologist TEMV’IS
559 EFT-193:1 cell, 30? 2:15-23:43 LilTiLE, slaoclovvslsiElsiedus
From: Painter, Cristi L —FS
Sent: Tuesdav, August 29, 2017 9:29 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.usr>; Kozlowski, Steve —FS cskozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: need help

There have been conversations with me indicating that I won’t be doing surveys for associated species
next 1,rear. There are also rumors that rnv program is going away, to include me. lam not sure what anv
of that means. lam hoping you guys can help me save my program.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
[3: 307-358-7132
f: 307-353-‘3107
c aintor fs.focl.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
lune.
_ ' —'

Caring for the land and serving people



From: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Sent: 29 Aug 2017 22:04:47 +0000
To: Painter, Cristi L -FS;McDona|d, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: need help

Hi Cristi,
Just to let vou know, I will call vou tomorrow, Wednesdav at 9AM as we planned earlier today. We can
discuss what ever level of detail you care to share. You have contributed greatly to our Forest and our
mission. I recognize it, and I'm sure that manv others do as well. It vou would like to talk sooner, please
call rnv cell phone at {W5} .Thanks, Steve

Steve [(ozlowslti, USFS
Sage-grocso Coordinator — MBRTB
Wildlife B ologist TEMV’IS
559 EFT-193:1 cell, 30? 2:15-23:43 LilTiLE, slaoclovvslsiElsiedus
From: Painter, Cristi L —FS
Sent: Tuesdav, August 29, 2017 9:29 AM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.usr>; Kozlowski, Steve —FS cskozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: need help

There have been conversations with me indicating that I won’t be doing surveys for associated species
next 1,rear. There are also rumors that rnv program is going away, to include me. lam not sure what anv
of that means. lam hoping you guys can help me save my program.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
[3: 307-358-7132
f: 307-353-‘3107
c aintor fs.focl.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
lune.
_ ' —'

Caring for the land and serving people



     

      

    

    

         

                
                

 

    

           
  

               
         

             

       

                

            

   

                  

                 

       

   

    

    

        

    

       

           

    

          
 

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

     

      

    

    

         

                
                

 

    

           
  

               
         

             

       

                

            

   

                  

                 

       

   

    

    

        

    

       

           

    

          
 

   
  

  
       

 

  
  

  

   
   

 

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 25 Jul 2017 01:48:21 +0000
To: Kozlowski, Steve -FS
Cc: Lohr, Steve -FS
Subject: Re: Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland

Steve thanks for the update. I hope the monitoring will continue and some flexibility to adapt
decisions to the situation that will be continually changing. I'll continue to monitor from here too.
Peter

Sent from my phone

On Jul 24, 2017 9:08:20 AM, ”Kozlowski, Steve -FS" <skozlowski@fs.fed.us;=- wrote:
Hi Peter,
Shane Walker, District Ranger, prepared the quick briefing in messages below and I wasn’t sure
if you received it through other channels. Very useful.
Also, I queried Dennis regarding dusting and shooting ban topics, very brief hallway
conversation, and here is what I heard.
Dusting — will be discussed in more detail Tuesday at FLT meeting with Dennis, Jason l<uikan
{Acting F.Sup.), and Shane Walker. Discuss doing it in cooperation/coordination with WGF,
TBGPEA, and others.

Shooting Ban — No plan to reinstate at this time, the lift remains in effect until March 18th.
Larger goal here is to get on board between WGF and FS, work more together on these

things so nobody hanging out by themselves.

Steve I<ozlowski, USFS
Sage—grouse Coordinator — lviBRTB
Wildlife Biologist — TEAMS
559 972-1933. cell, 3307 7’flr5-23L’13 office, skoalcwvsl-zi[filfsfecius
From: Jaeger, Dennis -FS
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 7:27 AM
To: Voos, Aaron T -FS <atvoos@fs.fed.us>; Reynolds, Kelle A -FS <kareyno|ds@fs.fed.us>;
Kozlowski, Steve -FS sskozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: FW: Epizootic Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland
FYI

Dennis L. Jaeger
Forest Supervisor

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder Basin National
Grassland

p: BOT-T452400
c: 30T-399-1404
gigeqerMfiizfsfedME

2408 Jackson Street
Laramie, WY 82070
www.fs._fed.us_
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Caring for the land and serving people

From: Walker, Michael 5 -FS
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017' 4:20 PM
To: Jaeger, Dennis -FS <djaeger01@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Epizootic Plague Event on Thunder Basin National Grassland
Background

I Sylvatic plague has been present on the Thunder Basin National Grassland for at least 15-
years.

I Small outbreaks of plague is a regular occurrence.
I The last epizootic event on the grassland occurred 2007—09, reducing the occupied acreage

from approximately 16,000—acres to approximately 3,000—acres.
I The associated sensitive species (Mountain plover, Burrowing owl, and Swift fox)

populations were significantly reduced for several years following the last epizootic
event

I A minimum of43,000-acres of occupied prairie dog colony habitat on the TBNG in 2016.
I Acreage exceeded scientific understanding and TBNG plan expectations of growth and

behavior.
I USGS study of plague resistance fleas on TBNG in 2015 and 2016 determined that the fleas

are not yet resistant to Delta-dust.
I Planned to poison approximately 10,000-acres of occupied prairie dog colonies on NFS in

collaboration and cooperation with partners, cooperators, and neighbors.
Current Situation

I Signs appear to indicate that the epizootic event started in fall 2017 in Weston county and
moved west.

I A second outbreak started in Converse county — possibly in winter 2016/17 — and moved
east.

I Approximately 6,000 — 8,000 acres of prairie dog colonies have died as to date.
I Anticipate approximately 75% of the prairie dog colony acres to die of plague by fall.
I Anticipate approximately 90% of the prairie dog colony acres to die of plague by spring

2018.
I No guarantee that plague will not kill 100% of the prairie dog colonies in conjunction with

recreational shooting and poisoning.
I Collaborating and cooperating with partners, cooperators, and neighbors to monitor the

progress of plague across northeastern Wyoming.
I Wyoming Game and Fish Department confirmed two prairie dogs from northeastern

Wyoming died of sylvatic plague.
Actions

I Monitoring the progress of plague in coordination and cooperation with our partners on
National Forest System, state, and private lands.

I Executing poisoning priorities from the grazing associations this fall.
I Executing broad prairie dog control agreements with Converse, Campbell, and Weston

counties.
I Agreements with counties will cover lethal and non—lethal control methods, and dusting

for fleas.



             

      

               

 

            

           

            

      

 

          

              

            
       

                 

    
 

             

      

               

 

            

           

            

      

 

          

              

            
       

                 

    
 

l Explaining to the grazing associations and county weed and pest departments the rationale
for dusting prairie dogs before poisoning.

I Planning to dust prairie dogs to kill fleas prior to poisoning on National Forest System
lands.

I Developing a public service announcement in cooperation with the BLM, WGFD, Converse
County, Campbell County, Weston County, Niobrara County, and the chamber of
commerce’s for communities in northeastern Wyoming in preparation to a large influx
of visitors during the solar eclipse.

Recommendations
- Apply shooting restrictions in select areas of the MA 3.63.
I Coordinate with partners and cooperators in applying Delta-dust in up to 3 colonies with

high value and occupied habitat for multiple sensitive species in MA 3.63.
o lZ-people in 5-days can cover LOUD-acres.

- Dusting in the 3 priority colonies would occur for the next 3-6 years to ensure plague does
not enter the colonies.



     

      

     

   

                    
      

 

     

       

      

   
                         

  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

      

   
                    
                  

                     
    
 

     

       

      

   
                    

                 

                         

                      

               

                   

                    

                   

                   

     

      

     

   

                    
      

 

     

       

      

   
                         

  

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

 

 

        

     

       

      

   
                    
                  

                     
    
 

     

       

      

   
                    

                 

                         

                      

               

                   

                    

                   

                   

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 18 Jul 2017' 18:32:02 +0000
To: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Subject: RE: plague

Cristi checking in again to see if I can get that map. Also have you heard anything recent on the
shooting ban or dusting plans? Thanks.
Peter
From: Painter, Cristi L —FS
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2017 1:51 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:>
Subject: RE: plague

“res we have a map. I will get it to you. Ryan was updating it, so let me make sure I send you the most
updated version.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.f_e_d.us_
I MI is '2. -."

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M —FS
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2017 1:50 PM
To: Painter, Cristi L-FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: plague

Thanks Cristi. Is it possible to gin up a map or if you have one already sending me, showing the
colonies on the district, 3.363 area, and towns so far affected by plague? Putting a visual to the
number would be I think very helpful. If it‘s a bigger ask than I realize then that‘s ok. I won’t share
your email of course.
Peter
From: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Sent: Thursday, July 13,2017 1:40 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us>
Subject: RE: plague

We are keeping track of it. We document colonies as they plague out, and have been tracking that on a
map. We are also following up with any reported areas from the researchers running around out there.
and we go ground truth it. So far we have lost about 8,000 acres, most of it in the 3.63 so far. And it is
moving fast. We started to notice some signs in May, and by June it was off to the races. We are already
noticing associated species leaving and are finding them in other places we haven’t traditionally found
them. We are trying really hard to get a good inventory of associated species this year, but plague will
have an impact to be sure. Just when we were starting to see our numbers of plover, owls, and forces
come back. l have recommended to Shane that we put the shooting closure back in place and do some
emergency dusting. But I got the feeling that he may not get a green light on that from leadership.



                    

                      

                  

                    

                      

                 
                    

                       
     

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

     

       

      

     

  
                  

                 
               
               
                     

                   
                      

           
                     

                    
            

 

  
   

     

  
   

  
  

  

     
   

 

                    

                      

                  

                    

                      

                 
                    

                       
     

  
  

  
     

      

  
  

  

   
   

 

        

     

       

      

     

  
                  

                 
               
               
                     

                   
                      

           
                     

                    
            

 

  
   

     

  
   

  
  

  

     
   

 

Everything is so politically toxic right now. And just so you know, I have been treated pretty badly by the
range shop this last year, and I know some if it has to do with prairie dogs. We just gave a short
presentation at the safety meeting this week on things to watch out for and be careful about with
plague, and that we had already lost 8,000 acres. One of the range folks said ”good”. Not telling you this
to complain, but just so you have a feel for the climate here. I don’t think biology has much to do with
decisions being made at this point. So unfortunately, things don’t look good right now for pdogs on
TBNG. I wish I knew what to ask for in the help department. And I am sorry I haven’t communicated
better, but to be honest, I don’t know who I am allowed to talk to at this point. I am hoping you don’t
share this email with anyone.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: BOY-3584132
f: 307-353-7107
cpainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
In H 's n
1- ' r"

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2017 8:23 AM
To: Painter, Cristi L—FS <cpainter@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Kozlowski, Steve -FS <5koz|owski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: plague
Hi Cristi, I heard the horrible news that plague may have re-activated again on the district. I was
visiting with Jacque Buchanan yesterday on our way back from a meeting at the ferret center. She
was asking whether the district is documenting the occurrence and extent to get something more
firm about the current status. Particularly to help inform management options and response. She has
seen your note and this is a follow-up. I realize it‘s probably quite early and you all may still be trying
to wrap your heads around this latest development and make sense of what is going on. Can you tell
me if there are efforts afoot or plans to capture the extent of the impact so far, even so much as an
estimate of colonies and acres affected? This would be very helpful.
I'm very sorry for this news and can imagine the blow it must be on top of everything else that's been
transpiring the past few weeks. Let me know if there is anything I can do to help from here and
thanks for any more specifics you can provide about the current situation.
Peter

Peter McDonald
Regional Program Leader
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

[3: 303-275-5029
c: 303-475-3515
petermcdonald@fs.fed.us

1617' Cole Boulevard, Bldg 17
Lakewood, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
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From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: 8 Sep 2017 16:33:12 +0000
To: Painter, Cristi L -FS
Subject: RE: plover viability

This will be an important report if and when the conversation veers to what prairie dog management
should look like into the future at TBNG to meet the various objectives. What is the CU study?
Peter
From: Painter, Cristi L —FS
Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 12:45 PM
To: McDonald, Peter M —FS cpetermcdonald@fs.fed.us:>; Kozlowski, Steve —FS «:skozlowski@fs.fed.us>
Subject: plover viability

‘r’ou have seen the graph below. Also, I am going to include the viability analysis that we did a couple of
years ago. Peter, I believe you were a peer reviewer on that document. Based on what is going on with
management and what we know about data and populations on TBNG, to include the research Ryan is
doing with CU, I do not believe we have a viable plover population, or at least we are almost there. I
perceive we probably don’t and won’t have a viable population of mountain plover based on what is
going on here. But what do I do with this information? What do we do next? Help please.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist
Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 307-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us
2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed_._u_s_
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I am prettyr sure you can interpret this without my assistance.

Cristi Painter
Wildlife Biologist

Forest Service
Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests, Thunder
Basin National Grassland, Douglas Ranger District
p: 30'F-358-7132
f: 307-358-7107
cgainter@fs.fed.us

2250 E. Richards
Douglas, WY 82633
www.fs.fed.us
lulk'r-'-.' n
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From: Lohr, Steve -FS
Sent: 23 Mar 2017 16:20:32 +0000
To: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Subject: RE: plover

Thanks-
Steve Lohr
Director of Renewable Resources

Forest Service
Rocky Mountain Region

p: 303-275-5014
c: 303-242-7675
f: 303-275-5075
slohr@fs.fed.us

"K40 Simms Street
Golden, CO 80401
www.fs.fed.us
lfilb'k"-"1.-n

Caring for the land and serving people

From: McDonald, Peter M -FS
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 10:19 AM
To: Loh r, Steve -FS <s|ohr@fs.fed.us>
Subject: plover

P. 63 of their 2015 prairie dog management implementation strategy provides the direction from the
TBNG plan: 29. To help reduce disturbances and risks to nesting mountain plover, do not authorize the
following activities in plover nesting areas or within 0.25 miles of plover nests from March 15 through
Julv 31:
. Construction (e.g., pipelines, utilities, fencing),
' Workover operations for maintenance of oil and gas wells,
. Permitted recreation events involving large groups of people,
. Grasshopper spraying,
. Prairie dog shooting (in consultation with state wildlife agencies and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service].
Peter


	2017-09-08 - McDonald to Lohr - critiquing failures to implement plan



