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Steve Samoray <ssamoray@copperheadconsulting.com> Tue, Mar 5, 2013 at 9:35 AM

To: Indiana_bat@fws.gov

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the 2013 Indiana Bat Survey Guidance Contingency Plan.
Please see attached document.

Steve Samoray
Biologist

Copperhead Environmental Consulting, Inc.
11641 Richmond Rd.

P.O. Box 73

Paint Lick, KY 40461

615.542.1000 - Mobile

859.925.9012 - Office

859.925.9816 - Fax
www.copperheadconsulting.com

ER
v *r@

©
¥gyt

‘E Copperhead_response to contingency_Final.pdf
194K

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/252/u/0/?ui=2&ik=3754a27c2b&v iew=pt&search=inbox&msg=13d3b31bf ...

1



1 March 2013
Mr. Andrew King Ms. Robyn Niver
Endangered Species Biologist Endangered Species Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street 3817 Luker Road
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121 Cortland, NY 13045

Mr. Mike Armstrong
Endangered Species Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
J. C. Watts Federal Building, Room 265
330 West Broadway
Frankfort, KY 40601-8670

Re: Copperhead Comments on proposed 2013 Summer Survey Guidance Contingency Plan

As per the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service request via email, Copperhead Environmental
Consulting Inc. (Copperhead) would like to take this opportunity to offer constructive
comments on the proposed 2013 Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidance Contingency Plan.
Copperhead fully supports the implementation of a contingency plan to allow for further
testing and development of the automated acoustic identification programs currently available.
Copperhead is also a signatory of the Collective Response To: USFWS Draft Revised Rangewide
Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidelines. Although we believe some modifications may be
necessary to improve this document and its methodology, we feel the Collective Response is the
most realistic alternative to the Proposed Guidelines and Contingency Plan yet put forward and
best meets the USFWS objective “to provide standardized, rangewide guidelines and protocols and to
determine whether Indiana bats (Myotis sodalis) are present or likely absent at a given site during the

summer (May 15 to August 15).”

As it is currently written, the proposed 2013 Summer Survey Guidance Contingency Plan offers
no real contingency to the 2013 Draft guidance, just an extra step (Step 3) before researchers are
required (Step 4) to assume presence of an Indiana bat maternity colony or to use automated

acoustic identification software, filters, or extremely subjective qualitative visual analyses to
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determine the presence or probable absence of Indiana bats. The Step 3 trigger is “[P]ositive
detection of high frequency calls...” i.e., recorded calls 235 kHz. Throughout the majority of the
species’ range, the Indiana bat shares this echolocation call characteristic with no less than 6
other bat species, several of which are commonly recorded during these types of acoustic
surveys. Itis very likely that Step 3 will always result in recorded calls that meet this =235 kHz
criterion (especially in the southern and western portions of the Indiana bat range), resulting in
an incredible amount of assumed Indiana bat maternity colony presence. If on the other hand,
surveyors choose to proceed to Step 4, the burden of proof is again placed on an acoustic
analysis method the Service has not determined to be accurate or efficient, hence the need for a

contingency plan.

In essence, the USFWS is advising the use of non-approved programs or qualitative visual
analysis to make decisions that could have major impacts on the species and/or projects. This
is a mandate to use an incomplete, untested, and non-standardized guidance which will either
lead to significant impacts to the species or significantly increase costs and delays to projects
(i.e., taxpayers) and is not based on the best available science. We do not feel the Service can
require surveyors to make this determination using methods they themselves are not willing to
fully endorse. Further, Copperhead can not recommend the use of this contingency plan to
clients as the uncertainty associated with this new survey technique will result in indefensible

results and litigation (Titus 2009).

There are several peer-reviewed papers that suggest a higher level of effort is necessary than
that required by the 2007 Indiana Bat Draft Recovery Plan (USFWS, 2007) (O’Farrell et al. 1999,
Fenton 2000, Parsons and Jones 2000, Burnett et al. 2001, Fenton et al. 2001, Kazial et al. 2001,
Murray et al. 2001, Fenton 2003, Burnett et al. 2004, Rainey et al. 2009, Robbins et al. 2008). All
of these conclude that acoustic monitoring and mist netting should be used together to detect
the most bat species. While we acknowledge that the Contingency plan is not designed to
detect all species but rather Indiana bats alone, we feel that until a targeted approach is
available, it makes sense to capture as many bats of all species as possible. Also, in order to
record good quality “search phase” calls similar to those found in the typical call library,

researchers are required to place detectors in relatively open areas. While this may increase the
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ability of automated software to correctly identify acoustic calls, it decreases the chance of
detecting Indiana bats where they are most often found, i.e., interior woodlots and edges
(Murray and Kurta 2004, USFWS 2007, Winhold et al. 2005) and effectively eliminates a proven
sampling technique for this species: the mist-net. Although the techniques are reversed, this
approach is similar to a bird researcher foregoing a call survey and instead waiting to visually

identify a secretive woodland species in an open field before claiming presence.

As with the search for anything rare, it is prudent to first increase your efforts using techniques
that have proven successful before abandoning them for something new, untested, and in this
case unverifiable. Therefore Copperhead suggests the use of a modified version of the Indiana
Bat Survey Guidance for Kentucky (USFWS 2011). This would include the use of both acoustic
and mist-netting methods. Overall survey effort could be increased to account for population
declines by requiring additional net sets, additional net nights, movement of nets between

nights (Robbins et. al 2008), and/or additional acoustic monitoring sites.

Until peer-reviewed research indicates that Indiana bat calls collected passively in the field can
be reliably identified using acoustics, we do not feel that presence/possible absence should be
determined by acoustics alone. Instead, acoustic data should be analyzed with the best
available software at the time and those results should only be used to indicate the need for
additional netting effort. This process has been tested over the past few years and is the logical
choice for an effective contingency plan until such time as the USFWS has a complete Revised

Guidance in place.

Sincerely,

Mark Gumbert Josh Adams Price Sewell Chris Leftwich

Principal Biologist Biologist Biologist

Biologist/ CEO

Jeff A. Hawkins Gregg Shirk Piper Roby

Jeff H. Biologist Biologist Biologist

Schwierjohann

Biologist/ COO Steve Samoray
Biologist
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