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Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Terms Used in this CCP

BCR
CCP
CD
CFR
CRP
EA

EO
EPA
FONSI
Improvement Act
KDHE
KDWP
NEPA

Non-wildlife-
dependent recreation
uses

NWR

PEL

PIF
Reclamation
Refuge System
RMP

SAV
Service
TEL

TOC

URL
USACE

Wildlife-dependent
recreation uses

WPA

bird conservation region

comprehensive conservation plan

compatibility determination

Code of Federal Regulations

Conservation Reserve Program

environmental assessment

executive order

Environmental Protection Agency

Finding of No Significant Impact

National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997
Kansas Department of Health and Environment
Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

water and jet skiing, personal water craft, camping,
swimming, horseback riding, volleyball, basketball,
tournament fishing, power and speed boating

national wildlife refuge
probable effect level

Partners in Flight

Bureau of Reclamation
National Wildlife Refuge System
resource management plan
submerged aquatic vegetation
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
threshold effect level

total organic carbon

uniform resource locators

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography,
and environmental education and interpretation

Waterfowl Production Area

For definitions of terms used throughout this comprehensive conservation plan, please see the glossary at
appendix A.
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Summary

Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge (NWR),
consisting of 10,778 acres, is located in north-
central Kansas. The refuge was established in
1954 as an overlay project on a Bureau of
Reclamation irrigation and flood control
reservoir. Fee title to the land is held for the
United States by the Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation). Water level control of the
reservoir rests with the Kirwin Irrigation
District, Reclamation, and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers.

The refuge supports diverse wildlife habitat
including grasslands, wooded riparian areas,
open water, and wetlands. Providing quality
wildlife habitat and compatible recreation
opportunities are key components to managing
Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge.

Refuge Purpose

Basic authority for the existence of the refuge
stems from the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, which authorized the establishment of
wildlife areas on federal water projects. The
purpose of Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge,
“...shall be administered by him (Secretary of
the Interior) directly or in accordance with
cooperative agreements... and in accordance
with such rules and regulations for the
conservation, maintenance, and management of
wildlife, resources thereof, and its habitat
thereon, ...in behalf of the National Migratory
Bird Management Program” (Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act).

Comprehensive Conservation Plan

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
has developed this draft comprehensive
conservation plan (CCP) and environmental
assessment (KA) to provide a foundation for
the management and use of the refuge. This
CCP is intended to serve as a working guide
for management programs and actions over the
next 15 years.

This CCP has been prepared by a planning
team composed of representatives from various
Service programs, other federal agencies, and
state agencies. In developing this CCP, the
planning team incorporated the input of local
citizens and organizations.

Management Alternatives

Alternatives are different approaches to
management of the refuge designed to resolve
issues, achieve the refuge purpose, and comply
with current laws, regulations, and policies. This
draft CCP describes two management alternatives
for Kirwin NWR: Alternative A (No Action—
Current Management) and Alternative B (Wildlife,
Habitat, and Public Use—Proposed Action). Each
alternative will maintain the core wildlife viewing,
fishing, and hunting functions that are central to
Kirwin NWR’s role in the local economy.

Under alternative A, Kirwin NWR will continue to
be managed in accordance with the current
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between
Reclamation and the Service, the Cooperative
Agreement between the Kansas Department of
Wildlife and Parks (KDWP), and the Kirwin
Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP)
completed in 1996.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
describes the no action alternative as continuing
the present course of action for the affected
environment until the action is changed. This
definition allows for evolution of refuge
management over time to comply with new laws,
regulations and policies.

The Refuge Administration Act of 1966, made some
elements of the cooperative agreement between
the Service and KDWP obsolete. Under alternative
A, the Cooperative Agreement will be updated to
comply with current Refuge System laws,
regulations, and policies.

The CMP will continue to provide the foundation
for management and use of the refuge. The CMP
emphasizes public use and recreation, although
required compatibility determinations may modify
the existing public use program if this alternative
is selected for implementation. Managing prairie
grasslands to favor native species of flora and fauna
will continue under this alternative.

Alternative B strives to fully implement the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997, which directs that each refuge in the
Refuge System will be managed for the benefit of
“wildlife first.” Under this alternative,
management emphasis will shift from public use
and recreation to wildlife and habitat management
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for migratory birds and species of conservation
concern. Non-wildlife-dependent recreational
uses will not be allowed. Wildlife-dependent
recreation uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, interpretation
and environmental education) are compatible
with the purpose of the refuge, and will be
promoted.

Environmental Consequences

Under alternative A there would be no change
in management of the refuge’s habitat.
Existing trends in boat traffic disturbance and
low quality and quantity of resting and feeding
habitat of the reservoir would continue.
Continued dramatic fluctuations in water levels
would continue to inhibit the establishment of
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and
associated feeding habitat. Management would
continue to focus on waterfowl to the exclusion
of other migratory bird species.

Current level of invasive species control is not
sufficient to limit the spread of invasive
species, resulting in continued decline in
quality and quantity of resting, nesting, and
feeding habitat for migratory bird species.

Continued decrease in relative abundance of native
plants due to competition with invasive plant
species.

Existing hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and
photography, interpretation, and environmental
education programs would remain the same, but no
efforts would be made to increase the quality or
quantity of opportunities currently offered by
these programs. Existing non-wildlife-dependent
recreation uses would be reviewed for compliance
with current laws, regulations, and policies through
a compatibility determination process. The refuge
would continue to have areas of degraded wildlife
habitat due to camping and other current non-
wildlife-dependent recreation.

Socioeconomic change would be minimal.

Alternative B would primarily focus management
efforts on improving migratory bird habitat. This
alternative emphasizes grassland restoration and
management. Management of the grassland will
promote expansion of native species and provide
appropriate structure and composition of grassland
habitat for migratory birds.



Chapter 1. Introduction

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
has developed this Draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental
Assessment (EA) to provide a foundation for
the management and use of Kirwin National
Wildlife Refuge (NWR) located in north-
central Kansas. This CCP is intended to serve
as a working guide for management programs
and actions over the next 15 years.

This CCP was developed in compliance with
the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 (Improvement Act)
and Part 602 (National Wildlife Refuge System
Planning) of the Fish and Wildlife Service
Manual. The actions described within this CCP
also meet the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).
Compliance with NEPA is being achieved
through the involvement of the public and the
inclusion of an integrated EA.

When fully implemented, this CCP will strive
to achieve the program vision and the purpose
of the refuge. Fish and wildlife are the first
priority in refuge management. Public use
(wildlife-dependent recreation) is allowed and
encouraged as long as it is compatible with, or
does not detract from, the refuge’s purpose(s).

This CCP has been prepared by a planning
team composed of representatives from various
Service programs, including Refuges and
Ecological Services; other federal agencies,
including U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE); and state agencies,
including the Kansas Department of Wildlife
and Parks (KDWP) and the Kansas Biological
Survey. In developing this CCP, the planning
team has incorporated the input of local citizens
and organizations. This public involvement and
the planning process itself are described in
section 1.5 and also see appendix B.

After reviewing a wide range of public
comments and management needs, the
planning team developed a proposed
alternative. This alternative will attempt to
address major issues while determining how

best to achieve the intent and purposes of the
refuge. The proposed alternative is the Service’s
recommended course of action for the future
management of the refuge, and is embodied in this
draft CCP and EA.

Shortly after completion of the CMP in 1996, the
Improvement Act was signed into law. This law
amends and builds upon the National Wildlife
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 to
ensure that the Refuge System is managed as a
national system of related lands, waters, and
interests for the protection and conservation of our
Nation’s wildlife resources.

The Improvement Act’s main components include:
a strong and singular wildlife conservation mission
for the Refuge System; a requirement that the
Secretary of the Interior maintain the biological
integrity, diversity and environmental health of the
Refuge System; a new process for determining
compatible uses of refuges; a recognition that
wildlife-dependent recreational uses, when
determined to be compatible, are legitimate and
appropriate public uses of the Refuge System; that
these compatible wildlife-dependent recreational
uses are the priority general public uses of the
Refuge System; and a requirement for preparing
CCPs for each refuge in the Refuge System.

1.1 Purpose and Need for Plan

The purpose of this CCP is to identify the role that
Kirwin NWR will play in support of the mission of
the National Wildlife Refuge System (Refuge
System), and to provide long-term guidance to
management programs and activities. The plan is
needed:

m  To build relationships and communicate
with local landowners, the general public,
and other partners in efforts to carry out the
mission of the Refuge System;

m  To provide a clear statement of direction for
the future management of the refuge;

m  To provide neighbors, visitors, and
government officials with an understanding
of the Service’s management actions on this
refuge;
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m  To ensure that the Service’s
management actions are consistent with
the mandates of the Improvement Act;

m  To ensure that the management of this
refuge is consistent with federal, state,
and county plans; and

m  To provide a basis for the development
of budget requests for the programs
operational, maintenance, and capital
improvement needs.

Sustaining our 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 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Wildlife Refuge
System

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

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

Over a hundred years ago, America’s fish and
wildlife resources were declining at an
alarming rate. Concerned citizens, scientists,
and hunting and angling groups joined together
to restore and sustain our national wildlife
heritage. This was the genesis of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Today, the Service enforces federal wildlife
laws, manages migratory bird populations,
restores nationally significant fisheries,
conserves and restores vital wildlife habitat,
protects and recovers endangered species, and
helps other governments with conservation
efforts. It also administers a Federal Aid
program that distributes hundreds of millions
of dollars to states for fish and wildlife
restoration, boating access, hunter education,
and related projects across America.

The Service is the managing agency of the
Refuge System, thousands of Waterfowl
Production Areas, and other special
management areas. It also operates 66 national
fish hatcheries and 78 ecological services field
stations.

Service Activities in Kansas

Service activities in Kansas contribute to the
state’s economy, ecosystems, and education

programs. The following lists activities (from 2000
unless otherwise noted) (USFWS 2001).

m  The Service employs 46 people in Kansas.

m  Kansas has 4 National Wildlife Refuges,
encompassing 58,714 acres (.011 percent of
the state).

m  More than 350,000 people annually visit
refuges in Kansas, and of these:

0 124,000 people visit refuges to view
wildlife;,

o 33,500 people hunt on refuges;
0 27,400 people fish on refuges; and

0 over 2,800 school children participated
in Service education programs.

m  Over 2,206 hours were donated by 155
volunteers to help with Service Projects.

m  The Service distributed $3.7 million to
KDWP for sport fish restoration and $3.5
million for wildlife restoration and hunter
education.

m  Since 1990, the Service partnered with over
510 landowners to enhance wildlife habitat
which included:

0 Restoring 125,773 upland acres;

0 Protecting 64 miles of riparian habitat;
and

0 Restoring 21,244 wetland acres.

m  The Service paid Kansas counties more than
$40,683 under the Refuge Revenue Sharing
Act; funds may be used for any
governmental purpose.

The 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
brown pelicans and other native nesting birds. This
was the first time the federal government set aside
land for the sake of 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 over 96 million
acres within 544 refuges and over 3,000 small areas
for waterfowl breeding and nesting. Today, there is
at least one refuge in every state in the nation
including Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.

In 1997 a clear mission was established for the
Refuge System through the passage of the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
(Improvement Act). That mission is:



... to admanister 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 further states that each
refuge shall be managed:

m  To fulfill the mission of the Refuge

System;

m  To fulfill the individual purposes of each
refuge;

m  To consider the needs of fish and wildlife
first;

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

m  To maintain the biological integrity,
diversity, and environmental health of
the Refuge System;

m  Torecognize that wildlife-dependent
recreation activities are legitimate and
priority public uses; and

m  To retain the authority of refuge
managers to determine compatible
public uses.

In addition to the overall mission for the
Refuge System, the wildlife and habitat vision
for each National Wildlife Refuge stresses the
following principles:

m  Wildlife comes first.

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

Refuges must be healthy.
Growth of refuges 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 efforts to carry out
the direction of the new legislation, including
the preparation of CCPs for all refuges. The
development of these plans is now ongoing
nationally. Consistent with the Improvement
Act, all refuge CCPs are being prepared in
conjunction with public involvement, and each
refuge is required to complete its own plan
within the 15-year schedule (by 2012).

1—Introduction 3

People and the National Wildlife Refuge System

Our fish and wildlife heritage contributes to the
quality of our lives and is an integral part of our
Nation’s greatness. People and nature are linked
through spiritual, recreational, and cultural ties.
Wildlife and wild places have always given people
special opportunities to have fun, relax, and
appreciate our natural world.

Whether through birdwatching, fishing, hunting,
photography, or other wildlife pursuits, wildlife
recreation also contributes millions of dollars to
local economies. In 2002, approximately 35.5 million
people visited a National Wildlife Refuge, mostly to
observe wildlife in their natural habitats. Visitors
are most often accommodated through nature
trails, auto tours, interpretive programs and
hunting and fishing opportunities. Significant
economic benefits are being generated to the local
communities that surround the refuges.
Economists have reported that National Wildlife
Refuge visitors contribute more than $792 million
annually to the local economies.

Compatibility Policy

With the passage of the Improvement Act, a new
process for determining compatibility of refuge
uses was established. The Service Compatibility
Policy and Regulations finalized in October 2000
describes the current standard for determining
compatible uses of a refuge. A copy of the
Compatibility Policy and Regulations may be
obtained on-line at
(http://policy.fws.gov/library/00fr62457.pdf).

Lands within the Refuge System are different from
federal multiple-use public lands, such as National
Forest System lands, in that they are closed to all
public uses unless specifically and legally opened.
The Improvement Act clearly establishes that
wildlife conservation is the single Refuge System
mission. To ensure the primacy of the Refuge
System wildlife conservation mission, a
compatibility policy was developed and placed into
effect in 2000 (65 Fed. Reg.62458 (October 18,
2000)). The compatibility policy states that the
Service will not initiate or permit a new use of a
National Wildlife Refuge or expand, renew, or
extend an existing use of a National Wildlife
Refuge, unless the Service has determined that the
use is a compatible use and that use is not
inconsistent with public safety.

A refuge use is defined as any activity on a refuge,
except administrative or law enforcement activity,
carried out by or under the direction of an
authorized Service employee. Recreational uses,
including all actions associated with a recreational
use, refuge management economic activities, or
other use by the public are considered to be refuge
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uses. Facilities and activities associated with
recreational public uses, or where there is an
economic benefit associated with a use, require
compatibility determinations (CDs). Refuge
management activities such as invasive species
control, prescribed fire, scientific monitoring,
and facilities for managing a refuge do not
require CDs.

Some recreational activities, while wholesome
and enjoyable, are not dependent on the
presence of fish and wildlife, nor dependent on
the expectation of encountering fish and
wildlife. Many of these non-wildlife-dependent
recreational activities are often disruptive or
harmful to fish, wildlife or plants, or may
interfere with the use and enjoyment of a
refuge by others engaged in wildlife-dependent
recreation. These non-wildlife-dependent uses
may more appropriately be conducted on
private land, or other public lands not
specifically dedicated for wildlife conservation.

A compatible use is a proposed or existing
wildlife-dependent recreational use or any
other use of a National Wildlife Refuge that,
based on sound professional judgment, will not
materially interfere with or detract from the
fulfillment of the National Wildlife Refuge
System mission or the purposes of the National
Wildlife Refuge. Sound professional judgment
is further defined as a decision that is
consistent with principles of fish and wildlife
management and administration, available
science and resources and adherence with law.
The Service will secure public input throughout
the CCP and CD process.

CDs are written determinations signed and
dated by the refuge manager and the refuge
supervisor stating that a proposed or existing
use of a National Wildlife Refuge is or is not a
compatible use. CDs are typically completed as
part of the CCP or step-down management
plan process. Draft CDs are open to public
input and comment. Once a final CD is made by
the refuge manager, it is not subject to
administrative appeal.

The Service requires that CDs be reevaluated
for existing wildlife-dependent recreational
uses when conditions under which the use is
permitted change significantly, or if there is
significant new information regarding the
effects of the use, or concurrently with the
preparation or revision of a CCP, or at least
every 15 years, whichever is earlier. In
addition, a refuge manager always may
reevaluate the compatibility of a use at any
time.

Except for uses specifically authorized for a period
longer than 10 years (such as rights-of-way), the
Service requires CDs be reevaluated for all
existing uses other than wildlife-dependent
recreational uses when conditions under which the
use is permitted change significantly, or if there is
significant new information regarding the effects of
the use, or at least every 10 years, whichever is
earlier. In addition, a refuge manager always may
reevaluate the compatibility of a use at any time.

1.3 Ecosystem Descriptions and Threats

Platte/Kansas Rivers Ecosystem

Kirwin NWR is located within the Platte/Kansas
Rivers Ecosystem. The Platte/Kansas Rivers
Ecosystem unit encompasses approximately
182,000 square miles of the central Great Plains of
the United States (figure 1). The Platte/Kansas
Rivers Ecosystem includes the states of Colorado,
Kansas, Nebraska and Wyoming. The area is
diverse, beginning at the headwaters of the North
and South Platte river systems high in the Rocky
Mountains, moving into sage brush uplands of
north-central Colorado and southeastern Wyoming,
traversing across the short-grass prairie regions of
eastern Colorado, and the mixed-grass prairie
regions of Nebraska and Kansas. The primary
ecological processes affecting this system are
climate, cultivation, grazing, and fire. The
ecosystem is considered arid with an average
annual precipitation between 8 and 16 inches per
year. Approximately 85 percent of the
Platte/Kansas Rivers Ecosystem is privately
owned. The remainder is primarily owned and
managed by state and federal agencies.

Three primary geographic sub-units exist within
this ecosystem: mixed-grass prairie, mountain, and
short-grass prairie. Kirwin NWR is located within
the mixed-grass prairie sub-unit of the
Platte/Kansas Rivers Ecosystem. The mixed-grass
prairie encompasses the eastern two-thirds of the
north one-half of the state of Kansas and the
eastern two-thirds of the state of Nebraska (figure
1). Elevation varies from 3,000 to 5,500 feet above
mean sea level. The area is largely under private
ownership and consists primarily of prairie
grassland or prairie grassland converted to
cropland.

Prairie grasslands are considered to be one of the
most imperiled ecosystem types in North America
and worldwide (TNC 1998). Bison and other native
herbivores have been extirpated or greatly reduced
throughout the ecoregion. Prairie grassland birds,
such as the mountain plover and lesser prairie
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Figure 1. USFWS Region 6 Ecosystem Map
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In the larger context of conserving biological
diversity in agricultural and natural
ecosystems in North America, prairies are a
priority, perhaps the highest priority. It is
time to bring a measure of prairie
conservation to the forefront.
(Samson and Knopf 1994)

The short-grass and tall-grass prairies
intergrade just east of an irregular line that
runs from northern Texas through Oklahoma,
Kansas, and Nebraska, northwestward into
west-central North Dakota and South Dakota.
The perimeter is not well defined because of
the array of short-stature, intermediate, and
tall grass species that make up an ecotone
between the short-grass and tall-grass prairies
(Bragg and Steuter 1996). In general, the
mixed-grass prairie is characterized by the
warm-season grasses of the short-grass prairie
to the west and the cool- and warm-season
grasses, which grow much taller, to the east.
Because of this ecotonal mixing, the number of
plant species found in mixed-grass prairies
exceeds that in other prairie types. Estimated
declines in area of native mixed-grass prairie,
although less than those of the tall-grass, range
from 30.5 percent in Texas to over 99.9 percent
in Manitoba.

Dominant grasses in the mixed-grass prairie of
the central Great Plains are blue grama, little
bluestem, sand dropseed, tall dropseed,
western wheatgrass, buffalograss, and side-
oats grama. Other important grasses include
big bluestem, switchgrass, and Indiangrass.
Native prairie also supports numerous
ecologically important forbs such as scarlet
globemallow, western ragweed, resindot
skulleap, prairie coneflower, heath aster, black
Samson, prairie phlox, prairie clover, dotted
gayfeather, slim-flowered scurfpea, and
Missouri goldenrod.

Due to its ecological and vegetative diversity,
this ecosystem supports at least 234 species of
migratory birds. It provides breeding and
migration habitat for significant populations of
waterfowl plus a variety of other water birds.
The ecosystem supports several species of
candidate and federally listed threatened and
endangered species including the least tern,
piping plover, Topeka shiner, Meads milkweed,
western prairie fringed orchid, pallid sturgeon,
bald eagle, American burying beetle, tiger
beetle, Eskimo curlew, whooping crane,
blowout penstemon, and black-footed ferret.

1.4 National and Regional Mandates

This section presents, from the national level to the
local level, highlights of legal mandates, Service
policy, and existing resource plans that directly
influenced development of this CCP.

Refuges are managed to achieve the mission and
goals of the Refuge System and the designated
purpose of the refuge unit as described in
establishing legislation or executive orders, or
other establishing documents. Key concepts and
guidance of the Refuge System are provided in the
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966, Title 50
of the Code of Federal Regulations, the Fish and
Wildlife Service Manual and, most recently,
through the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997. A list of other laws and
executive orders that may affect the CCP for
Kirwin NWR or the Service’s implementation of
the CCP is provided in appendix C.

The Improvement Act amends the Refuge System
Administration Act by providing a unifying mission
for the Refuge System, a new process for
determining compatible public uses on refuges and
a requirement that each refuge will 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 biological integrity, diversity
and environmental health of refuge lands are
maintained. Each refuge must be managed to fulfill
the Refuge System mission and the specific
purposes for which it was established. The
Improvement Act requires the Service to monitor
the status and trends of fish, wildlife and plants in
each refuge.

Service policies providing guidance on planning and
the day-to-day management of a refuge are
contained within the Refuge System Manual and
the Service Manual.

Refuge Contributions to National and Regional
Plans

Fulfilling the Promise

A 1999 report titled “Fulfilling the Promise, The
National Wildlife Refuge System: Visions for
Wildlife, Habitat, People and Leadership” (Service
1999) is the culmination of a year-long process by
teams of Service employees to evaluate the Refuge
System nationwide.

This report was the focus of the first National
Refuge System Conference, held in October 1998,
and attended by refuge managers, other Service
employees, and representatives from leading
conservation organizations. 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 Service looked to the
recommendations in the document for guidance
throughout the plan.

Published in June 2004, the Region 6 Picnicking
and Camping Policy establishes new guidance
for picnicking and camping on Refuge System
lands in region 6. According to the policy,
“Generally, the act of coming to a National
Wildlife Refuge for the sole purpose of
picnicking and/or camping at that site is an
inappropriate use of Refuge System lands.”

Partners In Flight, Conservation of the Land
Birds of the United States: Central Mixed-
grass Prairie

Partners in Flight began in 1990 with the
recognition of the decline of many migratory
bird species. The challenge, according to the
Partners in Flight Program, is managing
human population growth while maintaining
functional natural ecosystems. To meet his
challenge, Partners in Flight began working to
identify priority land bird species and habitat
types. Partners in Flight activity has resulted
in production of 52 Bird Conservation Plans
covering all of the continental United States.

The primary goal of Partners in Flight is to
provide for the long-term health of the avifauna
of this continent. The first priority is to prevent
the rarest species from going extinct. The
second is to prevent uncommon species from
descending into threatened status. The third
goal is to “keep common birds common.”

The spatial unit chosen by Partners in Flight
for planning purposes has been the
physiographic area. There are 58 physiographic
areas (i.e., areas defined by similar physical
geographic features) wholly or partially
contained within the contiguous United States
and several others wholly or partially in
Alaska. Kirwin NWR lies within the Central
Mixed-grass Prairie, which is physiographic
area 34 (see figure 2).

The majority of the Central Mixed-grass
Prairie occurs in central Kansas and Nebraska,
with a small portion in southern South Dakota.
The northern and western portions are covered
by the Nebraska Sandhills, an area of rolling,
irregular dunes interspersed with gently
sloping valleys and numerous small wetlands.
The remainder of the physiographic area is a
dissected loess plain drained by several major
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rivers. Whereas all of the uplands are naturally
mixed- and tall-grass prairie communities, the
larger river valleys support northern flood plain
forests.

Priority bird species and habitats of the Central
Mixed-grass Prairie include:

m  Prairie grasslands
0 Swainson’s hawk

0 Greater prairie-chicken (highest percent
population of any physiographic area)

0 Lesser prairie-chicken
0 Long-billed curlew

0 Bell’s vireo (requires shrubby conditions
within prairie grasslands)

0 Smith’s longspur (winter only)
0 Dickeissel

m Big River Sandbars
o Piping plover

m  Wetlands
0 American white pelican
o0 Black rail

North American Waterfowl Management Plan

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan
was originally written in 1986. The plan envisioned
a 15-year effort to achieve landscape conditions
that could sustain waterfowl populations. In 1985,
waterfowl populations had plummeted to record
lows. The habitat that waterfowl depend on for
survival was disappearing at a rate 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 U.S. and Canadian
governments developed a strategy to restore
waterfowl populations through habitat protection,
restoration, and enhancement. With Plan update in
1994, Mexico became a signatory to the Plan.

The Plan is innovative because its perspective is
international in scope, but its implementation
functions at the regional level. Its success is
dependent upon the strength of partnerships,
called “joint ventures,” involving federal, state,
provincial, tribal, and local governments,
businesses, conservation organizations, and
individual citizens. Joint ventures are regionally
based, self-directed partnerships 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. As of the end of 2003, Plan
partners have invested more than $3.2 billion to
protect, restore, and/or enhance more than 13.1
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Figure 2. Partners in Flight Physiographic Areas

million acres of habitat. Kirwin NWR lies
within the Playa Lakes Joint Venture.

Playa Lakes Joint Venture

The Playa Lakes Joint Venture (PLJV) takes
in more than 50,000 wetlands known as
“playas” across the southern High Plains of the
U.S. Most of these 10 to 100 acre shallow,
circular basins are found in eastern Colorado
and New Mexico, western Nebraska, Kansas
and Oklahoma and the Texas Panhandle.

Depending on the season, these basins can be
concave discs of clay or shimmering pools of
water, providing habitat for waterfowl,
shorebirds, cranes and other migratory birds.
Most playas are privately owned and
landowner participation in the joint venture is
crucial to protecting the playas.

Playa Lakes Joint Venture Area
Implementation Plan for Bird Conservation
Region (BCR) 19-KS

The BCR 19 part of Kansas contains 27,012,337
acres dominated by cropland (67 percent)
principally corn, wheat and soybeans. These
areas, intermingled with wetland or other
types, support large numbers of Swainson’s
hawk and ring-necked pheasant. Large
amounts of mid-grass prairies remain (18
percent) supporting grasshopper sparrow,

dickcissel, and eastern meadowlark. Within this
type are small brushy ravines critical for northern
bobwhite and Bell’s vireo.

Tall-grass prairies, which represent only a small
fraction of total grasslands in the Joint Venture
JV), are found here and support populations of
upland sandpiper and Henslow’s sparrow when in
large (> 200 acre) blocks. Large rivers include the
Arkansas and support riparian species such as
Mississippi kite, red-headed woodpecker and
Baltimore oriole. Where large rivers create wide
flood plains and unvegetated sandbars within the
stream channel, least tern may find breeding
habitat. Other wetlands in this portion of Kansas,
especially emergent marsh and saline wetland
complexes, support continentally important
populations of migrant shorebirds and waterfowl,
including mallard, northern pintail, geese, sandhill
cranes, and migrating whooping cranes.

Habitat assessments and modeling suggest that
waterfowl population objectives (foraging use-
days) can be supported on the available wetland
habitats, but that only about 7 percent of shorebird
population objectives (also foraging use-days) can
be supported. This assessment assumed that the
greater prairie-chicken population needed to be
doubled from the currently modeled population.



To reach an average of a projected 100 percent
of population objective for priority bird species
PLJV recommends:

1. Increasing the amount of protected habitats
especially wetlands, mixed-grass and tall-grass
prairie.

2. Emphasizing protection and enhancement of
existing waterfowl habitat conservation efforts
as a hedge against future habitat declines,
including protecting and restoring emergent
and saline wetlands, and restoring and
enhancing river flows.

3. Directing shorebird habitat conservation
efforts toward providing habitat to support
about 23 million additional foraging use-days,
which is the current shortfall. This could be
done by converting 31,962 acres of playas to
moist-soil units, and managing for optimum
shorebird foraging suitability (mud flats and
very shallow water with minimal emergent
cover). Because only a small portion of existing
wetland habitat is suitable for foraging
shorebirds (too deep, too densely vegetated,
ete.), alternative conservation strategies could
involve improving suitability of existing
wetlands for foraging shorebirds through
management actions such as grazing, brush
removal, and water level management.
However, this strategy requires management
of more acres than the strategy described
above.

4. Restoring and protecting 20,000 acres of
tall-grass prairie targeting areas adjacent to
current patches in far eastern BCR 19; and
ensuring that approximately 2,500 acres (in
approximate 75-acre patches) are burned on a
rotational basis with no patch being burned
more frequently than about every 4-5 years to
maintain appropriate tall-grass conditions for
Henslow’s sparrow.

5. Managing a minimum of 1,400,000 acres of
mixed-grass prairie and CRP, by regular patch
burning to control eastern red cedar but
consider on a much larger scale.

6. Protecting and restoring saline and other
wetlands wherever they occur.

7. When possible, protecting and maintaining
habitat (primarily by burning) for black-capped
vireo where it was present historically.

8. Encouraging signup for CRP adding
1,000,000 acres targeting areas adjacent to
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native mixed-grass to create large blocks of
habitat; in western BCR 19, adjacent to sand sage
prairie; in eastern BCR 19, adjacent to tall grass
prairie.

9. Ensuring all CRP is planted to native and area
appropriate grasses; and including shrubs and
native forbs in the mixture where appropriate.

10. Maintaining all existing prairie-dog colony
acres in western BCR 19.

11. Maintaining wetland habitats around
reservoirs and ponds and improving riparian
conditions along streams including the eradication
of nonnative plants.

12. Planning for the creation and “maintenance” of
wide, braided, stream channels; and restoring more
regular streamflow in large rivers and tributaries
and protect water quality throughout the BCR.
Doubling the current amount of unvegetated
sandbar acreage. Protecting all known least tern
colonies. Increasing the percentage of riparian
canopy forest but rather than focusing on creation
of large contiguous tracts of habitat concentrate on
creating smaller groves of forest spreadout across
the BCR. Considering also the maintenance or
creation of wet meadows in drainages or along
riparian corridors.

13. Encouraging maximum enrollment in Farm Bill
programs that help recommendations above and
are positioned to increase block size of native
grasslands.

14. Protecting known colonial water bird colonies
and areas where marsh birds breed. Consider
especially black and king rail habitat in central
BCR 19.

Recovery Plans for Federally Listed Threatened or
Endangered Species

Where the following list of federally listed
threatened or endangered species occur on Kirwin
NWR, the Service will follow the management
goals and strategies laid out in their respective
recovery plans: whooping crane (endangered),
Eskimo curlew (endangered), bald eagle
(threatened), piping plover (threatened), least tern
(endangered), Meads milkweed (threatened), and
western prairie fringed orchid (threatened). This
list of threatened or endangered species will
change as new species are listed, delisted, or
discovered on refuge lands.
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Figure 3. The Steps in the Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process

Existing Refuge Plans

Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Management Plan

Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge currently
operates under the guidance of the Kirwin
National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive
Management Plan (CMP) completed in 1996
(Service 1996). The CMP establishes a vision
for the refuge that includes management for
the conservation, preservation and
management of fish, wildlife and wildlife
habitats, with emphasis on migratory birds.

Although the refuge currently operates under
the guidance of the CMP, with the passage of
the Improvement Act, additional
responsibilities of the Refuge System were
defined.

The Improvement Act requires a CCP for each

refuge be completed by the year 2012. Above
all, the law directs that wildlife comes first in
the Refuge System. The Improvement Act
accomplishes this by: establishing that wildlife
conservation is the principal mission of the

Refuge System; requiring that the biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of
each refuge and the Refuge System be maintained,
and mandating that the Service monitor the status
and trends of fish, wildlife, and plants on each
refuge.

When complete, the CCP will supersede the CMP
of 1996.

1.5 The Planning Process

This Draft CCP and EA for Kirwin NWR is
intended to comply with the Improvement Act,
NEPA, and their implementing regulations. The
Service issued a final refuge planning policy in 2000
that established requirements and guidance for
Refuge System planning, including CCPs and step-
down management plans, ensuring that planning
efforts comply with the provisions of the
Improvement Act. The planning policy identified
several steps of the CCP and EA process (see
figure 3):

m  Form a planning team and conduct
preplanning



Initiate public involvement and scoping
Draft Vision Statement and Goals

m  Develop and analyze alternatives,
including a Proposed Action

Prepare Draft EA and CCP

Prepare and adopt Final CCP and EA
and issue a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) or determine an
Environmental Impact Statement is
needed.

Implement plan, monitor and evaluate

Review (every 5 years) and revise
(every 15 years) plan

This dynamie process may require revisiting
various steps. Nevertheless, the first step to
beginning this project was to determine the

planning area and establish a planning team.

The Service began the planning process in
October 2002. A planning team comprising
Service personnel, other federal agencies, and
state agencies was developed shortly after this
initial kickoff meeting. Draft issues and
qualities lists were developed and updated over
a course of several meetings. During
preplanning, several items were addressed
including developing a mailing list and planning
schedule.

A draft vision statement and goals were
developed during a workshop in February 2003,
and a Notice of Intent to develop a
comprehensive conservation plan for Kirwin
NWR was published in the Federal Register
March 21, 2003. Several communication tools
were used to engage the public including
newsletters and postage-paid comment forms.
In addition, notifications of open houses were
distributed through media press releases (for a
summary of public scoping see appendix B).

Public scoping began in May 2003 with open
houses in Kirwin, Phillipsburg, and Hays,
Kansas. The draft vision statement and goals
were shared with the public in a planning
update and at the open houses.

Over the course of preplanning and public
scoping, the planning team collected available
information about the resources and the
surrounding areas. This information is
summarized in chapter 4.

This CCP provides long-term guidance for
management decisions; sets forth goals,
objectives, and strategies needed to accomplish
refuge purposes; and identifies the Service’s
best estimate of future needs. This CCP details
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program planning levels that are sometimes
substantially above current budget allocations and,
as such, are primarily for Service strategic
planning and program prioritization purposes. This
CCP does not constitute a commitment for staffing
increases, operational and maintenance increases,
or funding for future land acquisition.

Coordination with the Public

The planning team began the public scoping
process by contacting people that participated in
the development of the CMP for Kirwin NWR in
June 1996. A mailing list of over 388 names served
as the starting point for engaging the public.

In May 2003, the first in a series of planning
updates was sent to each person on the mailing list.
The planning update introduced the CCP process,
provided history on the Refuge System and a
schedule of upcoming public scoping meetings.
Each person was invited to participate in the
process, attend public meetings and to offer
comments. Postage-paid comment forms were
included in the planning update. Public scoping
meetings also were announced in several local
newspapers.

Three open houses were held during the period
from May 20 to 22, 2003, in Kirwin, Phillipsburg,
and Hays, Kansas. During each open house, the
CCP planner and refuge personnel were available
to answer questions on the history of the Refuge
System, and the CCP and NEPA processes.
Attendees were given a two-page comment form
and invited to submit comments to Service
personnel orally or in writing. The turnout was
mixed, from no attendees at the open house in Hays
to more than 20 individuals at the open house in
Kirwin. Seventy-three written comments were
received.

In November 2003, a second planning update was
distributed to each person on the mailing list. This
planning update offered a discussion of the ongoing
public involvement efforts in support of the CCP,
and a summary of the public comments received.
An additional 19 comment forms were received as a
result of the distribution of the second planning
update. Input obtained from all meetings and
correspondence was considered in developing this
draft CCP.

Coordination with Other Federal Agencies

In January 2003, an invitation letter to participate
in the CCP process was sent by the Service’s
region 6 director to the director of the Great Plains
Region of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Local
representatives from Grand Island, Nebraska were
tasked with representing Reclamation on the core
CCP planning team. The local representatives and
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the refuge staff maintain excellent and ongoing
working relations, which precedes the start of
the CCP process. Reclamation representatives
have participated in all of the planning
workshops and attended the public open
houses, providing invaluable input to the
planning process.

In January 2003, an invitation letter to
participate in the CCP process was sent by the
Service’s region 6 director to the Kansas City
District, USACE. Although the USACE
declined the invitation to participate in the
planning process as a member of the core team,
the USACE did agree to provide support for
the planning process by reviewing pertinent
planning documents and providing comments to
the planning team. In addition, the local
USACE representatives attended the
biological workshop held in support of the CCP
in December 2003.

State Coordination

The KDWP is charged with protecting Kansas
wildlife resources for future generations
through conservation and enhancement. Their
mission is to, “Conserve and enhance Kansas
natural heritage, its wildlife and its habitats to
assure future generations the benefits of the
state’s diverse, living resources; provide the
public with opportunities for the use and
appreciation of the natural resources of Kansas,
consistent with the conservation of those
resources; and inform the public of the status of
the natural resources of Kansas to promote
understanding and gain assistance in achieving
this mission.” KDWP currently manages four
museum/nature centers, four fish hatcheries, 24
state parks and 63 wildlife areas in support of
wildlife, recreation, and fisheries.

In January 2003, an invitation letter to
participate in the CCP process was sent by the
Service’s region 6 director to the director of the
KDWP. Local KDWP representatives were
tasked with representing the KDWP on the
core CCP planning team. The local KDWP
representatives and the refuge staff maintain
excellent and ongoing working relations, which
precedes the start of the CCP process. KDWP
representatives have participated in all of the
planning workshops and attended the public
open houses.

In June 2004, an invitation letter to participate
in the CCP process was sent by the Service’s
region 6 director to the director of the Kansas
Biological Survey. A positive response was
received and a representative of the Kansas
Biological Survey was assigned to the core
planning team. The Kansas Biological Survey

has attended subsequent planning team meetings
and provided valuable input regarding migratory
birds in Kansas.

Offices of Senators Pat Roberts and Sam
Brownback and Representative Jerry Moran were
initially contacted in January 2003. The refuge
manager and the assistant manager visited staffs at
the appropriate district offices to inform them
about this upcoming project.

State Senator Janice Lee and State Representative
Clay Aurand were visited by the refuge manager
and assistant manager in May 2003.

The representatives were contacted again through
two planning update newsletters, which provided
them with updated information.

Tribal Coordination

On June 19, and July 10, 2003, the Pawnee Tribe of
Oklahoma and Prairie Band Potawatomi Nation
respectively, were contacted through a letter
signed by the Service region 6 director. The tribes
were provided information about the CCP project
and were invited to serve on the core planning
team.

One inquiry from a representative of the Pawnee
Tribe of Oklahoma was received. After receiving
clarification on the project, the Pawnee Tribe of
Oklahoma wished to continue receiving
correspondence, but felt the planning area would
not be of major interest to tribal members.

Initial inquires from Prairie Band Potawatomi
Nation Department of Planning and Environmental
Protection were received by the planning team
leader. Upon receiving further information about
the project, the Prairie Band Potawatomi Nation
indicated they wished to continue receiving
correspondence, but felt the planning area would
not be of major interest to tribal members.

Results of Scoping

Comments collected from scoping meetings and
correspondence were used in the development of a
list of key issues that needed to be addressed in the
CCP. The planning team determined which
alternatives could best address these issues.

The proposed alternative formed the basis for the
draft objectives and strategies to achieve the goals
developed by the planning team. This process
ensures that key issues are resolved or given
priority over the life of this CCP. A summary of
these issues along with some discussion of their
impacts to the resource is discussed in chapter 2.



Decision to be Made

The decision to be made by the Mountain—
Prairie regional director of the Service is the
selection of an alternative that will be
implemented as the Kirwin NWR CCP. This
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decision will be made in recognition of the

environmental effects of each alternative
considered. The decision will be disclosed in a
FONSI included in the final CCP. Implementation
of the CCP will begin upon signature and
publication of the final CCP.

Table 1. Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process Summary

Date Event Outcome

October 2002 Preplanning meeting. Kirwin NWR CMP reviewed by Service
personnel. Decision made to write a CCP, in
lieu of revising the CMP.

December 2002 CCP kick-off meeting. Established planning team; identified
refuge purpose, history and establishing
authority; developed planning schedule;
internal scoping of issues; developed public
involvement plan.

February 2003 Vision and goals workshop. Developed draft vision statement and goals
for Kirwin NWR.

March 2003 Publication of Notice of Intent (to prepare Notified public of the upcoming preparation

the CCP) in the Federal Register. of the CCP.

March 2003 Site visit to Kirwin NWR by USGS, Collected data for Biological Assessment of

Northern Prairie Wildlife Research Center. Kirwin NWR.
May 2003 News releases for public meetings sent to Notified public of opportunities for
10 local newspapers. involvement in the CCP process.

May 2003 Public open house in Kirwin, Kansas. Opportunity for public to provide input and
identify issues.

May 2003 Public open house in Hays, Kansas. Opportunity for public to provide input and
identify issues.

May 2003 Public open house in Phillipsburg, Kansas. Opportunity for public to provide input and
identify issues.

December 2003 Biological workshop. Reviewed report: A Biological Assessment
of Kirwin NWR (USGS, Northern Prairie
Wildlife Research Center, March 2003).

February 2004 Interagency meeting at Kirwin NWR. CCP postponed while EA to divest the
refuge under consideration.

May 2004 CCP re-initiation meeting. Updated planning schedule and resumed
CCP process.

July 2004 Alternatives and objectives development Developed a range of management

workshop. alternatives for the refuge.

January 2005 Selection of the proposed alternative. Selected alternative B as the Service’s
proposed alternative.

August 2005 Release of draft CCP and EA for internal Received comments about the draft CCP

review. and EA.

March 2006 Release of draft CCP and EA for public Received public comments about the draft

review. CCP and EA.

March 2006 Public open house in Phillipsburg, Kansas. Increased public understanding of the draft

CCP and EA, and receipt of public
comments about the draft CCP and EA.
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Chapter 2. The Refuge

2.1 Establishment, Acquisition, and
Management History

Authorized under a General Plan approved by
the Secretary of the Interior on June 17, 1954,
Kirwin National Wildlife Refuge was
established to provide habitat for and facilitate
the management of the Nation’s migratory bird
resources.

Basic authority for the existence of the refuge
stems from the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, which authorized the establishment of
wildlife areas on federal water projects. The
refuge is an overlay on Reclamation’s Kirwin
Reservoir project, fed by the North Fork
Solomon River and Bow Creek. Fee title to the
land is held for the United States by
Reclamation. Water level control of the
reservoir rests with the Kirwin Irrigation
District, Reclamation and USACE. The
watershed of the two water sources extends
into western Kansas and covers approximately
800,000 acres. The 10,778-acre refuge is located
west of the town of Kirwin in Phillips County in
north-central Kansas (see figure 4).

The primary purpose of the reservoir is to
provide for flood control and provide irrigation
water for the Kirwin Irrigation District. The
Kirwin Irrigation District irrigates up to 11,500
acres of cropland downstream of the reservoir.
When the dam was completed in 1955, the
reservoir filled to conservation level in just a
few years.

The reservoir remained full, with seasonal
fluctuations, until 1970 when a series of events
caused a lowering of the lake level. From 1970
on, the combined effects of irrigation releases
and reduced stream flow, resulting from
underground water pumping, conservation
farming practices, and the construction of
hundreds of stock water ponds, caused a steady
decrease in the average lake level. In 1992—
1993, above-normal precipitation was recorded
in the watershed and the reservoir refilled,
reaching a record high level of 5.8 feet above
conservation pool elevation. In 1995, runoff
from a rain event raised the lake level to 7.8
feet above conservation pool, setting a new

record level. Current data indicates Kirwin
Reservoir is entering a period of low water levels
due to the natural drought cycle for the next 20 to
40 years.

2.2 Purpose

Refuge System lands have been acquired under a
variety of legislative acts and administrative
orders. The transfer and acquisition authorities,
used to obtain the lands, usually have one or more
purposes for which land can be transferred or
acquired. Over time, an individual refuge may
contain lands that have been acquired under a
variety of transfer and acquisition authorities with
different purposes.

The purpose of Kirwin NWR, “... shall be
administered by him (Secretary of the Interior)
directly or in accordance with cooperative
agreements... and in accordance with such rules
and regulations for the conservation, maintenance,
and management of wildlife, resources thereof, and
its habitat thereon, ...in behalf of the National
Migratory Bird Management Program” (Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act).

2.3 Vision and Goals

During the early stages of the planning process, the
planning team developed a vision for the refuge.
The vision describes what the refuge will be, or
what the Service hopes to do, and is based
primarily upon the Refuge System mission and
specific refuge purposes.

The vision was presented to the public during
public open houses, and is a future-oriented
statement designed to be achieved through refuge
management by the end of the 15-year CCP
planning horizon. The vision for Kirwin NWR is:
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Along the seam where the tall and short
grasses of the rolling prairie embrace
and dance in the Kansas wind, two
valleys join and beckon abundant
wildlife and visitors alike. Visitors to
the refuge will find themselves charmed
by the melody of the meadowlark,
captivated by the expansive vistas from
limestone outcrops, and delighted by the
bountiful resources of its land and
waters. Wildlife-dependent recreation
amid the solitude of the refuge will
provide present and future generations
with an experience to remember for a
lifetime.

The planning team also developed a set of goals
for the refuge based on the Improvement Act
and information developed during project
planning. The goals direct work toward
achieving the vision and purpose of the refuge,
and outline approaches for managing the
refuge’s resources. Seven goals for Kirwin
NWR were identified:

Goal 1. Ecology. The refuse will restore
the native mixed-grass prairie ecosystem
(e.g., prairie grasslands, wooded draws, and
limestone outcrops) and riparian areas
above flood levels to emulate natural
processes. When water levels are low,
diversify wildlife habitats within the dry
reservoir basin.

Goal 2. Water Resources. In coordination
with Reclamation, the Kirwin Irrigation
District will strive to maintain greater
water level management and storage
specifically for the benefit of fish and
wildlife and wildlife-dependent recreation.

Goal 3. Research and Science. The refuse
will utilize a scientific approach with the
best available information will guide the
restoration, protection, and enhancement of
the refuge’s water resources and fish and
wildlife habitat for the prosperity of native
flora and fauna.

Goal 4. Cultural Resources. The refuge
will protect significant prehistoric, Native
American, and other cultural resources.

Goal 5. Refuge Operations. The refuge
will prioritize for “wildlife first” and
emphasize the protection of trust resources
in the utilization of staff, funding,
partnerships, and volunteer programs.

Goal 6. Public Use. All public uses will be
compatible with the purpose of the Kirwin
NWR and the mission of the Refuge
System. Wildlife-dependent public uses will
be prioritized as follows: hunting, fishing,
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