From: Ereifeld, Holly

To: Wiechman, Lief

Cc: Skora, Genevieve

Subject: Re: CED - infrastructure and perch deterrents
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 11:01:52 AM
Hi Gen,

Lief beat metoit! Ditto Lief's points below, especially #1.

To add onto Lief's#2: | agree that that point 6 under Infrastructure in the COT report suggests
that activities that are intended to reduce the risk of predation address the threat posed by
infrastructure. However, predation hasn't been deemed a status-driver for sage-grouse (e.g., in
the COT report, and thus it wasn't include in the CED either), so good as it may be to
minimize perches for raptors and ravens, that's not the salient aspect of the threat posed by
infrastructure, as | understand it.

Hope that helps, and that you get more intel from some of the other FO biologists on the
APLIC question.
Holly

Holly Freifeld, Ph.D.

Fish and Wildlife Biologist - Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Region
911 NE 11th Ave., 4th Floor, Portland, OR 97232
ph: 503.231.2198

holly_freifeld@fws.gov

OnWed, Mar 11, 2015 at 10:49 AM, Wiechman, Lief <lief_wiechman@fws.gov> wrote:
Gonna provide some real brief answers... Holly can weighin.

1. Check with the biols in the other stats offices who've already evaluated this. See what
their thoughts are. That was the guidance provided so we achieve continuity now,
otherwise we'll be convening later to get it sorted out to reduce conflicting evals. This
appliesto all projectgefforts that cross multiple states. Additionally, this could help with
'like'/similar efforts evaluated in teh same fashion.

2. In short, you're right - perch deterrents address predation, not the infrastructure itself.
Impacts from the structures still remain regardless of who is/isn't perching.

3. No. WY -ES may have taken a stance, but not the Service range-wide to my knowledge.
Someone may know better.

LW
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Lief Wiechman
Sage-grouse Ecologist

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
M ountain-Prairie Region
Cell: 307.214.8426

Office: 307.772.2374 x236

lief_wiechman@fws.qov

OnWed, Mar 11, 2015 at 11:16 AM, Skora, Genevieve <genevieve skora@fws.gov>
wrote:
Hi Lief & Hally,

| have some questions regarding retrofitting infrastructure to remove perch locations.

In thetraining for the CED evaluation, was it stated that perch deterrents do not address
the threat of infrastructure and therefore should be deemed not effective under
infrastructure?

Also, have APLIC and/or the Service taken the stance that perch deterrents are not
effective at reducing predation? (I thought this was the case.)

Finally, if the above are true, does this conflict somewhat with COT
Infrastructure Conservation Option #6. Transmission line towers should be constructed to
severely reduce or eliminate nesting and perching by avian predators, most notably
ravens, thereby reducing anthropogenic subsidies to those species.

Or is building structures with limited perches seen as more effective than retrofitting?

Thanks for the help,

- Gen

Genevieve A. Skora
Biologist (Endangered Species)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service | Reno Fish & Wildlife Office
1340 Financial Blvd., Suite 234 | Reno, Nevada 89502
(775) 861-6395 | Genevieve Skora@fws.gov
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