DECISION
AND
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:

REDUCING DOUBLE-CRESTED CORMORANT DAMAGE
THROUGH AN INTEGRATED WILDLIFE DAMAGE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM IN THE STATE OF MIGHIGAN

INTRODUCTION

Across the United States, wildlife habetat has been substantially changed as the human popelation
expands and more land is used to meet human needs. These human uses ofien come imo conflict with the
needs of wildlife, whech increases e potential for segative duman/wildlife imenacoons.  Doublecrested
Cormoraaty {(Phalacrocerar aunitax; DOCOx) are one of the wildiufe specios that cagage in activities that
conflict with heman activities and rososroe saes, Conflscts with DOCOx inchade, but are not himmited %
forapng on fish at aquaculre facilities, forapng on popslatons of sport fish, negative impacts of local
DOCO populations ca vegetanon and habatas used by other wildlife, damage 10 private peoperty from
DOCO feces, and rakis of sircra® collissens with DOCOs. The Usited Sunes Diepartment of Agrscelture,
Animal snd Phat Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Wilkdlife Servaces (WS), the United States
Department of the Imenor (USDI), Fish and Wildhife Service (USFWS) and the USDI] National Park
Service (NPS), Sleepesg Bear Dunes Natiooal Lakeshore prepared an Exvirommensal Assessment (EA)
evaluating ways by which the apmaies may work together 1o sesolve comflicts with DOCOs 1n Michegan.
The EA replaces am analyss prepeced in 2004 and amended in 2006, The analywis for the new EA was
prepared in consultanion with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), Chippewa-
Onawa Nateal Resowsce Authority, Late Traverse Bay Bands of Odewa Indians, Grand Traverse Bay
Band of Odawa and Chippows Iadiams, Bay Malls Indan Community sad Saclt Sie. Marie Tribe of
Chippewa Indians.  Thes document 5 the record of W'S' menagement docision based on the analyxis = the
new EA and agency response 10 peblic comments (Appendix A).

The EA documentiod the need for cormornnt Ssmage sanagessent (CDM) i Machigan and assesiod
potential impacts on the human environmest from the vanoss allematives for responding 1o damage
problems = Michigas, includeng the take of birds under the Double <restod Cormorant Publx Resowrce
Depredanon Oeder (PRDO;, S0 CFR 21 43). The smalyss comsidened curvent and fusure CDM actions by
WS, USFWS, NPS, MDNR, sad $he Trites wherever they maght be roqueniod or scoded within e Stale
of Maxchigan Comments from the public involvemnent process were renewed for ssbstantive ismes and
0 ensure that appropeiate allematives were conssdiered in developing thes decision (Appendix A} The EA
o tiered 10 the USFWS' 2003 Fesal Envieonmental [mpact Sunement (FEIS), “Doublecressed Cormonnt
Management in te United States (USFWS 2003). WS was 2 formal cooperating agency oe the FEIS and
subsequontly adopted the FEIS and ssued its own Record of Decision (ROD) to support WS' program
decsions for its involvement = the management of DCCO damage. Many of the issues addressed in e
EA and public commeents have alo boes comsidered = e FEIS.

Wildlife Services is selecting the proposed allemative, “Alcrrative 4 - Adaptive Integrated Cormorant
Damage Management with Lemited Aansal Take (Proposed Allemnative)”, with modifications based on
agency snalysss of tsues i publc comements (Appendix A). Data on the Michigan cormornant popelation
mdicate the population has decreased froe 10,208 pairs 1 2008 10 28 580 pairs 21 2007 and 15,220 pairs
m 2009, Preliminary counts from sites where CDM was condectod in 2010 indcate Sat there was an
spprovmately 2006 decroase in e nember of nesting pairs between 2009 and 2010, Goven e



decreaung state DCOO population and that locsl DOCD pepulations contoue % approach management
objectives (Figure | ), 3 maximum anrual take of 20,000 DOCOs for all types of damage management and
ssienific collecting permits (as proposed under Ahemative 4 n the draft EA) sppears 10 be mcee thas
what s needed.  However, WS does belicve that an increase = take beyond what is currently allowed
would 20d agencees and the tnbes in attsining management obpectives, Based on consultation with the
USFWS, the sotal annual maximum take of DOCOs whoch may be taken for damage management will
inorease 3,000 bards per year 50 15,500 birds insead of 20,000 bisds. Thas inclades an sppeoximancly
S0% increase i the nussher of DOCOs which may be taken armually under the PRDO by the MDNR, WS
and ther agents snd 2 wmilar incresse in Tnbal take under the PRDO. Under $is modified altersative,
the MDNR, WS or their agents may take sp 914,000 birds per year under the PRDO; 750 bieds mary be
takem under the FRDO by the Tnbes; an additional 450 birds could be mken ender Migratory Bird
Depredation Permits; and 300 Berds could be taken ender Scientific Collecong Permits, Meassres
extshished in the EA for the protection of the state and Regional DOCO population (Section 1.5.5.1) mll
remain ingluding 3 comumstment to mamtain no less than $,000 breading DCCO pases and w preserve
DOCO disnbution throughout the state.

After revaew of peblic comments and ageacy responses (Appendix A), WS has also chosen 10 modify the
manapement proposal for the Beaver Idaad Archipelago. As stned in the EA, the management obgective
for the Beaver Island Archepelago is %0 restore the smallmouth bas population and fahery and redoce
oversll foraging demand on the prey base of Lake Muchigsn, To achiove the management obective, the
agencics proposnd to reduce the archopelago-wide DCOO breeding population $0% cach year and moaioe
fish popsdation and fishery rosponses. The agencies acknowledge that the dana en DOCO Lrpacts 10 the
fishery in this area is not opommal and have selected a more comservative ranagement spproack. The
revised proposal 15 %0 reduce Bhe popudation SOM per year 10 3,000 teveding pasrs for the archipelago and
mcnitor the resporse of $he Sshery % thes reduction.  This s an approumately 74 % reduction from the
11,589 beceding pairs observed in 2007, and i likely 10 be of sufficiess magnitude that a2 impact Soe
e reduction i DOOO prodation may be chuerved despite the mumerous vanables i the system
Observing the fubery responss %0 3 DOCO population maintained at 3 relatively conssamt level mstead of
s steadily decreasing DOCO popalation will also help to reduce the variabdiny in the data analyss.
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Figure 1. Peak nest cousts for sreas in Michigan wheve WS has condactod CDM,
Data for 2010 are preliminary evtimates.
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Afer roviewing the avaslable information, 'W'S and the USFW'S feel thas the selected management
alternanve, mcludng the above modifications, will allow for the effective mplementation of CDM,
inchadiog e adaprve management strategy proposed by the MDNR, sd will reduce damage by and
conflicts with DOCOs. Thes management strategy will also sllow for the ssinterance of a viable state,
regiosal and national DOCO population, increase the mformanion svailable regarding DOCO (mpeces to
pablic resources, and peovide protections for nontarget species and humas health and safety.

The mtegrated wildhife &amage management approach % be implemented under the preferred allemative,
gommonly known as Imegrated Pest Masagement (WS Direcurve 2.105), tnvoives the use of 2
combmanon of medods 10 reduce wildife damage WS' wildhife Ssage management is not based on
punishing offending animals but is Socused om reducing or preventing damage and = implemented by
wiing a thought process described by the WS Decison Model (Slate et al, 1992, USDA 1997 revised, WS
Dhrective 2201). Resowrse management agences, OfEamizamons, Associamons, groups, and individuals
have requesied assismace with CDM 10 peotect privale peoperty and sanural resources and 1o redace ridks
10 herman bealth sad safety in Michagan. All wildhfe damage msanagement activities willl be conducted in

WS was the Jead sgency in the preperation of e EA, and 1y the Federal program authorzed by law to
reduce damage casacd by wildlife (e Act of March 2, 193] (46 Seat. 1465, 7 U S C. 426426b) as
amemded, and the Act of December 22, 1987 (101 Saat. 1329331, 7 US.C. 426¢)). Wildlife damsage
management is the allevistion of damage or other prodlems caused by or related w e presence of
wikiife, and & recogrered as an imegral part of wildhife ranagemest (The Wildhfe Socxcty 1992). WS
responds 1o roquests for saistance from indivaduals, organizations and agencios expenemcing damage
causad by mikide. Ord&inanly, acconding to AFHIS procedures implementing the Natiooal
Environmental Peficy Act (NEPA), ssdivideal wildlife damage management actions may be categorcally
excladed (7 CFR 372 5(¢), 60 Fod. Reg. S000-6003, 1995). However, WS and the cooperating agencies
docided %0 prepare the EA % assist in planming COM activities and % clearly communicate with the
publio the analysis of cumulative effects for & number of issues of concern in relanos 10 Aerrative means
of meeting the seed for actice.

COOPERATING AGENCIES

US. Department of the laterior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The USFWS,
ciudng the Regon 3 Division of Migratory Birds and Sency sad Shiawasnee Natoral Wildhife
Refuge, was a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EA. The mission of the USFWS is:
“Werking with others 10 conserve, protect, and enbance fish, wilditfe, plasts and thesr habitats for
e contnung benefity of the American peoplie™, Whle some of the USFWS's rosponsitditios
arc shared with other Foderal, State, tnbal, and Jocal entities, the USFW'S has special authonnes
18 conserving megranory berds, endangered spocies, certain manne massmaly, and naticnally
sgnifican fisheres, managing the National Wildlife Refuge System; snd eaforceg Foderal
wildife by, The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) gives the USFWS primary statutory
authority o manage migratory bed populations in e U.S. including DCCOs. The USFWS s
also charged with mmplementation and enforvement of the Endangered Species Actof 1973, s
amended, and with developng recovery plams for listed species.

In response 1o persistent conflicts and complamits relating to DCCOy, the USFWS, in cooperation
with WS completoed the FEIS on the management of DOCOs in the ULS. in 2005 (USEW'S 2003).
Inchaded in the selected management aliemative were two depredation ceders % address DOCO
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darage. Only one of these - the Public Resource Deprodation Order (PRDO) - apphies o
Mixchigan The purpose of e FRDO is to reduce the actual occurmence, and ‘or mummize the risk,
of adverse impacts of DOCOs to public resowrces. Public resources inchde fish (ot free-
swimming fish end stock at Federsd, Staie, and Tribal hascheries that are imtended for relesse in
public waters), wiidlife, plants, snd their habetats. 1 suthormees WS, State fish and wildlife
agencics, and Federally-recogrned Tnbes (acting only o tnbal lands) 10 conwrol DCCOs withow
» Federal pormt, in 24 States (AL, AR, FL, GA, IL, IN, IA, KS, KXY, LA, M1, MN, MS, MO,
NY,NC, OfL, OK, SC. TN, TX, VT, WV, and WI). h sutherizes control on “all kads and
freshwaters.” This sscludes private lesds, bat landowner perminsion is required. | protects
“peblic resources,” which are satural resources managed and conserved by public agencies, as
opposed to pervate individuals,

The USFWS is responusble for ennuning that $e agencies and Trnbes authored 1o act under the
PRDO (1) do not threatem the Jong-term sustamability of regional DCCO populations, (2) do nee
sdversely affect other bird species that nest or rocst with DOCOx, (3) o not advenely affect
Fedenlly-listed species, and (4) comply wath the terma and conditions of the PRDO, including
sotificatson sad reporting procedures.

In addition %o the depeedation orders, the USFWS issues two kmds of Migratory Bind Permuits that

allow the ke of DCCOs. Depredation perreaty can be uied 1o address loss of private property

(inclading peivate hatchery stock) aad protection of humen hoalth and safety. Sciennfic

O&Wwﬁuah-ﬂbmhﬂshmbm“hsmdm
habns.

The musscon of the National Wildlife Refuge System 15 %0, “adminester a satonal network of
Sands and waners for the conservaton, masagement, and where appropriate, restorston of the
fish, wikdade, end plamt resources and thew habitats within B¢ United States for the benefit of
present and futere generations of Americans™. One unit of the Refuge System » Machigan 1s
Michogan lelands NWR, which s administered by Sency and Shiawassee NWRs. This refuge
was ostablished under Executive Order 9337 in 1943 s & refuge and beceding grousd foe
migratory birds and other wildlife. The refage is comprised of caght sdands in Lakes Machigan
and Huron, including Gull, Pissire, Hat and Shoe ldands in northern Lake Michegan; Scarecrow
hand sad Thunder Bay Island in Thunder Bay; and Big and Lisde Chanty Islands & Sagisaw
Bay. Scarecrow, Pismire, and Shoe islands were officially Scugranod a3 Federal wildermess areas
in 1970. Cormorants nest a1 Little Oharsey, Scarecrow, Gull, Piarmre and Hat Islands,

Unlted States Department of the Interior, Nathonal Park Service (NPS) The NPS s
responsibie for management of Sleeping Bear Duses Natiosal Lakesbere, including South
DCOOs.

The Orgamc Act creating the NPS states the agency will “conscrve the seenery and Se nataral
and histone odyects and the wildlife therem and. ., provide for Se erjoyment of the same = such
rrumnet and by sach meass as will lexve them wmimpaired for the engoyment of future
pencratioen” (16 USC. 1),

The Management Policies 2001 for the NPS state in Section 4.4.2, Masagemest of Native Plants
and Ammals, “Whenever possible, natural procesacs will be relied upon to masntain native plant

and aromal specses, and 1o mfluence matural Muctuations n populations of these specses. The NPS
may iervene 1o manage individuals or populations of native species only whes such
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micrvention will sot casae wmacoeptable impacts %o the populations of the pecies and when &
Jeast one of the following conditions exists:

o A population occurs = an urnaturally Bigh or Jow concentration 23 & rewalt of hussen
influences and it is not possable o mitigate the offects of Be human mfluences,
o There is 2 noed 1o protect rave, Sreatened, o endangered species.

MONITORING

Wildide Services, the MDNR, wribes and USFWS will sscaitor the impects of ther CDM activines o
DCCOs and son-target specics. The USFWS will ssnsally assess the mmpacts of the PRDO aad DOCO
depredation and scwntific collectng permits 1o ensure that camulative CDM activities do not adversely
umpadct the longderm sustatradlity of reproaal DCCO populations and that they are not adversely
mpacting nos-tarpet spocies. This will Be basod om review of USFWS permit seconds snd sancal reports
submatied by agencaes and individuals asthorised to take DCCOs under e PRDO combmed with
penodc population monitoring efforts. In addimion, the EA will be reviewed cach year 10 ensure that
there are 1o new needs. issues of mpacts mennng addnonal snalyses

PUBLIC INNGOLVEMENT

The EA was prepared and released 10 the public for & 30-day comment penod via a legal notice placed on
May 15-18, 2010 in ®e Lonxing State Joarsal, WS alw posted the EA and 2 notice of availabelity for
comment on their web sie httpe'www aphis usda goviwildife _damagenepashtml A notificaton
reparding the availabelity of the EA for public comment was also masled deectly 10 apencues,
organieations, and mé&viduals with probable imterest in e proposed programs. The USFWS Midwest
Roegionmal Office 15sued a pross releane 1o all news media and other interested parties - Michigan and
provided a copy on the USFWS webste (Mip: 'www fus govimidwess midwesthard cormeranss. hem).
Fufty-four comment Jemers were received ca the EA. Responses 10 comments are provided m Appendix
A All ketiers and comenests arc marrtsiscd 31 e Wikdhife Services State Office in Olestaon, Michipes.

MAJOR ISSUES

The Sollowing 1ssues were identifiod 2 important to the soope of the analyws (S0 CFR 1508 25). The EA
malyzed Be impacts of each CDOM altermanive refative 10 these issues.

Effects on DOCO populations

Effects on other wildlife (sad plant) spocies, inclading TAE specien
Effects on humss health and safety

Effeces oo aesthetie values

Humaneness and animal welfare concerns of the methods used

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The proposed acton may be conducted on properties held m privane, local, ssie or federal ownership.
The secas of the proposed action could include areas in and around peblic and peivase facilities and
propertics aad 3t other snes where DOCOs may roost, loafl food, nest or otherwise oocur. Examsples of
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arcas where COM actrvities could be conducted imclude, but are not necessandy lissited %o aquacaiture
homeownen property owner association propertes. boat mamnas; natural arcas; national wildlife refuges
(Shawassoe and Michagan Islands NWRs) state wildhfe management arcas. and srports and sarrounding
arcas. WS may condoct breoding bied conmral activities = aty DOCO breoding coloay site in Mickegan,
ecludng any of the breoding wites carrently identifod throughout the state (USDUVUSGS 2001, Wesecloh
¢t al. 2005), wih landowner permission. Thus may include sies within the Los Chencaux Isiands,
Thunder Bay and Sapnaw Bay repoes of Lake Huron, Bays du Noc, Beaver Islands, Bellows Island,
Paguin ksland, Naubenway Island and the Ludisgion Purrped Storage Project in Lake Michegan;
Tabguamenos Island in Lake Superics; and Gem and Rock Ialands in the St Marys River, Theso sites
mciude nesting Jocations idestified by Wires and Cuthbert (2001 ) as hagh pnonity for the conservation of
oolorsal waterbnds in the US. Great Lakes. WS willl consult e USFWS defore undernlong COM
Sctivitses af the high-prionity sites,

ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE FULLY EVALUATED

Frve altermatives were developed 1o respond %0 the ssues. WS and the USFWS have made separae
decsions regarding the alternative 10 be selected. The following is @ sumemary of e altcrnatives.

Altermative 1. Istegrated CDM Including Implementation of the PRDO (No Actlon
Alternative)

As defined by the CEQ, the no sction altersanve can be intespeeted as the continanon of cusvent
CDM practices (CEQ 1981), This akermative wosdd continge curment CDM activibies s Michipan
that have incloded workang under the FRDO and Migrasory Baed Permits. An integraned wildlife
damage managemsent (IWDM) approach weuld be splemented 1o reduce DOCO damage 10 and
conflacts with public resources, squacaliure, property, and hurman health and safety, The TWDM
wrategy wosld eacompass e uwe and recommendation of practical and effective methods of
preventing of redecing damage while menimining harmful effects of damage management
measures on humans, terpet and non-tarpet specics, mad the envireament.

direct operasonal damage managemens, ins leding sonlethal and lethal management methods by
applymg the WS Decison Model (Slate et al. 1992). When appeopnane, physioal exclusion,
Rabitat mo&Nicatiog, scstl doatrecton, of harasiment would be recommended aad ctilized %o
reduce damage. [n other sissations, Serds would be removed throwgh use of shootmg, ogg
otling'addng destruction, or cutharasia followng hve captare. In desermuning the damage
=anapement sategy, preference would be gives 1o practical and effective noalethal methods.
However, noalethal methods may not always be appiad 23 3 firet response 0 cach damage
problem. The most appropriate response could often be a combination of nonlethal snd lethal
methods, or there could be instances where the applcation of ledhal methods alone would de the

EOSL BPPECPNATe SUTMCKY.

The primary strength of this alicrsatsve and the TWDM approach s that & sllows for accems %o the

fulll range of COM technigues when developing site specific management plans. However, inder

s allernative, an agency could decide to only use a subset of the possidie CDM methods for the

management of DCCO damage a1 8 specific site. For example, it would be possble 10 use oaly

noslethal techmigues ot specafic sten. Seloction of this ahermative sl does not oblsgate any

agency o work 1o umplement $¢ MIDNR masagement objectrves (Section | .5.8) ot all mtes under
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Seir junasdction. Refuge stafl could choose 10 restrict thar actions under this alemative to
responding 10 and discounaging DOCO acanvity at vegesated NWR sdands, and not condect COM
#t other large colony snes.

Cormersst confhict mansgement sctivitses wosdd be condocied in the Stale, when roquestod and
fundod, cn private, public or trbal property, after receiving permission from the landownerland
manager. All management activities would comply with appropeiste Federal, State, and Jocal
Jaws. The USFWS would de responsibie Sor ensuring complance with B¢ PRDO and MBPy a=d
that the losg-term satanability of regronal DOCO popslations 15 not Swreatened.  Except as noted
above for land management agencies, selection of ths alternative by any of the agencies would
Bot reserict the management opoons available o the other apencies. However, if 3 landowner/
manager does not grant permassicn for sccens %0 3 Great Lakes island, DOCOs from that idand
may still be shot if they are more tham $00 yards from shore

loplementation of the PRDO: 1f this ahernative is selected, the agencies could werk 1o meet the
management obpectives set in Section | 5.8 usder the authorities etablished in the FRDO
However, the maximum lethal DOCO take allowed under the FRDO for this akemative, 9,500
DCOCOs per year, would not allow for simultanecus mplementation of the MDNR adaptive
mansgement strategy (6.8, S0% acnual reductions & the nussber of treeding pairs at Bays de
Noc and Beaver Islands) at all sites descnibed in Section 1.5 8,

Thas ahemative would inchade regular monitonng of ®e results aad smpacts of CDM efforts n

and review of new nformation from B lileratare, Masagemest methods and
obyoctives wosld be adyested 35 noedod basod on available information. This process would
melude review of the EA % desermme if the amalysis adequately addresses current condimons and
plans. The EA will de supplemented or replaced as needed in accordance wih APHIS, USFWS
sd NPS NEPA mplementation peocedures.

Carcasses of DOCOs kalled durng COM would be disposed of i accordance with apphoable
Federal, State and local reguianions and applucadle permess. Disposal methods could inclade
berial 3t deadfilly, mcineration, composting o domation for rescarch projects. Componting wosld
be conductad m accordance with apphcable state, federal and local laws and regudations.

Alernative 2. Only Nonlethal CDM by Federsl Agencies

Under thus alternative, the Federal agencues would only uwse, recommend and permit nonlethal
techenques for COM. WS would not assst with the se evaluaticns and completion of WS Forss
37 required by the USFWS for s MBP. The USFWS would not issoe MBPs for lethal sechnigues
to resolve confices with DOCOs or sceentific collecting permns for projects using Jethal methods.
The NPS and NWRs woeld not use or permit the uie of lethal CDM on their lands. Permits sre
not roqured from the USFWS for nonlethal CDM techmiques 50 accems %0 those methods woeld
nat change,

The USFW'S FEIS en DOCO massgemest penmits PRDO actions that will resalt in the take of
less Ban 10% of 2 DOCO colosy (USFWS 2003). Dectons made by the USFWS i ®is EA
cannot affect thas type of COM action on noe-foderal land. The MDNR 32d tribes could salll act
2 action agencwes under the FRDO and could we lethal methods %o take wp % 10% of the bords in
a colonry 1n combnation with nonlethal methods to Ty to meet management obgectives {Secmon
1.5.5) oo noa-Federal lands. Lethal methods used by the MDNR and tribes would be subyect o
the same we rearichions desenbed for Ahermative | (e.g, roquerements for landowser
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perToession, minimurn popelaton thresholds, peovisions for protecting noatarget species, ¢ic. )
Egg ciling involves killisg Be developmg fetua and, a8 such, is 2 lethal COM method. As with
ocher lethal sechmiqees, epg otling cosld be used by the State and trides, bat would net be used by
the Foderal agencies, nor would it be used on Federal lands. Overall manapessent objectives Sor
the COM in Michagan would be as descnbed for Alnernative 1

Altersative ). Adaptive Integrated Cormerant Damage Management

Usnder this altermative, an mtegrated damage management sppeoach would be used 1o reduce
damage by end conflicts with DCOOs in Michigan, The adsptive rmanagement program
described @ Sections 1,58 and .| would bo implemented. Up to $0% of the Jocal breeding
population could be removed per year in sites targeted foe CDM under e PRDO for the
protection of puble rescurces ustil the masagement obgectives for the mte have been reached.
There would be no maximum limit on the number of DOCOs that could be taken per year so long
a4 the surmber of breedmg pairs in the State was not reduced defow £.000 pasrs. Local beeeding
populations conssting of enly | breeding coloay would 20t e reduced bedow 100 beeeding pacrs.
Local breoding populations comsistiag of mere than one codory would not be reduced below 200
pairs. Ia instances whese the local beceding population is comprsed of one colony, lower
muragement obgectives may be implemented if DOCO presence jeopardizes vegetabon of
ecolopcal value (¢ g, throstened or endangered plants, vegetation used bry theeatened or
endangerad specees o specaes of conservation concern). These instances would be rare and
would caly be implernented after consultation with the Michigan Imeragency Cormorant
Coordination Grosp. Addtionally all action agencies agree 10 consult with the USFWS prior 10
conducting CDM at "prsonty sutes for water brd conservation™ a4 identifiod in Wires and
Cutben (2001).

Methods that could be used for COM, restnonons om thelr use, and the use of the WS Decision
Model would be as descnbed for Alicrrative 1. The sussber of bards that could be taken under
Screntific Collecting Perrmens (S00) would be the same 38 for Aernatives | and 4. Based oo
increamng complaints from landowners, the number of birds $hat mught be taken under
depredation permaits has boen increased 10 $00 birds per year. Caecass disposal would alio be
handled as desconbed for Altersanve 1.

Alternathve 4. Adaptive Integrated Cormerant Damage Managessest with Lisdted Annual
Take (Propesed Alternagive)

Cormonnt damage management sctions usder this aliernative wosldd be identical %o Alternative 3
except that e mavimem sumber of DOCOs that could be taken snder the PRDO wouid de
limited %0 14,750 birds per year. This cap on ke was estimaned based oa DOCO nest sumbers in
Tabile 11, management objectives proposed in Section 1.5.8, Bmits on access 1o some DCCO
colormes, and an understsndng of the resource Emitations of the action agencies. In addition %
e birds which may be taken wnder the PRDO, 300 DCCOs per year may be taken under
Scieraific Collecting Permuts and 450 DOCOs under Magratory Bied Deprodation Permits.

Alteraative & No Foderal CDM

Under this alternative, $he Fedenad agencies would not participate 2 CDM. WS would sot
conduct the consultations or complete the forms requred by the USFWS 1o ssue MBPs and the
USFWS would not issue MBPs. Nonlethal CDM techagues could still be used without a permit,
Informanon o CDM methods would still be available Srough other sources such as USDA



Agnicultaral Extensica Service odfices, USFWS, MDNR, sniversities, or pest corrol
CEPRRITAONS.

As with Altermative 2, the USFWS would not gram spproval Sor sctioas conducted under the
PRDO that propose the take of more than 10% of the Jocal DCCO population. Decisions made
by the USFWS m thas EA camnot affect thas type of CDM action on non-Feders! land. The
MDNR and tnbes could still act as sction agencies ender e PRDO and cocld use lethal methods
10 take wp %0 10% of local DOCO cslosdes in combination with nonlethal methods to &y 1o meet
managerment objectives (Section 1.5.5) on non-Federal lands. No CDM would be conducted on
NPS or NWR lands because Fodoral agency approval would be needed for amy activinies at those
l&wnm Ovenall masagement objectives for CDM 2 Michipss would Be the ssene a8 described
Alernative 1.

DECISION AND RATIONALE

1 Bave carcfully reviewed B¢ EA prepared for this proposal and the inpist from the public involvernens
process. | behieve that the sssues identified in e EA and in public comments are dest addressed by
solecting Ahernative 4 (Preferred Alternative) with modfications discussed in thas recced and the
associated Smadard Operating Procedures dicussed in Chapter 3 of e EA. This akicrmative was selected
Becasse (1) 1t cnables WS and cooperston 1o effectnely address damage by and conflicts with
cocmarants while menimenng cumulative tmpacts on the guality of the human environment Sat meghe
result from the program’s effect on target and non-target species populations; (2) it preserns the greatest
chance of maximarag net besefins to public health and safety while missnizing adverse mpacts % langet
and poo-Sarpet species populations; and (3) it offers 2 baliocod spproach % the syoes of humaneness and
seshetcs when all facets of these ssues are considered.  The public comments were considered and,
where appropeiaie, changes were made 10 the EA and selected abemative. [mpacts of the changes were
similar 10 or intermediate W allermatives analyaed in the EA (ARcmatives | and 4) and do not warrant
addimonal review or analysis purssant %o NEPA

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Many of e issees analyzed in the EA were also anadyzed m the FEIS (USFWS 2003). The analyses in
the EA indicane that there will 2ot be & significent ipact, sdividaally or camulatively, on the quality of
the hamas environmen! 34 & resalt of acticns proposed in B¢ EA that were not slready cossidered = the
FEIS. 1agroe with this conclasion and therefore find that an EIS seod not be prepared. Thas
determunation is based oo the following factors:

I. Cormerant damage masagement 2 proposed by WS and the other action agencics in Michigan i
within $he parameters amalyzed in the FEIS (USFWS 200)),

2. The proposed action would pose seinimal resk %0 public health and safety. Risks 10 the public
from WS methods were determined 1o be Jow in & Sormal riak sscwment (USDA 1997,
Appendix F),

3. There are no unsque charsctenstios such as park lands, prime farm lands, wetlands, wild and
scenic areas, or ecologically critical areas that would be significantly sffected. Buili-in mitigaton
mcasures that are part of the action agenaiey’ standard operating procodures and adherence
faws and regulatioss will further ensure that the agemccs’ activities 3o not barm the environment
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4. The effects on the quality of the human environment are not highly controversial. Although there
i Some opposttion 10 CDM, this scton is 2ot Mghly controversial i ferms of size, nasure, or
effect. Public contruversy over conmorast massgemest has been scimowledped and addressed m
the FEIS and the EA.

5. The effects of the proposed sctiviies are not highly uscentain sad do not involve umque or
wknown risks. The issue of uncertamnty shout effects of DCCO manapement in peneral has also
been addressed in the FEIS.

6. The preferred ahemative would not establish a precedent for any futire action with significant
effects.

7, No canclative effects were idennfied through ths assessment that were not consastent with
analyses in the FEIS. The FEIS analyzed ispacts of the CDM peogram ca the DCCO population
and determined that impacts on national and regicnal DOCO populations and other species from

ng CDM would not be significant. The EA contains provisions %o ensure that the
proposed scton does not jeopardize the viability of the state DOCO population. The EA also
discussed cumulative ¢ffects on non-target spocics populaticns aad concluded Bat soch ipacts
were not sgruficant foe s or other antbcrpated actions o be implemented or plamned within the
Stane.

£ The proposed activities would not affect Eatrices, ses, highways, saructares, or objects lissed in
or ehigible for listing m the National Register of Histors: Places, noe would they likely couse any
Boss or destructon of significent soiennfic, cultuml, o hissoncal resources. [ an ondividual
activity with the poteatial 10 affect historc resources is plannod under the sclected altornative,
Ben site-speafic conssltation as requred by Section 106 of the NHPA would de conducied as
necessary (Secnon 1 9.2 of EA).

9 mmhwwmrmﬂmwtmemeﬂmmaswhhbm

upea

FEIS and thas EA. 'W'S sad the other acmon agencies will abide by She corscrvaion meassees
peovided in 90 CFR 21 45(dXK) and the Intra-Service Section 7 Biological Evalwation for CDM
m Michigan 10 avod adverse smpacts to bald cagles and prping plovers in Miuchigan In addimen,
WS and the MDNR have determimed that the proposed program will net advessely affect any
Michigan sate-listed thressened o endargered species.

19. The proposed action would be in comphance with all Foderal, Sue, and local laws.

Copees of the EA ae available upon request from the USDA Wildlife Services Office, 2803 Jolly Road -
Suite 100, Okernos, M1 43864, Phone (517) 336-1928, FAX (517) 336-1934, and cn the USFWS

Regional Office websne at: htpo! 'www fus govimadwest MadwestBird cormorasts dim, or frem e US,
Fish and Wildlife Service, Divisson of Migratory Birds, | Fedoral Drive, Fort Snclling, MN S5111-4056,

OC/WW— Clll
M !

Charles S. Beown, Regiosal Directoe
USDA-AFHIS-WS, Eastern Region
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AFPENDIX A
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Thes appendix contains issses resed by the public during e comment persad for tis EA and the
agencies’ response % cach of the imues. Matenal in this appondix is duphoaed 1n Chapeer 6 of the Final
EA', The sgencies received 54 comment letters regarding the EA. Comments from the public sre
numbered and are wrten in bold sext. The agencies’ response follows each comment and is writien
standaed text.

The EA (Section 2.1.4) notes that the pubdic resctice 1o wildlife damage management is variable and
scsthetic and uolitarian valoes of wildife, and the bost ways 10 reduce confhicts/ peodlems between
hamaea and wildlife. The diversity of opimions regarding wildife and wildife sanagement was reflecied
in lesmers advocatng for and against COM sad the peoposad CDM program, Comments ranged from
expresnons of pleasure at the mcrease i DOCO nembery and the opimon Sat the increase was a sign of
the impeovieg bealth of e Great Lakes coonystem 0 expressions of dismay at another adverse spact on
the mative econysiem by a species percerved o be present in amBonlly high susshers becawse of the
absndance of noneauve fish for forage. Despene the &versity of values and openions, the common theme
in 8l the Jemers was Bie authon’ pasiosate concemn for the well-bang and fature of the state’s natuesl

resocrees, 8 conoem shared by $e lead, cooperating and coasuinng agencies.

1. Why aren't clabs sllowed 1o erganice bethal eradication of DOCOS and why k't there a
hunting season for DCCOs? The PRDO only authonaes States, Trbes, WS and their desgraned sgenns
10 conduct CDM. The EIS on cormorant management (USFWS 2003) did cossider the use of bunting
seasons, but chose 10 not 10 make hunting seasons available a4 & mansgement option (FIS Response to
comment 6, USFWS Final Rule Resposse 15)

2. Can our ched or ergasization belp with conducting CDM under the PRDO? Yes, but only a4 2
dosignated agont of the MDNR, WS or the mides. As discassed in EA Section 1.5.3,10, WS has
developed a vodumcer progras that uses hazing and limeted Jethal removal %o reduce DOCO foraging in
afexs where wrmallicr-sized fish wack 35 yellow perch and sunfishes are spawning in shallow waner and very
vulserable to DOCO peedation. The volusteers work as designated agents of WS and are required 1o go
through a mandatory aamal traiing peogram, asd comply with peagect restrictions (¢.g., emphasis is
harassment with enly occassenal shooting 10 reisforce Barasiment) and reporting requarements 3
parncpate. These cfforts are conductod derng the migrasion peak i mid Apeil and early May. This
sppeoach has boen waed &t Drammond Island, Brevoort Lake, Big Mansstique Lake, South Manutique
Lake, Indam Lake, Long Lake snd Geand Lake and sppeass 1 de quate succensfill A similar program is
conducted by the Bay Mills ladian Cossranity at Waiskkey Ray.

3. Haxiag programs dea’t work because, when the weather is bad, the crews don't go ont and the
DCOCOs get all the fish, We understand thet hazing prograss Save ther letations. However, safoty of
volunteers and agency persosnel must always be a pnonty and hazing cannot be conducted under unsafe
conditices. Ad&hosally, dug % apency resource Emitations, harassment programs are comeonly
conducted by volunteers who may be unable or umwilling 10 haze birds in sclemen weather, However,

1 Chapter 6 of the EA i provided is this document nstend of repristing the estise EA 80 reduce conts sad we of
paper. Copies of e fisal EA mury be obtsined ot the USFW'S web ane
(Mt www. fe gov madwess Midwostll nd cormoranes M), the WS website
(e wwrw aphes wsde peviregulationn'wa'ny_sepe cnvironmmental documcamabinnd) or by contacting USDA,
APHIS, WS, 2503 Jolly R4, Scate 100, Okemnos, M1
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despeie these hmitations, we believe e harassment peograms provide far more sive-specific protection for
fish $an of DOCOs were allowed enlimitod scces 1o the fish. A studly by Doer et al. (2010) of the hazing
program at Drummond Island and Brevoort Lake mdicated that cormorant foraging at the siles decreased
DCCO foeagng amempts an averige of 9% Walleye and yellow perch abundance incresed
significaztly o1 Deumrond [sland after the program was inoased. Samilarly, e member of age 3 walleye
# Brovoort Lake incressed % recaed levels in 2008 afier 3 years of DCCO harassment.

4. Egg oliiag as curreatly practiced Is sot having an adequate Impact, expecially in Bays de Nec.
Agencies shio seed 1o shoot DOCOs. Sheoting has boen used in combination with cgg oalimg snd nest
destruction in the Bays de Noc ares since 2007 (EA Section 1.5.3.3). The number of adulis killed cach
year under the current management alternative bas been approxsmately 10% of the local brooding
population. Increased levels of shootng are peoposed for this arca under Alematives 3 and 4, The
m%mmmmamuwmwmcmmam»
6,390 in 2010.

£ DOCOs should be eliminated or a1 Jeast severely redeced. They are a son-aative species and
have 0o natural snessies to keep them in check. What good Is a DOCOT Dosblecrested Commorasta
are native to North America and have been Sated 25 & protecied species under the Migrasory Bisd Treaty
Act snce 1972 (Section 1.5.1). DOCOy, as a predatory spocies, are an imegral pan of & diverse and
healty native cconysiess (USFWS 2003). They have the same predators a3 ofher colomial-aciting
waterbirds. Islands tend 10 be preferred nesting sanes to reduce risks from mammalian prodators, but there
is still peedamon risk on the islands. Gulls prey on eggs sad chacks. Bald Eagles have also been obsorved
preymg on DCCOs

Coemorants have mherent value regardiess of thei cae 10 hamars (USFWS 2003, EA Section 2.1 4). As
the wildlife biologist Alde Leopold famously saad, “1f the beota, i the course of soons, has bak
something we bke bt & 20t undersund, then who but 2 fool would &acard seemingly uscless pans? To
keep every cog and wheoel is the first precaution of imelligent tinkenng * Geven that cormoraats arc &
spocies native %0 Michigan, it i reasorsble 10 cxpoct at they serve 4 role = Great Lakes coonystems,
whether that role is fully enderstood or approcisted or net. Further, the people of the United Ssates of
Amenca, throegh treaties negotiated by their elected officials, have indicated that ccaservatica of native
migratory birds is a fundamental pricesty for its own sake, regardiess of economec values. The mporuance
of DCOOs in mative ecosystems and 10 the people of Mickiges wes noted when DOCOs were protectod
under the vaxie endangered species law from 1976 mtil 1985,

Cormorants also have acathetic value for individuals who enjoy watching migrabng birds sod kepe
waterbind colonies. According to e 2006 Natiosal Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Axociatad
Recreation, 3.2 million individuals anmsally partcpate in wildlife wanckeng acervities i Michigas,
mcluding 2 millice individoals who reported engapng i bird watching. Wildife watching generated
spproxmately $1.6 billios armually for Mickigan's cconomy (USFWS 2006), This = comparsble 10 the
$1.7 bellion generated by anghing. A nutrber of bisd wanching resources identify siies where cormcoeants
may be viewed in Michigan duning the migration and beeeding scason, indicating that drdwatchers have
an inderost in vistng siles where coemnonants may be seen. Whale not all wildlife watching dollars are
genermed by cormorant viewing, neither are sl anglng dollars ot nsk from current or potential irmpacts of
coemonat fonging.

Complete ceadication of DOCOs is not an ecolopically or sociologically scoeprable soduticn 10 DCCO
conflicts. Although the idividual CDM sctions proposed under altermatives 1, 3 and & would have the
cumulative impact of reducing e state DOCO population, the EA contams sufficient protective messures
10 ensure She continued viahility of the populatica (EA Sectson [ S.5.1)
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6. Why is the federal government lnvolved In COM? DCCOs shoudd be managed by the state, ned
the federal government. The federal government doesa’t care what damage DCOCOs @0 o 2 bocal
fevel. The USFWS bas suhority foe sanaging DOCOs gramted by Congress in the Migratoey Bird Treaty
Act. The possabxlity of remeving DOCOs from the list of birds protected under the MBTA was
conmdered but not asalyzed in desall in the EIS (EIS resposse 10 cormments § and 10). The USFWS
understands the posential impacts DOCOs can have o property and satural resowrces. Concems about
the damage cassed by DOCOs procpied the USFWS % peepare an FIS on methods 1o facilnate reducng
local DOCO damage 10 property and natural resosrces. The EIS established the PRDO which gramed
stales, WS and the tribes increased asthorrty 10 manage cormorast damage. However, the USFWS cannot
grant the state “full suthorsty™ without abdicating its resposaibilny ender the MBTA. Wildhfe Services
does not have regulsory aubarity for wildlife masagemest. WS provides assistance with wildlife
darmage ranagement when a need exists and assistance 1s requested (n accordance with applicable local,
state and federal regulanions. WS has been providing sssistance with CDM in Michagan since 2004, The
EA does consader an shernative under which WS would discontimue current efforts and not be nvolved in
CDM in Michagan (Alemative 5)

T. There should be places, like our national wildlife refages, where native wildiife are protected,
Permitting CDM on sational wildlife refuges s In direct opposition to the purpose of these sites.
The mission of the USFWS is, “Working with others to conserve, protect, and enbance fish, wildlife and
plaats and ther Sabitats for the continming boacfit of the American people™. Natioaal Wikife Refuges
are established for vanous reasons and ofton cite specafic species in enablisg legulation. However, this
does not dumenish our respossibility 10 protect and provade for all native spocics of wildlife usmg these
arcas. Occanomally $here e spocws populaton flactsations (nambers and 'or spatial) that negatively
impact other species or their habemats.  Anry action on Refuge lands is closely msomitored by Servace and
other agency”s biclopats sad w conducted 10 conuerve the Everity of native species and ther babitats.
Finally, CDM will never be allowed 1o the pont of endangenng the population of cormorants. (Response
merped with another question resporse)

£ All CDM done under the PRDO sbould be carriod out by tralned blologists with thelr tralned
volunteers using bumase methedy, and with lethal methods used as a last resert, The PRDO caly
allows states, tides, WS and their desigradsed agenss 10 conduct CDM for the prosection of public
resources. All ageacy and wibal persosnel are rained = the safe and effective use of CDM techamigues.
Volumoers who participate in the hazing peograsss munt attend snnual traming on coemornat beology, bied
wentification, foderal state snd Jocal regulations apphcable o Be cormorant hazing program and proper
e of banng methods.

The EA 2otes that peeference 1 given % nonlethal methods where pracescal and effective. However,
whele nonlethal abernatives are desirable, Shere are relatrvely few nonlethal methods which may be wed
without adversely impacting nontarget berd species that nest near DCCOs. Methods such as physscal
exchusion o harsssmenst cannot be used 0 most walerbind colomics because of the potertial for adverse

EPACLS On CO-DESLING SPeCies.

9. The lnteragency Cormerant Coordination Group s Inadequate and blased because it has oo
representatives from groups that might dave an epinion differest from the cormorant suppression
msindset of the ageacies. The purpose of e Interagency Cormorset Coordisation Geoup i 10 cocedinate
Be activities of the agencics authorized 10 act tndir the PRDO, There are mudtiple independent agencics
= Michigan that may conduct CDM aad actions conducted by one entity may impect actions condusted
by others. Managemont actions must be coondinated 10 ensure that overall take does net exceed allowed
levels. Non-government organizations and pervate indivaduals are not incheded on this group as they are
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st allowed 10 lethally ke commorsats excepe, possbly, as apents of the desigraned action sgencies (c.g.,
WS, the MDNR and %o Tribes). The group provides a forum for exchange of information and discession
reganding proposed actions and ways 10 achieve program goals while mnimermng risks of posential
adverse impaces froen CDM. Ansual masagement recommendations by the MDNR are developed based
o0 i=pat from Be publ, collected fishery data and data amalysss, collected data oo conmonest colonies
and migrating cormorant flocks, available management techniques, sad avaslable funding and wiaff  Any
resident of e state of Michigan may comact the MDNR w provide foodback on resource managoment
ssues. The USFWS and WS are simmslerly open %0 public comment on management actions, Tribal
agencics are simalaely acoountable 1o their members and tnbal keaders. Although the sgencies comprivng
Se working grosp work cooperatively together on DOCO masagermest isvses in Michigan, cach agency
retains its own auchoeily 10 make sansgesent decaiom.

10, Objectives wroagly omit any effort to increase peblic saderstaading of the rele of DCCOs I
the environment and Increase tolerance for this specien. Killing more birds with ne substantial

reason 0o do so just perpetuates the idea that the DCCO ks a "bad™ bird and the cycle of ignerance.
Hased on smalyws in the EA and responses 1o commaents, the agencees do not agree that Bhe proposed
CDM actions are deing conducted without substantial cause. EA Section 3.4,1 specifically addremes
educational effocts as an imtegral paet of CDM sloag with rescarch, tochnical sssntance (advice) and
direct damagge masagemest. Open lines of commurscation are mamtamed between the action agencies
and stakeholder groups which have strong fechngs regarding cormonat masagement. Discussions have
been held with many of these groups 10 bemer informs them: of the current knowledge of e role of
cormoranss in Great Lakes food chains, cageing massgement sctvities, and available masagement
opooes. Wildlife Services inclades mformation on the states of DOCOs as a native species and the fact
that DOCOs are not responsible Sor all fishery decimes m thew presentasons. The MDNR Ras developod
informational publicatons, produced press releases, and comeusscated with jourmalivs (e the swubyect of
cormorant mansgemest.  Personnel from WS sad ®e USFW'S have smilarly participated in public
meetings sad micrviews with jourmalaty, and developed fact sheets oo DOCO management. The
peblications are available 10 all, snd anempts are made 10 ensure that these products are usbiased o e
exient possible.

11, The MDNR snd WS should reevadaate their attitude oward DOCO control. There are far
mere important issees af play in the Great Lakes that deserve attention, The ameunt of mesey
spent controllisg DCCOs shondd be put to other more deserving projects, Machigan Deparsment of
Natural Resources and Environment priorities are driven by a number of factors inchuding risks so publ
resources, available opportunitios for conservahon, values of the residents of Michigan, snd the
svailabelity of resources o conduct projects. Dectsions 10 conduct cormorant damage managemsent
activities are driven by & concem for he impacts of This specics om other public resosrces (primarily fish,
but concerns sbout vegetation and co-acsting spoecs have also factored mto management
recommendatons) and mput from private citizens and their clocted representatives st Bie local, cousty,
stne, and federal level regandang the values they place on cormceants, ther peey, and their emvironment.
Given these Ssctoes, it would be neglipent for the MDNR not %0 examine $he curment status of cormorants
= Mickiges and make recommendations for heir management 1o ensure the CoNSErvation, Profection,
management, accessible use and enjoyment of the State s natural resources foe current aad funure
peneratons. The WS program is & cooperatively fusded, service-onicnied program sad does not have
regulatory suthority. Wildlife Services provadies foderal leadiersbip sad snastance i wildlife dsmage
sunagesent when requeited by &e spplicable landowne:masager or agency. Wildhfe Services
cenducts COM = Michigan s accordance with objectives established by the applicable landowner or
resource manager'agoncy and the provisions of the FPRDO.
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12, The EA falls 1o present a valld “so action™ alternative a5 reguired by NEPA. The only thing
that comes close Is Alsernative § which would still allow state agencies and the tribes te take
DCCOs. As staoed in EA Section 1.6, thes document is tiered to the USFWS EIS (USFWS 2003) which
resuhied in the estabishoent of the PRDO. The purpose of thas EA 15 %0 review altermatives for
implementing the decusions made in the USFWS FEIS and final roie and to provide more site-specafic
analysis of program impacts. As noted s Sections 332 and 3.3.5, state snd wibal suthornty 10 take wp %0
10% of a local beeeding populstion was grasted = the PRDO. Although WS can chotse 10 not parucipate
in CDOM in Michagan (Altemative 5), and the Service retans oversight asthority, modification of the
PRDO and suhorities grasted = the Ovder are outside the soope of this amalysis. The “No Action”™
altermative analyzed m the EA (Alterrasive 1) o consistent with CEQ direction which states that the "“No
Acton” shervanive may be mterpresed as the conanuation of existmg practices (CEQ 1981).

13, There bs no sclentific justification for any of the alternatives. EA wrongly pertrays satwral
fesctioning of coesystem as “damage”. Labeling these functions s “damage™ creates a perception
which is mot uaiversally accepted. The agencies and tnbes recogize the importance of resource
management being seicnce-based. 1 this snalyss, the agencies and mides rebied on scientific stadies s
woll as the best avaddable biological keowledge and expert opision 1o make Berr decsions. Addmonally,
social, podacal sad economis facton contribute 0 agency and wibal decsions. ' What constnutes
“sulficicnt” evidence w pustify DCCO coatrol 15, 10 3 cortain extent, a3 quetion of values. Aswng
stakeholdery concerned with DOCO muanagemen we can safely say there i coasiderable disagreement
over whether or nat the proposed action is Jestifiad (with some cven arguing that the peoposed action doos
not go far enough). The USEWS and WS, as $he lead and cooperating agencies om the EIS (USFWS
2003) and thes EA jomtly agroe Dat there is sufficwent evidence 10 justify the proposed acticn.

As noted in Response $, the agencies agree that DOOOy aoe 3 native spocies sad s important part of a
healthy native ecosystem. Coemonnt activitees and use of resowrces comncide with those of people.
Agencics sach 24 the MDNR, USFWS and W'S are charped with the responsibelity of sustaming healihy
ccosysiems while also addressing Bhe diverse and sometimes conflicting haman expectations from the
sanon's natural resources. The aposcwes understand and ackaowledge that DOCO actons which may be
perceived by some members of the public as an adverse mpact oo thes cae or exgoyment of natueal
resosrces (damage), 1 perceived by others as part of the normal ebb and Bow of 3 dyzamic coonyviem.
Plant and animad commmenity compaskion, popelanon remders mnd distribution, are in a constant state of
change. During pee-settiement tumes, these processes were seif-regulatng. However, today because of
the vastly aliered landscape, management actions must sometimes be takes 10 keep apecics in balance
with the avalsble habitat, of %o rengate unacoeptable damage % other species that are = decline due
Joss of habisat. The proposed acticn docs not involve chminating DOCOs or e important role they play
s ecosystems, but rather is miended 10 use as adaptive sanagerent appeoach whaeh will allow for
contineed suppoet of DOCOs and other colonial waterbirds sad Seir habseats

14, The EA provides no sugpestion that humass should medify their attitudes to co-exist with
DCCOs. Coexistence with DOCOs is fundamental 10 all the abernatives usder comsidennon. The
agencics and trides firmly believe that DOCOs are an essersal component of a healthy coosystem
{Resporse § above) and that any CDM slicrsative considered must nat jeoperdize the viability of the
state, regional or national DOCO populaticn. The pescral goals established by the agencies and wribes
(Secton 1.5.5.1) establish a 5,000 pawr menimum popsiation for Michegan aad alo mandate preservation
of the distridution of DOCOs troughout Bhe state. Compliance with these obpectives nocesststes &
degroe of coexisence between humans and DOCOs. The alormatives under commderation vary o the
degree 1o which CDM will be conducted i the state, the resulting impacts on Jocal DCCO populations,
and DCOO impacts on affectod resocrces. ks other words, the aliematives vary = the degreo to which
people who feel they are advensely beng impactod by DOCOs are expected 1o coexsat with local DCCO
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populations. Addmonally, all aliematives usder contideration inslade a public education component
whech inchudes information on e importance of DOCOs @ ecosystems, the existence value of DOCOs
and the value of DOCOs and bird-wasching 10 noa-consumptive users (Respome 10 shove).

In the EIS, the USFWS considered, but repocted for farther analysis, an alernative in which 20 CDM
would be conducted (EIS Section 2.5.1). s makong the dectsion 10 cleminae $his aliemative from further
sudy, Se USFWS stared that, "10 implement this allemative would be o ignore confhicts associased with
cormorants that must be addressed if we are 10 fdfill owr dutios t manage America’s mugrasery burds
resporstbly. Since there is real laological and socioeconomis evidence. . justfying the seed for DOCO
management, we find By allemative © bo usrcasonabie™.

IS, DCCOs are having an adverse kmspact on the fishery bn the Bays de NooEscanaba area. Fish
popelations of particslar concern are brown troat, splake, perch, walleye, 2ad smallmouth bass in
shallow-water areas. The stocking of splake was discontisued in 2008 due % lomg-rurning poor
performance in Lake Mwhigas Regarding the other specses, the MDNR s also concemed regarding the
impact of DOCOs on these species = Bays de Noc. This issee and proposed massgemest strategy soe
presentod in EA sections [ 5.3 3and 1552,

16, Stecked fish, including fish in Bayx de Noc and Bear River In Petoskey, are not making it 1o
harvest. Large numbers of DOCOs at stocking areas are taking ol the fish. The MDNR, wibes and
WS sre working with partner groups sroend the stane to protect stockeed fish at the tese of socking =
specific areas. The MDNR 3as also established a reporung system where indivaduals cas report
concentratons of DOCOs at hepefwww.dar state i us'cormmorantobs/. Risks 1o fish at stockong sites and
spawning areas ere addressed n EA Sections 153,10, See Response 2 above.

17, There appear to be declines is Chlsook in the Ford River area, Chmook salmon stocks o Lake
Michigan are declinng s cxpeciod based oo recent memagement decisions 10 stock less fish i onder
provide for a better balance betwoen predators and prey.

15, Wich all the major impacts on the Great Lakes Fishery, why are only DCCOs belng targeted
and pet the etber canses of fisberies problems” Agencles should address greater underlying baues
impactieg the fsheries such as the impacts of lnvasive fish and mussels. There 5 no single factor that
can be penpointed o cause fish commuenity Sectuations. It is typically & mix of sbsctic and eotic factors,
and we can make some farly strong peedctons regarding the smpacts cormarants have on fish
populations through their duly comsusption. The agencics are aware that other factors such as invasive
specics (e.g, quaggs and zcbra muancls and round goby) are also having substantial smpect on Geeat
Lakes ccosytems, and the agencies aro acung within the hemits of evailable techaology and rescurces to
sddoess these issues. For example, the MDNR is working with foderal regaliasons 1o get improvements in
the regulanons poverning balisat water and other vectors for invasive specios. State fisheries
mansgement agencics have alwo docreaad the nember of prodatory fish ssocked in the Great Lakes =
oeder 1o keep fisl wocking in balance with the available forage base. The proposed CDM projects are
snceher facet of dus effort. Based on avedlable data & the EA and review of Se literatare, the apencies
have concleded that there 1 suflicient evidence %0 beheve that DOCOs are contnbuting substannally 1o
declines in fisbery resources and Sat reducimg DOCO predation will have a positive impact o the
fiahery. The proposed adaptive manapoment approach will allow for positive irpacts o the fiskery
while easuring the program does not jeopardize the viability of stte, regronal snd nationad DCCO of
nonsarget species populations.

19. What about DOCO damage to fsheries In areas not specifically mentioned ka the EA Including
the Menominee River and Inland lakes vach as Houghton Lake. The musagemest obyectives and
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amalysis presemied in the EA include provisions for CDM to be conducted at sites in additioa 10 those
specifically addressed in the EA (Section | 5,85, 1.74). New projects may be added 5o loag as CDM is
parameters ostablished and analyzed in the EA. Action sgencies weuld comsult with one another through
the 100G poior to mittating sew CDM projects snder e PRDO and would comply with the USFWS
notfication and review roqurements for implementanon of the PRDO.

20, Cormorants are having an adverse econemic impact and there Is job less asseciated with
fishery declines cansed by DOCOs. The agencies undenstand that when DOCOs adversely impact fish
populatons there can be substarsal adverse ecomomic impacts om the commaunity, including decresses in
recreation and associated losses in business revenue and jobs. ShwifY ¢t al, (2009) evaluated DCCO
impacts oo the Oneida Lake Regios of New York Studies have dosumented DCCO damage %0
recreasonal fsding in Oneids Lake (VanDeValk 2002, Rodstam et al 2004.). Toml estmated sevesue
loit 1o the Oneida Lake Regron from 19902004 ranged from $100 mullen 1 $500 mallon (i 2008
dollars) and estmated yob loss for the period ranged from 3,000-12,000, Costs and impacts of DOCOs
and DCCO foeagng on jobs in Mackigan will depend on a nember of vanables includng the exsest 10
which DCCOOy sre contnbuting o observed fishery declines and mepacts of indvidual fisheries on Jocal
cconomues. As noted by one comumenter, reducticas = fish populations cas also have impacts not
commonly considered = econorreac snalyses including adverse effects on community events and
fundrassers such as fish disners and fish bods for chanty. The challenge in complex systems like the
Great Lakes which are irmpacted by many factors incleding mvasive species and water quality concerns, o
1o determine the causels) of the docline and the extent 10 which DXCOs are contrduting % the problies.
(S0 also resporses 18, 21, 27)

21, There bs po unequivocal evidence that DXOCOs are the crux of the problems in the Beaver
archipelage. Given the highly complex and dynarmic pature of the Lake Machigan coosystom, tme
frames requeed foe dats collection and the comirsints 0n AgEncy resources, wsegsivoral evidence s
snlikely 1o ever be avasiable. When establishing the PRDO the USFWS specificaily saned that they did
2Ot EXPOCt APERCcaes 10 Wit until UTPacts oocwr and are proven with absoluse cenainty before they are
allowed 10 manage DOCOs (EIS Chapter 7, sue $3). Ose of the benefits of the PRDO s that agencies
= arcas where e naks of adverse DOCO mmpacts are greatest are given more Hleubility in sking action,
wcludng preventive action (EIS Chapter 7, kssue §3). Based on mformation peovided in the EA and
responies to comments, the agencics delteve theve is reascnable cause 10 believe that DOCOy may be
having an adverse impact on fisheries i the Beaver Archipelago. (See Resporne 13).

21, Removiag DOCOs may have adverse unintended comequences, as argeed in the EA for
alewives, For example, at presest, the primary diet itess for DOCOs ka the Beavers bs the lavasive
round goby, which exts the eggs and fry of aative sport fah, DCCOx sre providing a besefit by

systoms should be undortaken with caumon, the avadlable evidence docs not supparnt The hypoficsis Sat
DCCOs can control the round goby populanion oe prevent the catabliskment of Asian caep. Round goby
were first documenied = the Great Lakes (St Clasr River) in 1990 and, by 1995, gobies were
found Neoeth of Chicago and in Duluth, Minnesota (USDA 2011, USGS 2000, INHS 1995). The
productivity of the species i 30 high that populations bave exploded % ther present levels wik cusremt
and higher nembers of DCCOs feeding in the Great Lakes snd no CDM conducied for the peotection of
free-swimmeng fish populations wntil 2008 (EA Sections 1.5.7). Consoguently, # secms unlikely $at
DCOOs have or can limet poby popslations or redece negative goby impacts on ofher resources. Goby
and alewife population trends are bikely controlled by facters other than DOCO. DOCOs are
oppectanisnc foeders and cannot acoess alll parts of most lakes, especially deep lakes like Be Great Lakes
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Consoquertly, ey are wlhikely 1o take a ssbssamtial namber of Asian carp wntil the species 1s well
established in e ecosysiem.

It should also be noted that mvasive fish such s Bhe rousd goby do not sppear 1o be the prodomsinant
DOOO food item = all arcas where CDM s conducted (M. Ebener, CORA, upsh, data). Biclogats
workng with CORA idertified 9,927 fish n regurpitant samples collected from Rock and Gen Islands in
the St Marys River during 2007.2008. Based oa sumbers of fish idesnfied, unidenndied shiners
comprised the majority of fish collocted at Rock Island (997%). Raisbow smelt (33% of fish counted),
yellow perch (20%) and unianoem shimers (20%) comprised the majority of fish collected at Gem Island.
Alewide (2%) aad round gobry (0.79%) were caly odserved = regurpnnt sarples coliected at Gem Island.

13, Please provide more detall on the monitering that weald oocur in the Beaver Idand area. With
the exception of the work befag coaducted by Michigan State University and the MDNR Charlevols
Flaheries station (which predated CDM), there has been very little meaitoring for the desired
effects of WS CDM. Central Michagan Usiversity (OMU) has been conducting fish

assessments (focusing oo smallmouth bass) since 1970, The MDNR Charlevoix Fishenos Research
Statiom has regularly collaborated in thes work. This monnorng will contmue for She foresecable fature,
inchading, smallmouh baws Lagging stadies (for estimates of adult sbundance), assessments of
smalimouth bass growth snd condition, messurement of young smallmouth bas production, and
evaluanon of fish commumity composimon (other than smalimouth bass). Expanded assessment work /
moanocag will depead cpon svadlability of addincnal sl mad fundng. Our goal is 2 develop
ppropriate moniormg prograrms withis available budgets for determinmg the success of the program
The MDNR is working with the Quastitative Fuhenes Centier at Michigan State Uneversaty %0 help define
and refine current data collection procedures %0 best allocate resources % answer guestions regarding e
irpacts of CDM on fisbery resources.

24, The EA refles tos heanily on unsspported statements from the Sebder (2003) thesis which has
not been peer-reviewed or published. The methodologies and data analysts In the study were net
sufficient 1o address the questions pesed. There is only 2 limeted amount of mformuation 1o work with
regarding the specific question of cormorsst irmpacts s the Beaver Ilands. Seider (2003), Seefeir (2005)
and Kaesingk (2008) are the oaly studies 10 specifically examing $e question. Information Som all
three studies = incladed in e EA. To exclude or margmalize sny of these analyses would be smprudent,
As wiated in EA Section 1.53 4, Seidier (2003) concluded that 3 mortality problem that was consastent
with high peedation by DOCOy was bkely preventing or slowing the recovery of the sesalimouth bass
population. The thosis did not assert conclssively that DCCO predation was the only posaible casse of
the ebserved trends. The suthor nosed that addmonal research wostd Se noedod for a clear sndervtanding
of the rele of cormorsats = seallmeuth bass popaiason dynamscs in the Beaver kslands (Seader 2003).
The EA doos not draw conclusions based os Seider (2007) But does sk questions that sdsptive
management appeoaches are intended 10 help address. (See Respomac 25, 26)

25, Studies sed to justify CDM in the Beaver Archipelago are flawed (stedy does not include avias
data, or address limitations of sampling gear), The Selder (200}) conclasion that mortality due to
other prodators i unsebstanciated s unsepported because the study @d not sample these predatory
directly or medel impacts of these prodators. Flaws in Sebder (2003) are not given the same
scrutiny s work sach s that of Seefelt (2005), Seefelt and Gillingham (2005), and Kacmisgk (2008)
which advocate for 2 mere cantious sansgement approach. Sesder (2003) used svian data from other
studies that were avadiable 1o him in his calculations of the poteatial irmpact of DOCOS. No other
substarsrve alterations to $he fish commumity or the food web were cbecrved at the time. Seader’s
conchasions were reasonable enough 10 raise the guestion for firther consideration. Smalimouth bass
sarrples in cach year showed fish in all size categories from 110 mm to 510 mm suggpesting that Shere



were 5o miskng age-classos in the datasets anmbutadle 10 sampling pear. Kacmusgk (2008) concluded,
“ax evidemt by very low apparent survival dunng the sumener meonths, it appears that smallmouth bass are
emigracng out of the Beaver Archipelago or suffering from post-spawn mortaliny™. However, Ksemingk
(2008) also concluded Bat, bascd on he low occurmence of bass in DOCO diets end dats o DOCO
foraging patierss (Seofelt 2005), DOCOs were not bisely w0 de & limunng facur, Like Seder, Kaemingk
(2005) did net dwectly sample prodators o model prodator impacts. It is noteworthy Shat Kaemingk
(2005) akso concluded Dat, dased on ssovernent between bayy and idands, the smallmosth bass
populaticn withen the archipelago appeany % be one large population and hat masagemess decisions
tha;ldmhmnnvcmw Limitations of all 3 studwes are &iscuiiad m Section
1534

The EA works on e basis of scionce. There aoe not 'preferred” ideas. The agencies scknowlodge that the
avaulable information is Jess tham ideal, however we &0 Believe that there s cause for concern reganding
DCCO impacts en the salimouth bass population, The adsptive management approach proposed by the
MDNR would allow Be MDNR to farther explore this sssue by manpulating the DCCO population while
still eomuring that the action would not jeopardize the DCCO populaticn o have other significant adverss
emveonmental impects. The proposed action s coasistent with USFWS cxpectations in exablishing the
FRDO. The USFWS specefically stated that they did not expect agencies 1o wait wntil impacts occur and
are proven with absolete certainty befors Bey wre allowed to manage DOCOs and that one of the benefits
of the PRDO is $hat agencies in arcas where the risks of adverse DOCO mmpacts are greatest are given

mere flexiddity in taking acton, incladisg preventive action (EIS Chapter 7, Issae 53).

26, Selder (2003) isappropriately uses a clesed popalation model 1o estimate bass population.
Stedics including Kaesslegk (2005) and Latta (1961) do not support idea that the smallmonth bass
population i a clesed population. The population dmaities calculated usng the &fferens methods are
sirmalar, indicating movernent or morsality is very Jow (Ricker. 1975), which is likedy if the sampling is
conducted withm a namow time frame. Most cstmates were made from sampling condactod durng & 2-3
woek penod (mest often 2 weeks)

27. Fish harvest from the toarsament la Ladisgton area has declined substantially for 5.7 years
prior to CDM and that for the kast 2 years since the initiation of CDM, the fabery has

How can there be any doubt that the DOCOs were lmitiag the systeen? We agroe Sat yellow perch
tuarribers have declined within the same time frame 33 cormarant numbers have increased. However,
mamy fictors mmpact perch populations. [n order 1o separate what is really ocourmieg with fish populaticns
sech as yellow perch we propose 10 wse an adaptive maragement appecach 10 determine whether
cormonats are impectng fub populations & thas arca. Salmon Rarvest 3t Soumamesty has dropped at
fany locations sround Lake Miachigan in secent years. This s attnbutable 10 a mels- agency agreed upon
management action 1o decreass $he number of large predators (salmon) in Lake Michigan (K. Smuth,
MDNR Fishery Division Chuef, mternal letter 10 MDNR December 6, 2006, Newoomd and Dexter 2006)
10 help mataacn 8 ressosabile balasce with peey levels

18, Agencles need to address DCCO impacts oa fishery In Sagheaw Bay. There are vietually so
perch and greatly redeced sumbers of walleye in the Bay. The walleye population in Saginew Bay
cuvently atf farly high levels though there has been 3 slght decline recently. There 1 no evidence that
DOCOs are having sy current smpact on ever perch o walleye but we willl consnue %o monstor those
populations and $e poplation level of DOCOs, We are aware that there is the potential for cormornts
mpact the fish populations i the bay, bt we do not curvently feel that is the case.

29. The EA inaccurately refers to chasges in apparest sarvival as “pattors of lows™, Apparent
sarvival in the Beaver Idands s impacted by mertality and emigration. Data preseated by
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Kacmiogh (2008) sagler reports and Central Michigan University's long-tere data set support
high temporary emigration rates of smallmeuth bass. Kacmunghk (2008) provides evidience tha
crmgraton does oscur in the system and can explain o lesit pant of Be lower sppacent survival. Seider’s
explanation for thes lower appareat scrvival was Sat DOCOs may be mmpacting the population at a low
level. The point is sken. However the key obsorvation s that smallmouh bass popalanoss are muoch
reduced compared to populations price 50 the incresse i DOCOs. I both studies population nussheny
have boen relatively consistent and are clearly moch below the sbundances of smallmosth Sass prsor to
the cocurrence of DOOO. The esugrations do pot explaia the major docling in smalimouth bass
sbundance and are not relevant o explaming the differences = populanon levels i the 19705 and the
curTen! tme.

30, The EA lsaccurately states that the Mgh recapture rate In netting used for population
menitoring s the Beaver Islands Is lnconsistent with the bypothesis of high temperary emigration
rates. Data for population menitoring b oaly from one sampling peried Instend of both sampling
periods required to adeguately address this baue and was ssed In Kaemingk (2008), While
emigration of bass and other fishes away from the Beaver Idands may be a competing hypotheiss %

cormorant prodanon it does a0t account for declines o Dhe fubery. The fubery spans conudersble spatal
areas as well 25 sessons and yesrs. Bt comoboraies Shat baw are scasce. The differing theses underscore
S management gaeshions that the proposed adaptive mazagement 18 imtended 10 address.

31. Seider (2003) concloded that there were particalarly high moetality rates in particslar age
classes. However, fish in those age clavies were provent durkag sebsoquent sampling (Kaemiagk
2008). Furthermare, smaller size classes not sampled by Selder (2003) were present ia the 2005
2008 Fyke nets lnstead of the large trap sets. The Kaemingk (2008) study alse documented
maltiple Mrosg age clases over thue domisated by fish spawned during the Scider (2003) study.
Seadier's work and that of Kacmingk span different persods of time and are not secessanly directly
comparable. Work on smalimouth bass and cormorant imteractions in Lake Ontanio has firmly established
Dal commoraets can depress dass populaticns (Farqubar, et al. 2008). The proposed adaptive masagemest
approach = imeaded 10 Belp shed hght om the mieractions occurmng m e Beaver llands. Both studies
bere clearly mdicated that some recratment occurTed every year — 2o missmg years of rocrurment.
Kacrmngk's stady indicaned that 2002 aad 2004 year classos were stronger than other years, but there are
#0 strong year classes i ths populanon.

32 Data in Figure 1-5 refers to popalation oxtimates of smalimeath baw In Garden Harbor aad not
for the entire archipelago. Noted, correction made

33 Smallssouth bass are sampled ln trap nets, sot gill sets as stated on page 19. Noted, correction
made,

34, Given the current level of dats collection in the Beaver Inlands and other hocations where CDM
s propesed under the FRDO, it will be kmponible to determine if any future popslation chaages
are sttribetable to CDM or other factory In the system. The only way the current data collection
would Indicate lmpact of CDM Is If there Is a massive response ba a large number of different fish
species as a reselt of CDM, which is Mghly unlikely. Agencies seed to cither do & very thoreugh
prograss which includes analysis of fish convamption by DOCOx, the chasges is fink popelations,
and the ultimate gaing is fabiag, or do nothing ferther. The agencies understend $hat judt 3 negative
changes in fish populations may ot be attributable primanily to DOCOs, positive changes may also not be
directly attnbutable 1o COM. We recogriize the statistical limets {(and vanaton) of our monstonng
sochnigues. It s for thas very reason That it is necessary 10 take the rather larpe cormorant control susshers
that we are secking. The change tn e commorsst numbers needs 1o be sefliciently large enough 10 detect
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a change in the fish population measures grven Beir vanance. We hope 10 be able o tease apert the
vanous facioes that contribute 1 populaticn levels of smalimouth bass through oer evalustions, b light
of currest challenges with the fisheries = areas disceased in the EA, and evidence to mdicate there 1s
reascnable cavse to behieve DOCOs may have a substansal impect on fishery resources, the MDNR does
not feel that taking mo action is a respomsibie stravegy o1 s time. The MDNR &5 workieg with the
Quantitative Fishenes Ceater ot Michgan Sue Usiversity to identify wayy %0 best addeens these

would allow for management actions with the posential for positive impacts on peblic resources while still
protecung the viabiliny of @ state DOCO population sad nostarget spocies (See also Responses 49 and
52).

35. Does the EA provide justification for the Age-0 sad Age-1 pepulstion objectives in the Beaver
Archipelago or proposals 1o achicve massgesent objectives? To evalusie potental smpacts by
cormorants on fabes, all ages should be evadaated, of posuible, At this ime, damage management
proposals %o addross DOCO umpects on these age groups are e same as those proposed for the older age

oS,

36, Do data on DCCOs and perch in Grees Bay show that DCCOs can adversely kmpact perch
populatiens? No, models using dasa from a DOCO food habes stady conducted in Jower Green Bay
ndicated that although high DOCO concentrations may have reduced the magnitnde of the population
merease that cosld resgdt from strong perch year clases, these was 20 reason 10 believe that DCOOs were
cauning 3 declime in the perch population (USDA 2009).

37, The EA has insccurstely revised the portrayal of alewife from invasive sshance spocies to an
Important ecological facter as a food seurce for prodatory fish. This argument woems to have been
developed to defend CDM when DOCOs were cating alewives bn the mid 20005, 1t bs a0 example of
wslng data to defend actions contrary to restoring the Great Lakes Ecosystem, While both alewife
#=d round pobucs are sos-aative species, both provide forage for meportant pame spocies tar are Mghly
desired by anglers in Michigan. So¢ EA Section 2 2.7 regarding the role of non-native spoct fish in the
Geeat Lakes. We recogaue the nogative mmpacts that nonaative spocies cam have on other sative specios
sad Be peoposed actions are not inteaded 10 preserve goby popalations, per se. In some of the proposed
Project areas, massgement actond are miended 10 reduce foeaging pressure on the oversll peey base
which, a1 the moment, slwo inchudes round goby snd alewife.

38 It is sot appropriate to cite the siveation with perch in the Les Chencaux as justification that
CDM should be conduected for smmallmonth bass is the Beaver Archipelago. Each islaad off-sdore
ecosystem b unique. We agree that cach mland system o umigqoe sod we have sddreised themn separsicly
m the EA. However, e same basic mortality factors are acting on fish populations = cach area. The
sysesss ray differ in e relative imporance of cach mortality factor. Werk in the Les Chencaux ares
extablishes that, under cortain conditicas, DOCOx do scems 10 have & adverse mmpact on fishery
populations and that CDM may be able 10 belp improve fish popelations. Data from other arcas in the
Geeat Lakes has also provided information mdicating e DCCO prodation cam adversely impact fish
populations. Ridgway and Fielder (In press) note that foe prodatory fish taken by anglers snd DOCOs, a
relatively semall proportios of DOCO dicts muay repeesent & significant pormon of juvenile coboets also
terpetod by recreational fuberses. Data froem Lake Ontarso indicated Sat although sssallmouth bass were
only approsimately 1-7% of DOCO duets, total conmumption was sufficient 10 substantially smpact
survivorshp m seb-adult smalimouth bass (Radgway and Ficlder, In peess; Johnson ot 3l 2002, Lanty ot
2l 2002). The agencees recogruze Bhe differences in the systems and are using an adaptive management
spproach 10 define masagemest poals and indicatons = cach area.
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39. The EA should coasider illegal fishing as & potential cause of observed problems with the
smmalimeath Bass fsdery In the Beavers. The srchipelago is holated, infrequently patrolied and
cany o fnk without law esforcement repercusdons. The MDNR considers all factors which could
contnbete to the decline in smallmou baws numbers, incladng Wegal harvest. Quamnfying illegal take
i elways difieult, however, available information indicates thas illegal harvest is not Biely oo be the
Eemuling factor for the wmallmow bass popalation in the Beaver Islands. People generallly take the older
(adalt) age classes of fish. However, data from Seider (2003) indhcate that wervival rates for adult bass are
relatively hagh which weuld indicate that angler harvest (Jegal and SBegal) 3 not limiting the population.
high mortality during the summer monds when illegal harvest may be mere Heely.

0. The lmportance of DCCOx to the overall fishery In the Great Lakes is overstated. DOCOy are
only 2 small part of a comples food web. The tropie stracture of the Great Lakes Is resiilent
emough to absord the predatien pressure of 2 single native speches. We understand the compleuty of
the Great Lakes ecosywierns and understand that DOCOx are only a part of the food web (Ridgway and
Fielder, In press)  Howewer, the wrophic strecture of the Geeat Lakes has repeatadly demonstrated s
seaceptibality %o the impact of single species of predators o comspetitons (sea kamprey, alowife, runbow
smelt, 2ebra mussel, quagga mussed, bythotrephes; Benee and Mok 2008, Clapp and Moms 2008). At no
time have e agencees asserted that DCCOy are the onlly factor impacting the fishery. However, Be
aralysis &= the EA sdicates Sat theve is reasonable evidence 1o conclude that DOCOs are s ugreficant
component in He factors negatively impecting some fuberics and that CDM may be beneficial

41. Cannet justify killiag off the DOCO pepulation ln the state because 2 small number of birds eat
fish at aquacsiture facllities or because of the rare Incidences of damage 1o property, The EA
aralyzes all types of COM which muy be conductad i= the state o facilitate understandng of the
cumsiative impacts of CDM scticns on DCCOs and other issues. Local populanion reduction is 2ot
proposed s & solution for depredation problemns at aqeacelture facilnies o property dassage. Problerms at
Bese snics are manapod om 3 case by case basis and limited remeoval of mdmadaals would only be
ssthorised if practical and effective noalethal methods are sot avaslable. These hmited removals wosdd
not be expected 1o subsueavely impact the sxte DOCD popselation.

41 Data ln Appendix ¥ for Thunder Bay show that very few baw of asy sioe are found In DCCO
diets (0.04%) and oaly 1.22% of their diet wax yellow perch. These bevels of consumption are sot
enough to adversely kmpact popelations of thewe species. Cormormnt damage mansgemest has not
been proposed in Thunder Bay solely for the purpose of protecung yellow perch. Section 1.5.3.2 of the
EA extablishes lake whitefich, brown troat, overall fish bicenass snd spoet fisd populations a3 $he issees of
concemn for this arca. The impact of removing what soema like s relstively small nember of fish on a fish
popelanon will depend on a nemiber of factony including popalation size, productiity and the pourt in the
life history of the fish where the predation occurs. At imes, when frequenacy of a species 12 DCCO diets
i Jow, impact may be a Snction of ovenall DCCO population size. Even & low rate of fish comsmption
por cormorant can add up to substantial tepacts on 3 fisk population if there are several hundred %o
thousands of deeeding DOCOs conseming fish. Ridgway and Ficlder (I press) also noted thas for
preduory fish which a=c also targeted by anglers, such as smallmouth bass, & relatively small proportion
of DOCO diets may represent a significant componest of the juvenile cobart of fih

43, DOCOs are not as issee for small privately owned peads becwuse DOCOs are only feund on the
coast of the Great Lakes where they can find the small islands they need to safely reproduce.
DOCOs are not reviricied o the Great Lakes or 1o nesting oo sslands, although tlsnd sites 8o soem 1o be
preferred. Additiomally, problems with DCCO foragng are not lissited 1 beeeding birds. Large numbers
of DCOOs migrate theough the state, and these migrasts can alw Ye involved in depredation problems.
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The EA specifically discussos DCCO conflcts and memagement actions conducted at inland lakes
(Section 1.5.3.10, See also Response 41 regarding conflicts at aguaculture faclines). Sauht Tribe walleye
reanng poods localed 10-15 sules from Lake Huron and the St Marys River are regularly visited by
flocks of cormorants that consume sizable mamber of the small walleye (M. Ebener, CORA, Saukt Sto.
Mane, ML pers. comm ).

44. Cormerant damage management propesed for the Beaver archipelago bs excessive. Currest
efforts have net been implessented loag ensagh %o determine if they are haviag an Impact,
Agenches shoald just mondter lmpact of curreat program. The agencies have reviewed comuments and
available dans on the Beaver archipelago. The agencues still delieve that there s ressonadle cause %
believe that DCCOOy muay be advenscly impacting the fisbery in the ares bat alio acknowlodge that the dats
s not wneguivecal (Responses 21, 24-26). Consequently, the management obgectives for the Beaver
Archpelago have been modified from a proposal %0 reduce the popalanon 50% cach year (Section
1.5.82) 0 a proposal % redece the population SO per year %0 3,000 breeding pair for the archipelage
and monitor the response of the fishery to this redection. This is an approximanely 74% reduction from
the 11,549 beeading pasrs observed i 2007, and is bkely to de of sufficient magnitude that an impact
from the seduction in DOCO predation muay be cbserved despite the sumerous varabies in the sysiem.
Observing the fubery responie o 3 DOCD popelation maistamed 21 & relatively comtant Jevel inmesd of
» steadily decreasmg DOCO population will alse help to reduce the varabiity m the data analyws.

45. EA seods to combdier posibility that scarring of whitefish may be camsed by other plsciverous
birds such 28 cagles and mergansers which are alw sumeross in the area. Conmorant marked
whitefish began showmng up in northern Lake Machigan just about the ime that cormorant abundsnce
peaked = the carly 20005 Repoets of scarred whitefish were race of nosexistens uatl thes point in time
even though there have been cagies, merpansers, and loons in the spper Great Lakes for docades. Esgles
wnd mergansers do not dive 90 to 100 & and swim indo trap mets 10 capture whitefish like cormorants do.
Loons do, but ey can't escape the nets like cormorants do.  Increased probloms with loons would be
refiocied in mcreased rak of locas captured = nes

46, EA peeds to conshder possibdiity that increasing popelations of other piscivorous birds
Including gulls, mergansers and eagles are causing declines in the Beaver Archipetago. Great Lakes
Colearial Werbied Survey data (Linda Wires, University of Minnesota, uspeb. datac Cuthbert of al, 2002)
wdicate that the sumber of nesting Ring-billed Gulls i the Machigan portions of Lake Machigan
wereased Som 12,256 beveding paars in 1977 50 80,766 pairs m 19891991 and then docreased w0 46,542
pairs in 1997.1999. Hemag Gull popalations followed 3 similar trend gomsg from 7,307 beeading pases 1o
11,691 paers and 7,766 pairs dunng the same intervals. In the Beaver Islands, $e Ring-tilled Gull
populaticn mcreased from 7,292 paars in 1976 00 24,289 pairs & 19891950, snd then decreased to 3,001
paars in 20072009 (MDNR urpublishod data; L. Wires, Universsty of Miznesota, umpeb, dats, Cathbent
etal. 2002). The number of Hemng Gulls went from 2,592 pairs i 1976 10 3,534 pairy = 1989-1990 and
then decreased 10 2,969 pairs 1n 20072009, Gall popalations appeared 10 be decreasing during Se penod
when the DCCO population was iscoeasing and semallmout® bass peoblerms were documented.
Mergansers are not counted dermg the Colomsal Waterbird Servey, The dats available for mergarniensy
suggest that while the populanons have oscillated over the years, and that the cavent population kevels are
very sismslar 50 theety years ago (MDNR uspodlished data).

47, In svder for there to be a camse and effect relatioaship between DOCOn aad perch there shoald
be 2 lag between lacreases in cormorant populations and perch decline. lostead, Figure 1-6 of the
EA shows competitive exclusion of yellow perch by alewife. The correlation between cormorant
increswe and perch decline is poteatially spurious and shoold be omitted. This is an macourse

mierpectation of the matenal peescntod. If alewsfe were competitively excloding perch then we would
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expect & increase in alowife concurrest with a decrease = perch. The graph domaonstrates that both
spocies are decining over the entiee tise period. We recognine $hat there are certainly other Motk and
environmental factors that umpact yellow perch and alowife abundance but suggest that cormsceants may
be & contributing factor.

43, Fishermen only want large smallmonth bass (spawning size). Spawning size bass are too big for
DCCO to convame so why are we worried abost DOCO lmpacts sa bass? The concemn repardng
sesallmouth bass 1s Sat DOCO predation, in adduon 10 other monalty factons, 1 reducing the number of
smallmouth bass that survive 10 becone large encugh 10 spawn or be of inserost 10 anglers.

49. The measurable goals and data collection are not specific esough to adoguately ansess the
impacts of the program on the sport fishery and commercial harvest. Section 1 5.5 provides the
manapoment objectives for each of the primary seeas where CDM is proposed. 'We believe the obpectives
aad data collection systerms described in the EA are adoquate, but we do recognize that they are sot sdesl
Hewever state and foderal finding ' very hmited ar this time. The MDNR is working wih the
Quantitative Fisheries Center a1 Michegan State University 10 help define and refine carrent data
collecton procedures 10 best allocate resources 1o snwwer questions rogarding the impects of COM on
fidery resources. In extablishing the PRDO the USFWS specifically noted thas they did nat expect
sgencies %0 have perfect mformation.

50. DCCOs are now primarily eatiag reund goby which has less nutricional vabue than slewife (N.
Seefelt, unpub. data), Young fed a diet primarily of resad gobles will net develop as fat as chicks
fod alewife and adules will be unable to feed as many offspring as they did prior 1o the isflux of
gedles. Therefore, DOCO popelation is the Beaver Islands which Is already declining because of
actions of WS will most likely contisue to decline with no further action by WS, We agree that 0
ramiber of nesting DOCOx in the Beaver Islands acea has been generally decreasing (EA Table 1-1) Ity
0o carly 10 determune the impact of round gobies on DCCO survivorship or prodecsivity. Although
pobies are of Jower autritional valee, availsble data indicate they are very abundant in some areas.
DCOO populations mcreased dermg penods of alewife abundance and, even tough rousd gobees have a
lower matrsonal value, there are insufficient data 10 adicase that the DOCO populaticn, in the sheence of
CDM, would necessanly deciine cn 3 det primmasily of gobies. Lower rates of increase or 2 stable
popeiation are also possdic opticns. The adaptive managemen! peogram and annual monitoring of

oestng DOCOs at utes where CDM is proposed would enable agencaes 1o adust CDM w0 allow for aay
M-mwcomum-imhmummmmamm»omom
Additionally, DCCOs are opportanisse when feeding and will take larger peey than gobies if they acc
available. The fact thar DOCOs are caning & lower value food source docss ™t gusranioc 3 docrease in
population.  Ahematives could mclude 3 population increase o rates lower than thoso observed when
DOCOx were feeding on alewife

S1. Has the concept of sestainability in the EA been limited to only fish barvest? No. The EA
consdiery the impact of e proposad action o the sustamabilny of the DCCO population and ca
sostarpet specios populations. The proposed acticn inchudes several measures mended 1o maistan Bhe
population viability and diseribution of DOCOs in Michiges (Section 1.58.1).

S1. If the EA adegquately implemented adaptive managesent, it woald Include clear reseurce
objectives, amalyze alternative causes for Mshery declines and moniter effectivencss with adequate

tools, and iaclede diet analyves, Objectives for pnmary areas where CDM s proposed are stated i
Section 1.5.5.2. Funding availabelty i very bemited ot this time, We recograned that Se poals and
asdcssoent providad in the EA may de challenging to docement the effocts of the control program. The
DNRE 2 workaag wats Michigan State Universty %o review and modify owr assessimest moanocsg
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mcthods & well 2 our overall sarpet control levels %o conform 10 the concept of Adaptive Management.
The agencies also recognize that et information would be valushie bet even diet dana ave of hissited
utility uniess theve are adeqguate data on the standing fsh Diossass snd fish production s the enpacied
arex. The MDNR & partscularly concerned shout the Jevel of fish production thet = being conssmed by
corssorants. Cormorants aoe either conseming games species drectly or consuming forage fish $hat game
species food on. Evher way would mfuence pame specses production. This proposed action |s not
miendod 10 perpetoate indefinmely if it is pot successfed. Afler 8 5 %0 10 year period, some of the ccatrol
will kkely be Escontimrund if fish commumitics are not benefitting from the control efforts. See alwo
respornes 18, 25, 34, 19 and 49,

5X. Calkculations of consumption lndicate convamption Is mear or ks excess of blomass bet In reality,
reund goby have lacreased and other fish populations have remalned relatively constant, The
calkculations are a generaloed estimate which neads % be validated by resecarch, and a number of
assurptions must be muade 10 wie the estemates. However, the calouiations do provide as indicaton that
e level of DOCO foragieg = Bays &¢ Noc and Thender Bay is placing » coniderable demand on Sabery
resources. The agencies do not believe 11w accurate to portray the situation m all arcas as having
mereased or stable 10%al fish boomass. In Thunder Bay, tomal sawi catch rates declined substantially
startieg @ approcesately 2000 (Fig. 1-4) and dave remuained at reduced levels even though the amoust of
round pobecs in Bie catch Baa increased i rocent yeans, Alicrsatively, DOCO foraging tmpacts arc
Jocalined and are generally groatest m a radies around nesting colonaes as has also been docemented for
other colonal waterbirds (¢, Ashmoles dalo; Ridgway and Fielder, In press). Influx of fish feom the
larper system may allow the bays 1o suppoet eper DOCO populations than could be susaised if the bays
were an molated sywiems

54. EA fadls o previde information oa the dissgrocmsent between Disns (2010) and Ficlder (20108)
regarding the impacts of DCCOx and CDM on the perch fishery s Les Cheneaas. Comments by
Diana show flaws ln work by Flelder. The agmcios have reviewed the comments Som Dians and
responses by Frelder o the published literature (Dsana 2010, Fielder 20108). While we agree that the data
aad conclusions presented i Fielder (2008), have hesitations, after reviewing Diara (2010) and Fieider
(20108) we do ot feel that these limitations compromise the utility of e work. Ad&bosally, Be EA
also wses 3 move curment publcation (Fielder 20109) whach inchades data on the yellow perch fabery =
e Les Chencaux before and after COM. The addtional data available after the mitiation of CDM
sddresses some of the concerms raised in Dissa (2010). Lisstatons 1o Fielder (20100) are disoussed in
EA Section 1.53.1. See alw Responses 34, 49 and 52

S5, Changes in fish barvest shown in Figure 1.2 are nomisal relative to the reduction in DOCO
foraging pressure. Changes could just as readily resulted from changes in alewife, increse i
reund gobies, or selntaatial drop in Chinsok salmes. The agencies acknowledge that DOCOs are not
e only factor impacting Grest Lakes fsh populations (Ficlder 20109, 5). However, $e agencies do
believe that the pattern in the perch population before and after COM and amalysis of meay of the factors
which sight influcece the perch populanon do indicate that DOCO forapng has had a substantive smpact
on perch populations in the Les Chencaux. The MDNR has not obderved the favorable popelation
respomses in other yellow perch commumities such as Sagmaw Bay where smular changes in slewife,
205 and salmon populations have also oocwred.

56, I CDM kas belped to recever the yellow perch population In the Les Cheseaux, has it been cost
effective? Wildlife Services has been conducting mast of the CDM under e PRDO = Maxchigan,
spending approxmsately $125.000 per year on average 3 approprated by Congress; addmomally, the
Sane of Muchigan provided WS $150,000 in 2007 which was speat on CDM ower three years. Only a
poetica of the Congresuonal funds have been speat oa the Les Cheneaux Islands. By companson, the
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sl economos loss due o $he dimimishment of $e yellow perch fishery in $hat community is estimated
#t over $ 5 mulboa dollars (Fielder 20100).

57. Data on CPUE ia gilloets in Fig. 1-2 show an lacreme in CPUE between 2004 and 2008, but by
2008, CPUE decreased 10 Jevelds seen in 2004, The data indicate that chasges in CPUE eccerred
before the major change In DCCO sumbers and that most Nkely some other facter Iy driviag the
system. We &0 not agree. Anglor harvest rates and sngler harvost rate per unit effort continee 1o be
shove 2004 levels as is carch rate in Hessel Bay. Overall CPUE went back up and 2010 s the second
highest level of the survey series siace 1985 (D. Fielder, MDNR, wnpub. data). Impeovements i the
fihery appear % be concurrent with marked docroascs in the sumber of nesting DOCOs. A sebstantial
(30%) drop 1 DOCO breeding pairs ocourred the first year after iutiation of COM in the Les Chencaux
hlsnds, and the number of Breoding pain had &oppod 66% by 2006 (Fig 1-1). Addmonally, the decrease
m brooding pairs Soes ot nclude the decrease i foraging demand which resslted becasse of e
reduction in reprodecton associaed with egg oding.

S5 There should pot be a substantial lncrease In the number of birds to be Killed at 1.C1 becanse
data from LCT is not conclusive regardiag the impacts of DCCOs and CDOM on the perch
populatien. The proposal for e LCT is %0 maintan $e nember of broeding pairs = the LCI at
sppraximaely 00 pairs Sor § years and continue 5% momtor the response of the fishery 10 the reduced
DOCO popalation. This is the masagement proposal implemented in the ares since 2008 and is not &
substantial merease » DOCO ke

59. There are 20 peer-reviewed stadies or any other data to justify CDM in Bays de Noc.
Comparison to North Channel s lnappregriate because they are two extremely different
environments. We agree that it 15 dfficul 0 extrapolate information Som ene control location and
mpply it 10 ofher locations where specses composition and popelaton dynamics may be significantly
different. 1t i for this very reascn that we eee atlemping 10 explore the effects of cormorant conmol o
maodified for the umque conditions at each ste. While we do not have sefficient mformation 1o caleulate
relative prodecuvity in northern Lake Muchigan, we do thnk that the North Chanmel of Lake Hiron 15
sulBcicntly samilar 10 muake some ceiual production etimales.

60. There is no data to justify CDM at Ludington, Bellow, Paguis, Nasblsway, Tabgeamenon
Islands or the St. Marys River. Iaformation relevant % the need for action i these arcas is presented
= Sections 1.53.5 thecugh 1.53.9. In 2004, stomach contents were examined from 40 DOCOs taken
from lower Whetefish Bay and Upper St Maey's River, Of e 16 basds with food in the stomsach, 3
contained walleye (4 fish) and two contained yellow perch (5 fish).  Although this was 3 ymall sasgple
sere, walleye and yellow perch constmuted 7 and 9% respectively of the sotal number of food tems found
m the DOCO moerachs. The walleye and yellow perch accounted for 40% mad 38% by wesght of the food
wers fosnd in the stomach contents, Regarpitant sammples collected 3t Gem [slands in the St Mary's
River also indicate consumption of yellow perch. There has also boem dogradation of the approximately
0% of the wee cancpy o8 Gem Island in the St Mary's River (Figeres 6-1). Commercial fishermen have
been reporting cormorant-scarred whilefuh &2 nets in noethern Lake Michigan near Naubiaway and
Paquin Islands (M. Ebener, CORA, Sault Ste. Mane, MI, pers. comm. ). The agencies and tribes believe
Bis data is sufficiens to warrans the CDM proposed for these stes. Seoe also Resporae 1) reganding the
avaladility of data and COM and Response 12 regardng diet stadves conducted m the St Many™s River,



Figere 6-1. Gem Ialand, St. Masy's River,

61, Ounly twe smallmosth bass were ebserved in stomach samples collected in the Beaver Islands.
If the fish pepulation cannot withstand this level of natural predation thea there are larger
probiesss that sheald be addressed. Dict dats in question were collecied afier the decine in the
smalimeouth bass popudation had occurred. Giiven Shat DOOOs are opportunmtic Soragers, il i not
surprang that only limeted bass were found at the time of the study. The relative lack of smallmouth
bass in DOCOD diens after the majority of the decline only indicates that the redoced hass populiaton is not
# Jarge portion of DOOO diets. I docs not address the tssue of whether or not DOCO foraging could have
impacted the population in $he past. Although smallmouth bass may only comprise 3 very himited portion
of DOCO diets, impact on the fishery is also a funcoon of population size. There are a large number of
DOCOOs fecaping in the Beaver Islands (appeoximately 7, 520 brooding pairs in 2009).

62, It s wrong to steck non-native fish, control sative predaters and allecate all fsh ressurces for
humas use. The appropriateness of managing DOCOs for the protection of sport fish & 8 valee judgment
thant wall vary depending ce the values and perspectives of the individuals mvolved Mamy of the
peedatory fish populations in Be Great Lakes sre son-eative specees that were introduced 50 control over-
abundant alewives whose populations exploded afier the native lske trowt was climesaned from most of
the Great Lakes dy overfishing and sea lamprey prodacon. Salmonsd management is also sdentified by
Fish Coemerusary Objectives for each of the Grest Lakes, whoch are supporied by all the management
agencies sisrosndng the Great Lakes.  Sec alwe Rewponse 14 regarding tolerance for DOCOs and DCCO
use of fishery resources.

6}, Studies from Michigan and elvewhere continue 1o show that that DOCO diets contals W% or
more of non-native prey fish, primarily reund goby and, historically, alewife. The level of
predation on nathve fah Is sot sufficlent to adversely impact native fab popslations. It is an over-
simplificenon w say that DCCO &ets in all locations are primanly compnsed of round goby or other
irvasive fish  Dicts vary ccasiderably amoeg locatsons and time of year depending epon the avallabilny
of &d¥erent fish species (c.g, some fish spocies come mio shallow water 10 spaws in spring). Foe
example, very few round gobees or alewife were found m regergitant samples collectad at Rock and Gem
Islands in the S1. Mary's River in 2007 and 2008 (See Response 22). The high consumption of round
pobics = caly occurnng i some locations where cormorant control is being proposed. We believe that
vignificant comsmmption of game Gith aad issportast forsge fish is still contmuing a1 most locaticns.
Ad&nonally, when DOCO nembers are hagh, even 3 low proporton of geme Bah i DOCO dicts can lead
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1o & relatively bigh level of fish comsumption, because of the aumsber of berds takong fisld. leepacts cn fish
popelatons also depend on the imtal productivity asd relative sbundance of Bie ecies n guestion.
Depending upon the species under consaderation, the same rate of forapng prossure may have & greater
IMPACt on specses stocked or present = relatively hmited numbers than on a natunally prodecing fish
popralation,

64, I CDM incresses, won't birds abasdon sites and seek new bocations? This could spread the
damage problem. Would ground-nesting blrds start nesting s trees (1o get away from oilisg) and
caming more ecolegical damage than they were when sesting on the ground? Avaclable information
on DOCO movement from oee colomy 50 another in response 10 CDM is provided m Section 4.1.2. There
1 somse sk that berds will seck new stes. However, not all colomes astomatcally cause damage 1 the
stic where they aoe located and it is possible that multiple smaller colonies spread across the landscape
may causo fewer condlicts than a hmited number of large colosties. The agencies will contimue %0 monmor
h&mdm&&nmmumdhmm Additonallly, as local

on mallary effects of management activitios whale developing management recommendations. These
mclude the effects of duruption % conesting species during egg cling ind culling, snd changes in
cormorant behavior dae 1o culling peessure or duturbance during cpg colng. In the short torm, overall
reductions in cormorant rembers and amociated acdi fication and nutnfication are likely to provide a
suffoent banefit %0 offset damage dome by beds shafting from ground nestng 0 Bee newting.

65. Agencies should not leave bird carcaases sut to rot. The MEBTA and FRDO reguire proper
disposal of berds killed for damage management, chading donation for scientific o educational use,
mcineration or bunal. Agencies conducting CDM make all reasonabie effon 10 comply with Sese
requirements, however, some birds carmot be recovered, usaally Secasse the silte is macoessble (o.g., hagh
in a wee)

66, The 3 paragraphs on sesthetic values in Section 2.1.4 are not adequate treatment of the lswse.
Acsthetse vadues are addressed in detail for each alicrnative in Chapier 4.

67, Issoes of vegetation damage, DOCO coleay encroachment on TEE species, damage to property,
threats to sireraft seem unlikely in the Beaver Bdands. Moot of the vegetation on the islands where
DOCOOs sest b lnvasive species. The DOCO colesies in the Beaver archipelago are on hiands which
are cloned to public acoen aad so any complalnty about aesthetic Impacts are not jastification for
CDM. The EA provades & cammlatrve analysis of all types of cormonnt damage manapement that may
be conducted m Michigan, Not all types of condlicts may be applicable 10 every snuation. As noted in
Section 1 5,52, the management objective for e Beaver [sland Archipelago is % restore the smallmocth
bass popalanon and Sabery and reduce ovenall foraging demand on the prey base of Lake Michigan

68, Vegetation on Pismire and Gull Islands is recoveriag and is proof that CDM ks sot needed to
protect vegetstion st these sites. Natrieats from DCCO guano Is esabling more plants to grow and
plaat species richaess Is greater that before DOCOs although vegetation communities will nat be
the same as before DOCOs, Those observations confirm that effors 10 reduce conmonsat nesting on an
iskand may be hughly beneficial %0 restonng plast communities where eusting vegetation had been
destroyed by nesang connoeants. They are slio coasistent with prelimisacy rescarch findings from aceas
where hegh concentrations of DCCOOs have revultod in vegetation Joss which mdicate that sood banks -
warvive for several years afier vegetation has died. The desermmation of whether additional cormonnt
manapement is needed om these islands will depend ca the desired condimon of the avian and plant
commurenes on the slands as well as whether or 80t cormsorants reistiate nesting on S islands, R

expected that any masagement of thes long kved, greganoss speces will need 1o be long-term in scope,
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mvolve cagoing mosstonng and sssessments, and be sespoaive 10 changing conditions bo i the
covirosment snd the popralation dynamics of the spocies.

89, DOCOs have pested In colonies with other birds throaghout the Great Lakes Reglon and other
areas for beadrods of years. No evidence bas been produced to demeomtrate that DCCOs on the
Great Lakes are having sigaificaat esough impacts oa co-nesting colonlal waterbirds to warraat
CDM or to demeastrate that redecing DCCO sambers will Increase numbers of other species,
Reasons for managing DOCOs at individual breedng colomies vary from Jocation % location. Whike no
colorees are being masaged a1 this tene 10 reduce HPacts 10 co-nesting waterbird species, adverse
mepects on co-nenting specacs which need trees or shrubs for nesting habetat has been 3 tssse in other
sanes. For example. the Black-crowned Night-Heron s histed by the Michigan Natural Features
Iaverory as & Specaal Concern species = Michigan, where dangers 10 the contisued custence of sy
evtablishod Black<rowned Night-Heron coloay sre sémtificd, redactions in nesting cormarants may be
considered to protect mght-herom nesting habwsat. Addressng this type of damage in the EA facilnates
federad agency response % thes type of damage of there s reason % beleve it is oocurmng in Michigan.
Inforrmanon on situstions where DOCOs have boes documented 1o have adverse smpacts on co-nesting
specics o their Rabital o provided in Section | 5.4,

T0. If the agencies are concerned about co-nesting colonial waterbirds they should refrala from
enlerisg colonies with these birds present, develop 2 meaiteriag pregram far species of concern,
aod proserve high quality habitat. Concem for co-nesting spocies factons into Se annual development
of agency management recommendations and e selection of management practices at specafic breedng
colores. Procedures for reducing impacts on co-nesting species are also provided in the Standard
Operating Procederes listed in Chapner 3 of the EA. AL sites where there are conoems for the impacts of
acooss by mdmideals to ol eges or cull adults, portiors of sdands have been avoidied Yo mimimise
impacts, or the number of ste visas has been reduced %0 menimune mapacts. Stasewide moaitorng and
Rabiat ranagennent of species omber than conmorants is ouside the scope of this EA and s addressed by
other comervation programs at e state and foderal level.

TL. Why are the agencies proposing to coatrol DCCO popualatien to reduce alrcraft hazards when
there have boen 2o documented collisieas betwees INOCOs aad sircraft in MI or the Great Lakes”
There cannot be any hazards to alrcraft on the Beaver Ilands because DCCOs don't fly inlsad.
The assertion that DCCOs do net By mland 15 pot comrect.  DCOOs mugrate overland from the Grest
Lakes o the Souhem US. each year and DOCO foraping om fish has boen documented at miand lakes m
Michigsn. The multple mland DCCO colonses in Misnesota are also testimony 0 DOCO use of mland
Tabitat (USDA 2005). The EA analyzes all types of CDM wisch may be conducted = the state 10
faciitane understanding of the cumelative impacts of CDM. Local popelation reduction is not proposed
10 reduce nsks 10 areraft from DCCOs. Problems at these sies are managed om a caso by case bass and
lirested removal of mdmviduals would only de authonzed 1f practical and effecarve nonlethal methods are
oot avaiisble. These hmined removals would sot be expected 10 substantrvely sspact the state DCCO
population. In the EA, we note that rsks to aircraft safety from DCOOs in Michigen are low, However,
11 15 DOt coeTect 1o stade that there have been no strikes in Great Lakes States. bo addton to $he examples
of DOCO strikes and darmage 10 siscrall is Minncsots and [llineds soted in Secticn 1.5.6, for e penod of
2000-2010, there has s been an addtonal DOCO strike in [Tlinces, 2 additonal strikes i Mirscsots
and coe sinke n Wisconmn.  Stnke rates are hkely an sndevestimate of rak becasse mamy sirports have
wildhde harard management programs in place spocifically %o reduce strikes from birds ke DCCOs. As
noted in e EA, over the peniod of 20002008, 33 DOCOs were killed %0 reduce hacards to amcraft and
additional beds were Rared from sport property uiing nonlethal methods. For more informanon on
wildafe barard maragement t szports we recomeend the following web ste: hipo'widlife-
mitigstion. i faz poviwildafe/,
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T2, Is fecal contamination from the DOCO colony at Lodingron, M1 respomible for the acarby
clenare of beaches because of Coliform bacteria? The agencies consuliad with M. Hill from the
Michigan Department of Health District 10 regarding the spikes m bacteria and data presentod by
commenters. Large concestrations of beds (conmorants, gulls, geese) cam impact E. coll levels, dut the
DOCOxs in the Ludngton colony may nat be $he source of the changes in the E. coli levels preseanad by
commenter. A sewage spill m Ludngion may have comnbuted 10 some of the spekes reported. Asother
sie with clevated E. coll Jevels reporied by commenner had a defective sewage pipelme nearby which
could also have mepacied E. colt levels. Heavy viorms may also wash contaminants inso the waser.
Specafic tevtmg would be required 1o determine the source of the E. coli before a conclusive
detormination could be made.

T3 Why does the EA discuss DOCO lmpacts on water quality whes there is no substantiated
evideace of DOCOs baving sech lmpacts? From the Fizal EIS on Double-crested Cormorant
Management in e Unined States (USFWS 2003) to which this docusnent i tiered, *. it is true that Sere
o currestly no evidence that they are responaibile Sor widespread contammnation or are a significant theeat
o hurmae health. But, since impacts %o water quality were a significant concem raised during scoping, we
felt that it was appropriate 10 include the issoe in e DELS [Draft Environmental lmpact Stascssent]
amalysis ™ Although there are 5ot currenly any sitsations where there is evidence of DOCOy kaving an
adverse impact os water quality in Mackegan, the maue of DCOO smpacts on water quality was also raised
= comuments on this EA.

T4 Are current concentrations of DCCOs unastursl? Double<resmed cormorssts bave 3 well
documentiod presence = the United Seaates and are 3 sative specios. In omuthological checkhuts for
Michgan dating back to the 1800s, cormorants are notod as present in the state. High numbers were
selidom observed, but breedng sites on Great Lakes islands were likely seldom visned and pooely
surveyed, af a1 all, az this time. There & no resion 10 belicve That cormeorants are not native 0 the Great
Lakes though e current popralation is probably higher San $e prosctilement lovel (Weseloh et al. 199%).

75 EA provides 8o data en sctual oploiens of the gesersl public, sor are there any plans to obtain
such dats. Public oplsions of & vecal minecity are saed 1o repeeseat the public in general. The
MDNR 2=d USFWS reguliely commumicate with stakcholders roganding cormerant management both
through paricipation in organsred meetings and as a result of ussobioned comments from memshers of the
public. Thes input from peivase ofizens as well as their elected representanives at the local, county, state,
and fedezal level repaeding the vadues By place on conmorants, ther prey, and thesr environmsent w used
when smcusing G desres of the reidents of Michigan.

T6 EA wreagly persecates groeps which provide sanctuaries for DOCOs and disregards thelr
wihihes to provide sites free of DCCO control by condecting CDM as close as 500 yards from the
sanctuaries. The FA docx not perocste any landowner. Asalyses of impacts of $e proposed action note
that DOCOs may move from areas subgect 1o CDM %0 areas which are not subgect 30 CDM and that
resnicied socess 10 some colonies mary Lt the adelity of the MDNR % achieve DOCO masagement
objoctives 1 soeme arcas. The asthoenty of any laadowner in the state of Michigan does so0t extend
beyond the boundary of Sair property. In the case of Geeat Lakes 1shand landowners, thas authonty does
not extend over the open waters of the Goeat Lakes. The Great Lakes bomomlands m Michigan are owned
by the Szase of Muchigan and admenistered by the MDNR. As such, the MDNR 15 the land manager for
the open waters of the Goreat Lakes arowusd privately ownod islands and bas the sathoeity 10 manage
resources & these aceas a8 necowsary. As 3 compeomise, when requestod by e landowner, WS does not
shoot of adalt beeds withm 500 yards of these mlands 1o mimimize noise Ssturbance %o nesting binds.
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77. What impact do peblic comments have on ageacy decisloas? Public comments ace 3 valuable
means of enwring that all relevant isvecs, data and akornatives are addressed in this chapter of the EA.
Agencices conmder these issues m detal before makong management decisions. Modificasons 1o the
proposed acton have been made dasad on public comment and are described in the Decision and Finding
of No Ssgraficant lespact.

TE EA’s statement that DOCO popelations ks the Great Lakes have been Increasing bs bsaccurate
and bas been Inaccurate for the last 10 years. This statement was erroncoudy made in Section | 4. and
has been coerectad. Correct mformation on the State DCCO population trends and regronal ends
provided in Section 1.5.1 aad = the population impact analyses in Chapter 4. In additicn 10 the material
presented in the EA, the 2009 Geeat Lakes Coloaial Wnerbind survey indscaned there were approcsssately
15,220 breoding DOCO pasrs in Mickegan, down from 29,383 neats counted in 2007 (Cuthbert 2009),
There were also decreases in many colenies where CDM was conducted i 2010 (WS, urgublished data)
Laagsage in Section | 4 has boen comected % read, ™ Increases i the Noch American DOCO populiatson
and assocuted concerms of the negative impacts associated with the DOCO populstion expanuon lod the
USFWS 1 establinh e PRDO and expand the AQDO (USFWS 2003). Albhosgh cormerant populations
have decrcasod in many arcas where the PRDO and AQDO have been implemented, the need %0 prosect
aquaceiture, property, natural resources, and homan health and safety fom dasuage and conficts
MMMWQMMSMMMSW} The need for action
describod m the FEIS is summmarseed in e following subsections, "

79, Isa’t the goal of malacaining the Mickigas cormerant population ot approvimatcly 5,000
breeding palrs futile because birds from other aress will fill in the spaces” The obyective of the
proposed action is o manage cormorant damage in Michigan, pot to redece the population to 5,000
breoding peers. The EA establshed & mmimam state popalanion of $,000 pairs snd the goal of
mantaning DOCO diseidution Groughout 1is currest reage & the state 10 protect the viability of the state
DCCO population (Section 1.5.5. 1), Damage management actioes will be moaiered and adjusted %o
ensure that they 4o not reduce the state DOCO popalanon below 5000 beeeding pears. Evidence from the
program in the Les Chencaux Islends arca indcates that, depending upon the manapement objectives for
the site, some st of longdenm sunapement sy be noodod 10 achicve management poals. However,
over me, Bie ramber of birds taken per year docreases and in some areas, # may be posbie to maintan
popslations 3t or near manapement olyectives primarily with methods such as cgg otling.

8). Commenter states that personal conversations with authorized sgents of WS indicate agents
are 0ot acting respoasibly sed are oaly participating wo they can shoot DOCOs. AR volusteess
workong & agents of WS are required 10 take an snmsal traming cowrse before they can participate in the
peogram. Only a few agents at each site are authoneed 10 ake DOCOS. Most mdmduals workong as
agests of WS are only authorized o wie harssament. The course includes infoematon on the hestorical
and legal status of DOOOs in Machigan as well as the requirements for safe, logal and effectve
implernentason of the harassment program. Agents violstmg the terms and conditions of e harassment
peogram are removed from the progect

§1, There Is no reasen to belleve that there wosld be a rhk to peblic safety If disgrastied
Individuals took matters knte thelr own haads, Unauthonaed take of DCCOOs i 3 violation of $e
META, state w1ldife Saws and the provisions of the FRDO. Safe use of fircarms, pyrotechnics and other
equipment used for CDM reguires traming for safe and effective implementason. Wildlife Services,
MDANR and tribal ssafl who conduct CDM sre specifically trained i the safe and effective use of CDM
methods. Volunteers who use pyrotechnics and fircerma a5 devignated agonts of WS also receive safety
traning. Withowt this kind of raining, there is mcreased sk 5% public safety and 1o the safety of e
individuals implemenaing the CDM.
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E2. EA cannet conclude that there will be so significant impact on the humas eavironment, We
recogize that the proposed removal of DOCOs will result m 3 substantial reduction = the DOCO
popslation in Michegan. However, this redaction was analyzed and authonzed in the USFWS FEIS on
DOCO management m North Amenca. Analysis = the EA sadicates Bhat there will be no other
sebssantial (rpacts on the haman enviscament from e propased action.
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