Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan
and Environmental Assessment
Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex

South Dakota

Octoher 2012

Prepared by

Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex
38672 291st Street
Lake Andes, South Dakota 57356

605/487 7603

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Region 6, Mountain—Prairie Region
Division of Refuge Planning

134 Union Boulevard, Suite 300
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

303/236 8145






Contents

N IX
ADDTOUIAEIONS « v v v it ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e XV
CHAPTER1—Introduction. ... ... ... . . . . 1
1.1 Purpose and Needforthe Plan. . ... ... ... ... . . 1
1.2 North American Model of Wildlife Conservation.................... ... ... .. ... ... ... ...... 3
1.3 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Refuge System..................................... 4
U.S. Fishand Wildlife SEIVICE . . . . . ..ot et e e e e e 4
Service Activities in SOUth DAKOTA . . . . . .. oo v e e e e 4
National Wildlife Refuge SYStBM . . . ettt e e e e e ettt 5
People and the Refuge SYSTEM. . . . . .. oottt e e e e e et et e e e e e 5

1.4 National and Regional Mandates ................ ... ... . i i e 6
1.5 Refuge Contributions to National and RegionalPlans ...................... ... ... ... ......... 6
FUITIIING The PrOMISE. . .« o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6

Bird CONSEIVALION . .+« v v o e e e ettt e e e et e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e 6
Recovery Plans for Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered SPecies . . ....... ...t 8

State Comprehensive Conservation Wildlife Strategy . . . ..o v e e e 8

1.6 Strategic Habitat Conservation ............ ... ... .. . . i i 9
ABroader ViSiON. . . . ..o 9
ClMAte ChAnge . . . . ..o v oo e e e e e e e e e e e e 10

1.7 Planning Process .. ... ... i 10
Public INVOIVBMENT . . . . o o e e e e e 1"

State COOTAINATION . . . . . ettt et ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1"

Tribal COOTTINALION . . . . o v e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e et et e e e e e ettt e 1"
RESUIS OF SCOPING .+« v v o et e et e e et e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1"
Decision 10 Be Made. . . . .. .o 1"
CHAPTER 2—The Refuge Complex ......... .. ... e 13
21 Establishment, Acquisition, Management History,andUse .................................... 13
Lake Andes National Wildlife RETUGE. . . .« v« v v e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e 13

Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife RETUGE . . . . .« oo oo e e e e e e e ettt 13

Lake Andes Wetland Management DISHICt. . . . . . . oottt e e et e e e e ettt e e e 16

2.2 Special Values of the Complex......... ... ... 16
2.3 PUIPOSES. . . ..ottt e 16
Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge. . . . . . ... ettt e e 25

Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge . . . . .. ..o e et e et e et ettt 25

Lake Andes Wetland Management DISITICT. . . . . . o v .o u ettt e e e et ettt e e et ettt 25

2.8 ViSIOMS . ... . e 25
Vision Statement for the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge . . . ... ... e ea e 25

Vision Statement for the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge. . ... ... ..o ea e 25

Vision Statement for the Lake Andes Wetland Management DiStrict .. . ... ..o n e eiaeaa 26

20 BOalS. ... ..o e 26



v Draft CCP and EA, Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota

2.6

Riparian Goal . . . ..
Uplands Goal . . ...
Visitor Services Goal
Operations Goal . . .

Planning Issues

Lake Andes Water Quality and FISNEIY . . . . . oo e et et et e

Invasive Plant Contro

L e

Monitoring and RESEaICh. . . . . . ... ot e e e e

Prairie Restoration .

Public Access and Opportunities for Wildlife-Dependent Recreation. . . .........c..uuue et
Funding, Infrastructure, and Partnerships . . . . ... oo e e e e e e e

CHAPTER 3—Alternatives. .. ... ... .. ... i
3.1 Substantive Issues and Alternatives Development................ ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

3.2 Elements Common to All Alternatives . ...............o oo

3.3 Description of Alternatives. ............... .. i
Alternative A—Current Management (NOACLION). . . . . . . ittt

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7
4.8

Alternative B—Modii

fied Management. . . . . ..o

Alternative C—Intensive Management . . . .. ... ..ot

Water Resources
Surface Water . ...
Groundwater. . . . ..
Wetlands . .......
Water Rights . . . ..

Vegetation Communities . . ............. .. i
Wetlands and Associated Vegetation COMMUNITIES. . . . .. v v v vt et e ettt et e et e et e
Uplands and Associated Vegetation COMMUNITIES. . . . . . v e ettt e ettt e e e e e ettt

Riparian Areas and A

ssociated Vegetation COMMUNITIES . .« . . v v v v e e et et e et e ettt

Cultural ReSOUICeS . . . . ..o e e

Historical Resources

Visitor Services.
Hunting .........
Fishing..........

Environmental Education and INTerpretation . . . ... ... e ettt

Wildlife Observation

and PRotography . . . ..o

Fire and Grazing History . .......... . . .

Socioeconomics

26
26
26
26

26
26
27
27
27
27
27

29
29
29

30
30
32
36

M

Y
4
42
42

42
42
43
43
43

43
43
48
48

49
49
49
49
50

50
50

50
50
50
50
51

51
52



Contents v

CHAPTER 5—Environmental Consequences ......................ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinanaann. 53
5.1 Effects Common to All Alternatives. .............. ... i i 53
0 1 53
ENVIFONMENTal JUSTICE . . . .« o o e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 53
SOCIOBCONOMICS .+« « v v v o ettt e e e et e et e e e e et e e e e e e e e et e e e e et e 53
GIobal WarmINg . . . .« o e e et e e e e e e e e 53

5.2 Description of Consequences by Alternative .............. ... ... .. ... i 54
Alternative A (NOACHION). . . . .. oot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 54
Alternative B (Modified Management] . . . . . ... e 56
Alternative C (Intensive Management) . . . . . ..o e 59

53 Cumulative ImMpacts .. ... ... ... e 60
CHAPTER 6—Implementation of the Proposed Action .......................................... 73
6.1 ldentification of the Proposed Action.............. ... .. . i 74
6.2 Goals, Objectives, Strategies, and Rationale ...................... ... ... .. ... ... .. ..., 74
6.3 Prioritization for Waterfowl ProductionAreas. .............. ... . ... .. i 74
Prioritization OBJECTIVE . . .. . . v vt ettt et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e 71

6.4 Wetlands ......... .. 82
Wetlands Objective 1: Improve Water Quality in Lake Andes . . . ... ..o oo e 82
Wetlands Objective 2: Improve Water Quantity and Water Level Management in Lake Andes . .. .................. 83
Wetlands Objective 3: Control Invasive Plants on Complex Wetlands through Early Detection—-Rapid Response . . . . .. .. 83
Wetlands Objective 4: Protect Wetlands through Easement AcQUISItion . . ... ... ..o o e e e eenns 84
Wetlands Objective 5: Restore WELIands . . .. . ... ... e 87
Wetlands Objective 6: Manage Wetland Water on the Prairie Ponds . . .. ... ..o e enns 88
Wetlands Objective 7: Control Avian Disease in Wetlands. . .. ... e 88

6.5  RIparian . .. ... .. . e 90
Riparian Objective 1: Manage Woodlands for Bald Eagles and Red-Headed Woodpeckers on Karl E. Mundt Refuge . . . . . 90
Riparian Objective 2: Restore Woodland Understory on Karl E. Mundt Refuge. .. . ......ooveeiiin i, 91
Riparian Objective 3: Control Invasive Plants on Karl E. Mundt Refuge . . ... ... e 92
Riparian Objective 4: Protect Woodlands and River Banks on Karl E. Mundt Refuge. . .. ........ .o iiiiiiinn. 92
Riparian Objective 5: Form Protection Partnerships for Karl E. Mundt Refuge ... ... oo 93

6.6 Uplands. .. ... ... 93
Uplands Objective 1: Control Invasive Plants on Complex Grasslands (Early Detection Rapid Response). . ............ 93
Uplands Objective 2: Control Invasive Forbs on Complex Grasslands .. .............uieee e eineeennnennns 94
Uplands Objective 3: Control Invasive Woody Species on Complex Grasslands ... ...........cccuuiieeinnennn. 95
Uplands Objective 4: Manage Native Prairie Habitat. . . ... ... ..o et et 97
Uplands Objective 5: Reconstruct Prairie on Previously Farmed Areas. . . .. ... u e e i i enns 100
Uplands Objective 6: IMprove TAME GIaSSES. . . . ... v vt e et e e e e ettt e e e e e e ettt 101
Uplands Objective 7: Manage Grassland STUCTUIE . . . . . . .« oo e e e e 102
Uplands Objective 8: Protect Grasslands through EaSements. . ... ... et et e e iae e 102
Uplands Objective 9: Protect Grasslands through Fee AcQUISItion . ... ... .......ue e et iia e eineeennn 104
Uplands Objective 10: Evaluate Wildlife Values of Complex Lands .......... ... ... eiiiieeeeiiiiinnnnn.. 107
Uplands Objective 11: Control Nest Predators on Lake Andes Wetland Management District. . . ................... 107

6.7 ViSItOr SOIVICES. ... ... e 108
Visitor Services Objective 1: Improve Lake Access on Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge .. .................... 108
Visitor Services Objective Z: Investigate Increasing Hunting Opportunities . . . . ...... e e e iiaeaas 109
Visitor Services Objective 3: Investigate Increasing Fishing Opportunities. . ... .....u et e i eiaeen 109
Visitor Services Objective 4: Improve Environmental Education and Interpretation by Hiring an Outdoor Recreation Planner 110
Visitor Services Objective 5: Commercial Bait HArvesSting . . ... .. u e e e et m
Visitor Services Objective 6: Improve Opportunities for Wildlife Observation and Photography. ... ......... ..ot m

Visitor Services Objective 7: Improve Accessibility for Wildlife Observation and Photography . .................... 112



vi Draft CCP and EA, Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota
6.8 OPeIatiONS ... .. . 112
Operations Objective 1. Expand Staffing and INfrastructure . ... ... .o et e e 112
Operations Objective 2: Build a Prairie ReconStruction FAacility . ... ... ...ttt ie e 113
Operations Objective 3: Replace Artesian Well. . . .. ... e e 113
Operations Objective 4: Protect Cultural RESOUITES . . . . . v« ittt e e et et e e et e e ettt 113
Operations Objective 5: Expand Partnerships—Seek Additional Partners . . . ......... e, 114
Operations Objective 6: Expand Partnerships—Develop A Friends Group . . . ....ovv v e vt e e 114
Operations Objective 7: Law ENforcement—FEaSemENtS . . ..o v e ettt et e e ettt et e e 114
Operations Objective 8: Law Enforcement—Public USES . . . . . ..o e e e et 115
Operations Objective 9: Manage WildIand FIreS . . . . .« .o et et et ettt 116
GlOS S ANy . . . ot 117
Appendixes
Appendix A—Key Legislation and PONCIES . . . ... v v vttt e 125
Appendix B—Compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Guidance. ...t nns.. 129
Appendix C—Preparers and ContribUIOrS . .. ...ttt e 131
Appendix D—Public INVOIVEMENT . .. ..o 133
Appendix E—Proposed Staff. . . ... 135
Appendix F—South Dakota Upland Plant ASSOCIatioNS . . ... ..v et e i i 137
Appendix G—S0uUth Dakota SPECIES. .« v v vttt ettt e e e e e 139
Appendix H—Compatibility DeterminationS . .. ....oe e et e e 155
Bibliography. ... .. ... 227
FIGURES
1 Map of the Plains and Prairie Pothole Region and the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota . ... e Xi
2 Location map of the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, and
Lake Andes Wetland Management District, South Dakota .. ... 2
3 Map of the bird conservation regions of North America .......... ..o 7
4 Steps inthe planning ProCeSS . . ... ...t 10
5 Map of the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota. ............. ... ... ... .. ... .. ....... 14
6 Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota, land statusmap ..o L. 15
7 Map of the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota...............ccooiiii i L. 17
8 Land status map of the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota ................ ... ... ... .. 18
9 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfowl production areas
in Davison and Hanson Counties, South Dakota. . ....... ... ... ... .. .. .. ... . . . 19
10 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfow! production areas
in Brule and Aurora Counties, South Dakota. . . ...ttt e e 20
11 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfowl production areas
in Charles Mix and Douglas Counties, South Dakota. . ...t e 21
12 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfow! production areas
in Bon Homme and Hutchinson Counties, South Dakota . ....... ..o 22
13 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfowl production areas
in Turner, Yankton, and Lincoln Counties, South Dakota ... 23
14 Lake Andes Wetland Management District waterfowl production areas
in Clay and Union Counties, South Dakota. . ... e 24
15 National Land Cover Data for the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota.................... 44
16 National Vegetation Classification Standard vegetation on the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota . ........coueiiie i e e 45

17 National Land Cover Data for the Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota ................... 46



Contents v

18 National Vegetation Classification Standard vegetation on the Karl E. Mundt

National Wildlife Refuge, South Dakota. .. ... ..o e 47
19 Predicted concentrations of duck pairs throughout the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota . ..o e 75
20 Decision tree for prioritizing management of waterfowl productionareas ..............cooiieiinon... 78
21 Dominant vegetation community types on native prairie on the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota . ... e 80
22 North American bird population indicators based on trends for obligate species in four major habitats
(North American Bird Conservation Initiative 2009) . . . . ... 80
23 Upland accessibility for breeding duck pairs in the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota 85
24 Quantitative measurements of visual obstruction readings of upland nesting species...................... 103
25 Grassland bird cONSErVation @re@ MATIX . . . . v ettt et et et e e e et e e e 105
TABLES
1 Planning process summary for the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota............. 12
2 Summary of CCP alternatives for Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota.............. 61
3 Priorities for management of waterfow! production areas according to the decision tree (figure 20)........... 79
4 Birds of conservation CONCEMN O PriOTITY SPECIES. . .« vttt ettt e ettt et e e e e e aie e 81

5 History of documented wildlife disease outbreaks on the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge Complex, South Dakota . ... e 89






© John Jave

Summary

Pintails wade in waters of the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge.

This section summarizes the draft comprehensive con-
servation plan and environmental assessment for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Lake Andes National
Wildlife Refuge Complex (Complex). The National Wild-
life Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 requires
that a comprehensive conservation plan be developed
for each unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System
by 2012. The final plan for the Complex is scheduled
for completion in 2012 and will guide management of
the Complex over the next 15 years.

The Complex

Located in southeastern South Dakota, the Lake Andes
National Wildlife Refuge Complex consists of three
units: the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, Karl
E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, and the Lake An-
des Wetland Management District. The Complex lies
within the Plains and Prairie Pothole Region of South
Dakota (figure 1), an ecological treasure of biological
importance for wildlife, particularly waterfowl and
other migratory birds—although the Plains and Prai-
rie Pothole Region occupies only 10 percent of North
America’s waterfowl breeding range, it produces ap-
proximately 50 percent of the continent’s waterfowl
population.

The Complex manages lands located within Au-
rora, Bon Homme, Brule, Charles Mix, Clay, Davi-
son, Douglas, Hanson, Hutchinson, Lincoln, Turner,
Union, and Yankton Counties in southeastern South
Dakota. These lands include a variety of grassland
and wetland habitats which are managed with graz-
ing, haying, rest, burning, restoration, tree plantings,
invasive plant control, and very limited application of
water level manipulation.

Each waterfowl production area managed by the
wetland management district typically contains wet-
lands that are managed for waterfowl and shorebirds.
Extensive wetland drainage and alteration throughout
the Plains and Prairie Pothole Region has reduced the
number of wetlands available to migratory birds to
the point that most of the wetlands in the Complex
are surrounded by cropland. Upland areas are man-
aged for a high diversity of native vegetation to sus-
tain grassland birds.

The National Wildlife Refuge
System

All the units of the Liake Andes National Wildlife Ref-
uge Complex are part of the National Wildlife Refuge
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System. This system began when, in 1903, President
Theodore Roosevelt designated the 5.5-acre Pelican
Island in Florida as the Nation’s first wildlife refuge
for the protection of native nesting birds. This was
the first time the Federal Government set aside land
for wildlife. This small but significant designation was
the beginning of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

One hundred years later, the National Wildlife
Refuge System has become the largest collection of
lands in the world specifically managed for wildlife,
encompassing more than 150 million acres within 553
refuges and more than 3,000 waterfowl production areas
providing breeding and nesting habitat for migratory
birds. Today, there is at least one refuge in every State
as well as in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

The Improvement Act of 1997 established a clear
mission for the System.

The mission of the System is to
administer a national network of
lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and where appropriate,
restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant
resources and their habitats within the
United States for the benefit of present
and future generations of Americans.

Planning Issues of the
Complex

In May 2007, a notice of intent was published in the
Federal Register announcing the Service’s intent to
prepare a comprehensive conservation plan and envi-
ronmental assessment for the Complex and to obtain
suggestions and information on planning issues to
be considered. Throughout the planning process, the
planning team distributed information to stakehold-
ers including the State of South Dakota, tribal gov-
ernments, partners, and neighboring landowners and
communities to involve them in this planning process.
Following the analysis of comments from Service
staff and the public and a review of applicable laws, the
planning team identified several key planning issues.
These issues were considered in the development of
alternatives (chapter 3) and are summarized below.

LAKE ANDES WATER QUALITY AND FISHERY

Numerous comments were received during scoping
asking the planning team to consider restoration of
Lake Andes in the comprehensive conservation plan.
Over the past 100 years Lake Andes has supported a

Interpretive signs educate visitors about the Complew.

boom-and-bust fishery that has been successful during
wet periods (when fish are abundant) and unsuccess-
ful during dry periods (which fish die out). Over the
years several events and processes have affected the
fishery as well as the lake’s water quality on which
numerous plants, fish, and migratory birds depend.

INVASIVE PLANT CONTROL

Invasive plants are degrading the quality of Complex
habitats and spreading to neighboring private lands.
Comments received during scoping indicated that the
Complex’s neighbors desire more effective control of
invasive and noxious weeds on Complex properties.

IMONITORING AND RESEARCH

Only isolated and uncoordinated research and oppor-
tunistic monitoring has occurred in the lands adminis-
tered by the Complex. Additional surveys and research
are needed to provide the science-based information
necessary to improve management of the Complex.

PRAIRIE RESTORATION

During scoping, many people expressed a desire for
more prairie restoration on the Complex. Much of the
native prairie that existed in the area before settle-
ment has been lost through cultivation or degraded
by invasive plants. Once broken, native prairie is es-
sentially lost; however, restoration of native grasses
and forbs can provide habitat that is very valuable to
waterfowl and other migratory birds.

PUBLIC ACCESS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR
WILDLIFE-DEPENDENT RECREATION

Much of Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge and all
of Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge are cur-
rently closed to public use. During scoping, a number
of people commented that they would like the planning
team to explore the possibility of expanding public ac-
cess opportunities on both of these refuges.

FUNDING, INFRASTRUCTURE, AND
PARTNERSHIPS

Funding limits the staffing, the infrastructure, and to
a large degree the capability of the Complex staff to
conserve wildlife and to provide wildlife-dependent

USFWS
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recreation. Partnerships are an important way to help
expand the staff’s capabilities to conserve wildlife and
provide more and better recreation opportunities, es-
pecially when funding is so limited.

Vision Statements for the
Complex

Early in the planning process the planning team de-
veloped and refined a vision statement for each unit of
the Complex. These future-oriented statements will
guide the management of the Complex over the life
of this comprehensive conservation plan.

VISION STATEMENT FOR LAKE ANDES NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE

Migratory birds thrive on wetlands and
grasslands composed of native plants.
Visitors enjoy walking the foot trails,
watching and photographing wildlife,

and learning about Plains and Prairie

Pothole Region habitat. Teachers bring
their students to the refuge’s outdoor

classroom.

VISION STATEMENT FOR KARL E. MUNDT
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

Soaring bald eagles hunt, roost, and
rear their young in this cottonwood
forest where Lewis and Clark ventured
up the Missouri River. Booming prairie
chickens share the Missouri River
bluffs with wild turkey, sharp-tailed
grouse, quail, and songbirds. Careful
observers, floating downstream along the
refuge’s portion of the Missouri National
Recreational River, may notice hunting
bobcats, hovering raptors, or flying bats
above placidly feeding deer. Wildlife-
dependent recreational opportunities on
this refuge foster a greater understanding
of the refuge’s resources and the mission
of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

VISION STATEMENT FOR LAKE ANDES WETLAND
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

The waterfowl production areas and
conservation easements of the Lake
Andes Wetland Management District
provide a network of wetland and
grassland habitats that preserve the
mntegrity of vital nesting and breeding
grounds of North America’s migratory
waterfowl. This mosaic of diverse
and vigorous plant commumnities,
wnterspersed with wetland complexes,
supports a variety of marsh birds,
shorebirds, songbirds, and colonial
birds, as well as prairie grouse, upland
plovers, sand pipers, and other resident
wildlife species typical of the Plains and
Prairie Pothole Region. District staff,
landowners, cooperators, neighbors,
and other partners work together to
promote habitat conservation programs
throughout the district and to control
mwasive plant species on public lands.
Both consumptive and non-consumptive
compatible wildlife-dependent
recreational uses are allowed on these
public lands.

Goals for the Complex

The following goals reflect the visions for the units of
the Complex—providing for healthy ecosystems and
compatible opportunities for the public to appreciate
and enjoy the natural environment.

WETLANDS GOAL

Acquire, restore, manage, and protect wetlands for
the conservation of migratory birds and other water-
dependent species endemic to the Plains and Prairie
Pothole Region.

RIPARIAN GOAL

Acquire, restore, manage, and protect riparian habi-
tats endemic to the lower Missouri River for the con-
servation of bald eagles, other species of concern, and
migratory birds.
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Birdwatchers gather on the Complex.

UPLANDS GOAL

Acquire, restore, manage, and maintain a diverse
mix of native grassland habitats to support migra-
tory birds and resident wildlife found in the northern
mixed-grass prairie ecosystem.

VISITOR SERVICES GOAL

Provide opportunities for high quality and compat-
ible hunting, fishing, environmental education, envi-
ronmental interpretation, wildlife photography, and
wildlife observation for persons of all abilities and
cultural backgrounds by fostering an understanding
and appreciation of the Lake Andes National Wildlife
Refuge Complex and the missions of the Service and
Refuge System.

OPERATIONS GOAL

Provide funding, staffing, infrastructure, protection of
cultural resources, partnerships, and a safe working
environment to achieve the purposes and objectives
of the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex.

Management Alternatives

The Service has prepared this draft comprehensive
conservation plan and environmental assessment in
cooperation with the South Dakota Game, Fish and
Parks Department and the Yankton Sioux Tribe and
with significant involvement from the public. Af-
ter reviewing a wide range of public comments and
management needs, the Service developed and ana-
lyzed the following alternatives for management of
the Complex. Alternative B is the proposed action of
the Service and is presented in chapter 6 as the draft
comprehensive conservation plan.

ALTERNATIVE A—CURRENT MANAGEMENT (NO
ACTION)

Under alternative A, current management activities
conducted by the Service throughout the Complex
would not change. The Service would not develop any
new management, restoration, or education programs
for the Complex. Staff would not modify or expand
current habitat and wildlife management practices
conducted for the benefit of migratory birds and other
wildlife. Staff would perform monitoring and research
activities at current levels. Funding and staff levels
would not change. Programs would continue in the
same direction with the same intensity.

ALTERNATIVE B—MODIFIED MANAGEMENT

This alternative focuses on addressing many of the
external and internal comments received during scop-
ing. Under this alternative, there would be increased
efforts to restore fish and wildlife habitat on Lake An-
des; more effective control of invasive plants; more fo-
cused monitoring, studies, and research activities; more
restoration of native plants in grasslands; expanded
opportunities for hunting, fishing, environmental ed-
ucation, interpretation, and wildlife observation and
photography; and increased funding for the additional
staff, infrastructure, and partnerships necessary to al-
low the Complex to fulfill the purposes for which the
units of the Complex were established by Congress.

ALTERNATIVE C —INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT

Like alternative B, this alternative addresses com-
ments received during scoping. However it goes one
step further and focuses on a more intensive approach
to wildlife and public use management. It would require
additional staff beyond levels required for implemen-
tation of alternative B.
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USDA APHIS | U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service

VOR | visual obstruction reading
WNV | West Nile virus

Definitions of these and other terms arein the glossary, located after chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 1—Introduction

A birdwatcher emerges from the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex headquarters.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has de-
veloped this draft comprehensive conservation plan
(CCP) and environmental assessment (EA) to provide
a foundation for the management and use of the Lake
Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex (Complex)
located in southeastern South Dakota (figure 2). When
finalized, the CCP portion of this document will serve
as a working guide for management programs and ac-
tions at the Complex over the next 15 years.

This draft CCP and EA was developed in com-
pliance with the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 (Improvement Act) and
Part 602 of “The Fish and Wildlife Service Manual.”
The actions described within this draft CCP and EA
meet the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Compliance with NEPA
is being achieved through public involvement and the
analyses presented in this document.

The final CCP will specify the necessary actions to
achieve the vision, purposes, and goals of the Complex,
as described in chapter 2, “The Refuge Complex.”
Wildlife is the first priority in the management of the
Complex, and public use (wildlife-dependent recreation)
is allowed and encouraged as long as it is compatible
with the Complex’s purposes.

This draft CCP and EA have been prepared by a
planning team composed of representatives from vari-
ous Service programs, including national wildlife ref-
uges; South Dakota Game, Fish and Parks (SDGFP);
and the Yankton Sioux Tribe. In addition, the planning
team used public input. Public involvement and the
planning process are described in section 1.5, “The
Planning Process.”

After reviewing management needs and a wide
range of public comments, the planning team developed
alternatives for management of the Complex; these
are presented in chapter 3, “Alternatives.” Resources
of the Complex are described in chapter 4, “Affected
Environment,” and predicted effects of the alterna-
tives are described in chapter 5, “Environmental
Consequences.” The planning team recommended one
alternative to be the Service’s proposed action. This
action addresses all substantive issues while fulfilling
the vision, purposes, and goals of the Complex, and
it is the Service’s recommended course of action for
management of the Complex. The details of the pro-
posed action compose the draft CCP, which is chapter 6.

1.1 Purpose and Need for the
Plan

The purpose of this draft CCP and EA is to iden-
tify the role that the Complex will play in support of
the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System
(Refuge System) and to provide long-term guidance
for management of refuge programs and activities.
The CCP is needed to:

m communicate with the public and other partners
in efforts to carry out the mission of the Refuge
System;

= provide a clear statement of direction for manage-
ment of the refuge;
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Figure 2. Location map of the Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge, Karl E. Mundt National Wildlife Refuge, and
Lake Andes Wetland Management District, South Dakota.
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m provide neighbors, visitors, and government offi-
cials with an understanding of the Service’s man-
agement actions on and around the refuge;

m ensure that the Service’s management actions are
consistent with the mandates of the Improvement
Act;

m ensure that management of the refuge is consistent
with Federal, State, and county plans;

m provide a basis for development of budget requests
for the refuge’s operation, maintenance, and capital
improvement needs.

Sustaining the nation’s fish and wildlife resources
is a task that can be accomplished only through the
combined efforts of governments, businesses, and
private citizens.

1.2 North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation

Wildlife conservation in North America evolved to
take on a form unique in the world; in recent years, it
has come to be known as the North American Model
of Wildlife Conservation (Geist et al. 2001). The wild-
life conservation movement arose out of the conflict
between market hunters and sport hunters in the mid-
to late-nineteenth century. Market hunting increased
in response to the growth in urban population fueled
by the Industrial Revolution. Between 1820 and 1860,
the percentage of Americans living in cities increased
from 5 percent to 20 percent; this fourfold increase is
the greatest proportional increase in urban popula-
tion that ever occurred in the United States (Reiss
1995). The demand for meat and hides—along with
feathers for the millinery trade—Iled to exploitation
of game animals by market hunters. Along with the
increase in the urban population came a new breed of
hunter—one who hunted for the chase and the chal-
lenge it provided. These sport hunters valued game
animals more when they were alive; market hunters,
however, placed value on dead animals they could
bring to market. The growing legion of sport hunters
started a national movement that resulted in Federal
and State governments taking responsibility for regu-
lating the take of wildlife.

The keystone concept of the North American
Model of Wildlife Conservation, and the bedrock that
allowed government to exercise control, is the public
trust doctrine (Geist and Organ 2004). With origins in
Greek and Roman law, the Magna Carta, and the 1842
Martin v. Waddell U.S. Supreme Court decision, the
public trust doctrine as it applies to wildlife conser-
vation is the principle that wildlife belongs to no one;
it is held in trust for all by government.

The seven pillars of the North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation follow:

m wildlife as a public trust resource

m elimination of markets for game

m allocation of wildlife by law

m wildlife only killed for a legitimate purpose

m wildlife considered an international resource

m science as the proper tool to discharge wildlife policy
= democracy of hunting

For more than 100 years, these pillars have stood the
test of time despite significant changes in approaches to
wildlife conservation. The original conservation move-
ment championed by Theodore Roosevelt, George Bird
Grinnell, and others emphasized stemming wildlife
population declines through implementing programs
that restricted take and protected lands. During the
1920s, conservationists realized that greater efforts
were needed, and a committee including Aldo Leopold,
A. Willis Robertson, and other leading conservation-
ists of the time authored the 1930 American Game
Policy. This policy called for a restoration program
for habitats and populations based on scientific re-
search and supported with stable, equitable funding.
Within a decade, many needs of this program were
fulfilled through landmark legislation, including the
Duck Stamp Act, to fund land acquisition for national
wildlife refuges. In addition, the Pittman-Robertson
Wildlife Restoration Act shifted excise taxes imposed
on firearms and ammunition to fund wildlife restoration
through cooperation between the Service and State
fish and wildlife agencies. To use this money, States
were required to pass laws that prevented diversion
of hunting license revenues to any purpose other than
administration of the State fish and wildlife agency.

Inrecent decades, wildlife management has placed
greater emphasis on overall wildlife diversity. All wild-
life species have benefited from the North American
Model of Wildlife Conservation pillars, not just game
animals. The Refuge System has evolved along with
the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation—
it today provides refuge for virtually all species found
in the United States and recreation for all Americans.

It is a realization of the North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation to provide for science-based
management of international wildlife resources held
in trust for all. The importance of this system to
American society can best be appreciated if we were
to contemplate its loss. Wildlife connects us to the heri-
tage of this country and our ancestors who built our
society. It connects us as well to the natural world of
which we are a part, but from which we have become
so disconnected. To lose this connection is to lose the
basis of our humanity.
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1.3 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Refuge
System

The Service is the principal Federal agency responsible
for fish, wildlife, and plant conservation. The Refuge
System is one of the Service’s major programs.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

vs. N | wmm
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

NATIONAL

WILDLIFE
REFUGE

SYSTEM

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, America’s
fish and wildlife resources were declining at an alarm-
ing rate, largely due to unrestricted market hunting.
Concerned citizens, scientists, and hunting and angling
groups joined together and generated the political

The mission of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, working with others,
1s to conserve, protect, and enhance fish
and wildlife and their habitats for the
continuing benefit of the
American people.

will for the first significant conservation measures
taken by the Federal Government. These actions in-
cluded the establishment of the Bureau of Fisheries
in the 1870s and, in 1900, passage of the first Federal
wildlife law—the Lacey Act—which prohibited in-
terstate transportation of wildlife taken in violation
of State laws. Beginning in 1903, President Theodore
Roosevelt established more than 50 wildlife refuges
across the Nation.

Over the next three decades, the United States
ratified the Migratory Bird Treaty with Great Britain,
and Congress passed laws to protect migratory birds,
establish new refuges, and create a funding source
for refuge land acquisition. In 1940, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service was created within the Department
of the Interior, and existing Federal wildlife functions
including law enforcement, fish management, animal
damage control, and wildlife refuge management were
combined into a single organization for the first time.

Today, the Service enforces Federal wildlife laws,
manages migratory bird populations, restores nation-
ally significant fisheries, conserves and restores vital

wildlife habitat, protects and recovers endangered
species, and helps other governments with conser-
vation efforts. In addition, the Service administers
a Federal aid program that distributes hundreds of
millions of dollars to States for fish and wildlife resto-
ration, boating access, hunter education, and related
programs across the United States.

SERVICE ACTIVITIES IN SOUTH DAKOTA
Service activities in South Dakota contribute to the
State’s economy, ecosystems, and education programs.
The following list describes the Service’s presence
and activities statewide in South Dakota each year:
= employs 173 people in South Dakota
m coordinates 191 volunteers donating more than
8,000 hours in the following areas:
> more than 4,000 hours for wildlife and habitat
> nearly 1,500 hours for maintenance work
> 1,350 hours for wildlife-dependent recreation
> 1,165 hours in miscellaneous other activities
related to Service work
= manages two national fish hatcheries encompass-
ing 591.79 acres
= manages one fish and wildlife management assis-
tance office
= manages seven national wildlife refuges encom-
passing 103,884.85 acres

® manages six wetland management districts across
50 South Dakota counties; these districts comprise
the following:

> 160,432.41 fee acres (waterfowl production areas)
> 591,308.44 wetland easement acres

> 705,532.59 grassland easement acres

> 712.23 flowage and miscellaneous easement acres
> 40,875.90 Farmers Home Administration easements

m hosts more than 202,000 annual visitors to Service-

managed lands:

> more than 93,000 hunting visits and an unknown
number of trapping visits

> nearly 45,000 fishing visits

> more than 57,500 wildlife observation visits

> environmental education programs for nearly
7,000 students

m provides $4,668,784 to SDGF'P for sport fish resto-
ration and $8,793,314 for wildlife restoration and
hunter education

m employs eight Partners for Fish and Wildlife pro-
gram managers who have helped private land-
owners restore wetland and upland habitats as
shown below:
> 195 wetlands restored (654 acres)
> 136 wetlands established (589 acres)
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> 53 upland sites (grazing systems) enhanced
(26,300 acres)

> 31 grassland restorations (1,798 acres)

m makes payments to counties through the Refuge
Revenue Sharing Act (Public Law [P.L.] 95-469,
amended 1978); payments for fee title lands are
based on the greatest of three-quarters of 1 per-
cent of the fair market value (appraisals are com-
pleted every 5 years), 25 percent of net receipts,
or $0.75 per acre

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM

In 1903, President Theodore Roosevelt designated
the 5.5-acre Pelican Island in Florida as the Nation’s
first wildlife refuge for the protection of native nesting
birds. This was the first time the Federal Government
set aside land for wildlife. This small but significant
designation was the beginning of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

One hundred years later, the Refuge System has
become the largest collection of lands in the world
specifically managed for wildlife, encompassing more
than 150 million acres within 553 refuges and more than
3,000 waterfowl production areas providing breeding
and nesting habitat for migratory birds. Today, there is
at least one refuge in every State as well as in Puerto
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

The Improvement Act of 1997 established a clear
mission for the Refuge System.

The mission of the System is to
administer a national network of
lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and where appropriate,
restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant
resources and their habitats within the
United States for the benefit of present
and future generations of Americans.

The Improvement Act states that each national
wildlife refuge (that is, each unit of the Refuge System,
which also includes wetland management districts)
shall be managed to:

m fulfill the mission of the Refuge System;

m fulfill the individual purposes of each refuge and
district;

m consider the needs of fish and wildlife first,

m fulfill the requirement of developing a CCP for each
unit of the Refuge System, and fully involve the
public in the preparation of these plans;

m maintain the biological integrity, diversity, and en-
vironmental health of the Refuge System;

m recognize that wildlife-dependent recreation ac-
tivities including hunting, fishing, wildlife obser-
vation, wildlife photography, and environmental
education and interpretation, are legitimate and
priority public uses;

m retain the authority of refuge managers to deter-
mine compatible public uses.

In addition to the mission for the Refuge System, the
wildlife and habitat vision for each unit of the Refuge
System stresses the following principles:

m Wildlife comes first.

m Ecosystems, biodiversity, and wilderness are vital
concepts in refuge and district management.

m Habitats must be healthy.
m Growth of refuges and districts must be strategic.

m The Refuge System serves as a model for habitat
management with broad participation from others.

Following passage of the Improvement Act, the Service
immediately began to carry out the direction of the
new legislation, including preparation of CCPs for all
national wildlife refuges and wetland management
districts. Each refuge and district is required to com-
plete its CCP within the 15-year schedule (by 2012).
As directed by the Improvement Act, the Service in-
volves the public in preparing all CCPs.

PEOPLE AND THE REFUGE SYSTEM

The Nation’s fish and wildlife heritage contributes to
the quality of American lives and is an integral part of
the country’s greatness. Wildlife and wild places have
always given people special opportunities to have fun,
relax, and appreciate the natural world.

Whether through bird watching, fishing, hunting,
photography, or other wildlife pursuits, wildlife recre-
ation contributes billions of dollars to local economies.
In particular, money generated from the taxing of
sporting arms and ammunition and of fishing equip-
ment that is authorized by the Pittman-Robertson and
Dingell-Johnson Acts, respectively, has generated tens
of billions of dollars. Distributed by the Service, this
money has been used by States to increase wildlife
and fish populations, expand habitat, and train hunters
across the Nation. Approximately 35 million people
visited the Refuge System in 2006, mostly to observe
fish and wildlife in their natural habitats (Carver and
Caudill 2007). Visitors are most often accommodated
through nature trails, auto tours, interpretive pro-
grams, and hunting and fishing opportunities. Local
communities that surround the refuges and wetland
management districts derive significant economic
benefits. Economists report that Refuge System visi-
tors contribute more than $1.7 billion annually to local
economies (Carver and Caudhill 2007).
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1.4 National and Regional
Mandates

National wildlife refuges and wetland management dis-
tricts are managed to achieve the mission and goals of
the Refuge System, along with the designated purpose
of the refuge or district (as described in establishing
legislation, Executive orders, or other establishing
documents). Key concepts and guidance of the Refuge
System are in the Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (Administration Act), Title 50 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR), “The Fish and Wildlife
Service Manual,” and the Improvement Act.

The Improvement Act amends the Administration
Act by providing a unifying mission for the System, a
new process for determining compatible public uses
on refuges and districts, and a requirement that each
unit of the Refuge System be managed under a CCP.
The Improvement Act states that wildlife conservation
is the priority of Refuge System lands and that the
Secretary of the Interior will ensure that the biologi-
cal integrity, diversity, and environmental health of
refuge lands are maintained. Each refuge or district
must be managed to fulfill the Refuge System’s mis-
sion and the specific purposes for which it was estab-
lished. The Improvement Act requires the Service
to monitor the status and trends of fish, wildlife, and
plants in each unit of the Refuge System.

Detailed descriptions of these and other laws and
Executive orders that may affect the CCP or the
Service’s implementation of the CCP are in appendix
A. Service policies on planning and day-to-day manage-
ment of a refuge are in the “Refuge System Manual”
and “The Fish and Wildlife Service Manual.” Region
6 Service guidance on complying with the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (appendix B) will be followed.

1.5 Refuge Contributions to
National and Regional Plans

The Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex
contributes to the conservation efforts described below.

FULFILLING THE PROMISE

A 1999 report, “Fulfilling the Promise, The National
Wildlife Refuge System” (USFWS 1999), is the cul-
mination of a yearlong process by teams of Service
employees to evaluate the Refuge System nationwide.
This report was the focus of the first national Refuge
System conference (in 1998), which was attended by
refuge managers, other Service employees, and rep-
resentatives from leading conservation organizations.

Grebe

The report contains 42 recommendations packaged
with three vision statements dealing with wildlife and
habitat, people, and leadership. This CCP deals with
all three of these major topics, and the planning team
looked to the recommendations in the report for guid-
ance during CCP planning.

BIRD CONSERVATION

During the past few decades, there has been growing
interest in conserving birds and their habitats. This
trend has led to the development of partnership-based
bird conservation initiatives that have produced in-
ternational, national, and regional conservation plans.
“All-bird” conservation planning in North America
is being achieved through the North American Bird
Conservation Initiative (NABCI). Formed in 1999, the
NABCI committee is a coalition of government agencies,
private organizations, and bird initiatives in the United
States working to advance integrated bird conserva-
tion based on sound science and cost-effective manage-
ment to benefit all birds in all habitats. Conservation
of all birds is being accomplished under four planning
initiatives: the “U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan,”
the “North American Landbird Conservation Plan”
(Partners in Flight), the “North American Waterbird
Conservation Plan,” and the “North American Waterfowl
Management Plan.”

U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan

Partners from State and Federal agencies and non-
governmental organizations from across the country
pooled their resources and expertise to develop a con-
servation strategy for migratory shorebirds and the
habitats upon which they depend. The resulting plan,
the “U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan,” provides a
scientific framework to determine species, sites, and
habitats that most urgently need conservation ac-
tion. The main goals of the plan, completed in 2000,
are to ensure that adequate quantities and qualities
of shorebird habitat are maintained at local levels
and to maintain or restore shorebird populations
at the continental and hemispheric levels. Separate
technical reports were developed that focused on a

© John Jave
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Figure 3. Map of the bird conservation regions of North America.

conservation assessment, comprehensive monitoring
strategy, research needs, and education and outreach.
These national assessments were used to step down
goals and objectives into 11 regional conservation
plans. Although some outreach, education, research,
monitoring, and habitat conservation programs are
being implemented, accomplishment of conservation
objectives for all shorebird species will require a co-
ordinated effort among traditional and new partners.

North American Landbird Conservation Plan
(Partners in Flight)
The “North American Landbird Conservation Plan,”
developed through the Partners in Flight program,
began in 1990 with the recognition of declining popula-
tion levels of many migratory bird species. The chal-
lenge, according to the program, is managing human
population growth while maintaining functional natural
ecosystems. To meet this challenge, Partners in Flight
worked to identify priority landbird species and habi-
tat types. Partners in Flight activity has resulted in
52 bird conservation plans covering the continental
United States.

The primary goal of Partners in Flight is to pro-
vide for the long-term health of landbird life on this
continent. The first priority is to prevent the rarest

species from going extinct. The second priority is
to prevent uncommon species from descending into
threatened status. The third priority is to “keep com-
mon birds common.”

For planning purposes, Partners in Flight splits
North America into seven groups of birds by ecologi-
cal area—avifaunal biomes—and 37 bird conservation
regions (BCRs) (figure 3). The Lake Andes National
Wildlife Refuge Complex is within the prairie avi-
faunal biome in BCR 11, the Prairie Pothole Region.

BCR 11is the most important waterfowl production
areain the North America, despite extensive wetland
drainage and tillage of native grasslands. The density
of breeding dabbling ducks commonly exceeds 100
pairs per square mile in some areas during years with
favorable wetland conditions. The area constitutes the
core of the breeding range of most dabbling duck and
several diving duck species. BCR 11 provides criti-
cal breeding and migration habitat for more than 200
other bird species, including such species of concern
as Franklin’s gull and yellow rail, as well as piping plo-
ver, federally listed as threatened. In addition, Baird’s
sparrow, Sprague’s pipit, chestnut-collared longspur,
Wilson’s phalarope, marbled godwit, and American
avocet are among the many priority nonwaterfowl
species that breed in BCR 11. According to NABCI,
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wetland areas also provide key spring migration sites
for Hudsonian godwit, American golden-plover, white-
rumped sandpiper, and buff-breasted sandpiper.

Partners in Flight conservation priorities in the
prairie avifaunal biome focus on protection of remain-
ing prairies; management of existing grasslands using
fire and grazing; and control of invasive plants, includ-
ing woody plant encroachment.

North American Waterbird Conservation Plan
The “North American Waterbird Conservation Plan”
provides a contiguous framework for conserving and
managing colonial-nesting waterbirds including 209
species of seabirds, coastal waterbirds (gulls, terns,
and pelicans), wading birds (herons and ibises), and
marshbirds (certain grebes and bitterns). The overall
goal of this conservation plan is to make sure that the
following are sustained or restored throughout the
waterbirds’ ranges in North America: (1) the distri-
bution, diversity, and abundance of waterbird popula-
tions; (2) waterbird habitats (breeding, migratory, and
nonbreeding); and (3) important sites for waterbirds.
The geographic scope of the plan covers 28 countries
from Canada to Panama as well as islands and near-
shore areas of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, the
Gulf of Mexico, and the Caribbean Sea. This waterbird
partnership consists of Federal, State, and Provincial
wildlife agencies; individuals; and nonprofit conserva-
tion organizations.

Waterbird planning regions were identified to al-
low for planning at a practical, landscape-level scale.
Planning region boundaries are based on a combination
of political considerations and ecological factors. Sixteen
planning regions were identified within North and
South Americas. Lake Andes National Wildlife Refuge
Complex is located within the Northern Prairie and
Parkland Conservation Region. The Northern Prairie
and Parkland Region is an area composed primarily
of mixed-grass prairie. The region offers waterbirds a
tremendous variety and often a high density of small
wetlands or “potholes,” which range from wet meadows
to saline lakes, marshes, and fens. Widely regarded
as the most important waterfowl production area in
North America, the region boasts 24 colonial and 15
noncolonial species of waterbirds including the endan-
gered least tern. Several species reach their highest
densities or have breeding ranges contained largely
within the region, notably the American white peli-
can, eared grebe, California gull, black tern, Forster’s
tern, and Franklin’s gull.

North American Waterfowl Management Plan

The “North American Waterfowl Management Plan”
(NAWMP) was originally written in 1986. The plan
envisioned a 15-year effort to achieve landscape con-
ditions that could sustain waterfowl populations.
Specific NAWMP objectives are to increase and re-
store duck populations to the average levels of the

1970s—62 million breeding ducks and a fall flight of
100 million birds.

By 1985, waterfowl populations had plummeted to
record lows. Habitat on which waterfowl depend was
disappearing at arate of 60 acres per hour. Recognizing
the importance of waterfowl and wetlands to North
Americans and the need for international cooperation
to help in the recovery of a shared resource, the gov-
ernments of the United States and Canada developed
a strategy to restore waterfowl populations through
habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement.
Mexico became a signatory to the plan in 1994.

The plan is innovative because of its international
scope and its implementation at the regional level.
Its success depends on the strength of partnerships
called joint ventures, which involve Federal, State,
Provincial, tribal, and local governments; businesses;
conservation organizations; and individual citizens.

Joint ventures are regional, self-directed part-
nerships that carry out science-based conservation
through a wide array of community participation.
Joint ventures develop implementation plans focusing
on areas of concern identified in the plan. The Lake
Andes National Wildlife Refuge Complex lies within
the Prairie Pothole Joint Venture.

RECOVERY PLANS FOR FEDERALLY LISTED
THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

Where federally listed threatened or endangered spe-
cies occur on the Complex, management goals and
strategies in their respective recovery plans will be
followed. The list of threatened or endangered specie