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Motor Yehicles OFf Route

Mineral Development

Invasive Plants

Human Access B |
Military Operations |

Utility Lines and Corridors
Drought

Motor VYehicles on Unpaved Roads
Qil and Gas Development

Disease

Temperature Extremes B |
Surface disturbance B |

Restore Habitat

Environmental Education

Restore roads (vertical mulching-roads)

Install and maintain tortoise barrier fencing
Decrease predator access to human subsidies
Targeted predator control
Sign and fence protected areas

Withdraw mining

Install and maintain human barriers (preserves)

Sign Designated Routes

Increase law enforcement
Restore habitat {toxicantsfunexploded ordinance)
Manage disease in wild population

Install and maintain human barriers (wildland-urban interface)
Fire management planning and implementation
Manage disease in captive population (permitting)
Designate and close roads {travel management plan)
Speed limits

Remove grazing {close allotments)
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RECOVERY ACTION PLAN RECOVERY ACTION PLAN

FOR THE FOR THE
MOJAVE DESERT TORTOISE IN T| MOJAVE DESERT TORTOISE IN CALIF( RECOVERY ACTION PLAN
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Northeast Mojave RIT Area

April 2014
Version 1

April 2014
Version 1

; April 2014

Recommendations for on—the-ground actions in need of funding to be
considered by agencies as budgeting and planning opportunities arise
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Facilitate clean-up of footnotes and promote discussion for
Recovery Action Plan v2
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Unique Footnote Topics
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8 Unreconciled Footnote Topics

1. Grazing: Not shown to be deleterious to tortoise populations; can
contribute to fuel management; need to evaluate effects of livestock
removal on tortoise habitat 11 feotnotes (RIT priority 1,2,3)

2. Grazing: No data showing grazing benefits tortoises; known impacts 4 (1:2:3)

3 Harbicidesshould I Lin habi i 22

4. Mining: No evidence of deleterious effects on the tortoise 3(2:3)




Conclusions

e Documentation important to capture various opinions,
but not all may be resolvable — that’s OK.

* |n future versions, place greater emphasis on providing
scientific rationale or evidence for dissents.

e Recommendation (DTRO): Begin version 2 in a couple
of years, after putting effort into implementation




Create site-specific and cost-specific project proposals
tiered off a priority 1 action in Recovery Action Plan




Proposals by RIT Member Category

B Land Mngmnt

B County

m Scientific Community
m Wildlife Mngmnt

B Conservation Org

M Resoure Use

50 project concepts from 22 RIT members (some more shovel-ready than others)
Plus 5 already-funded projects from Clark County



Where each proposal would be implemented
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Several of these are
“programmatic”
proposals




Types of RIT Proposals
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RIT Proposals by Budget Request

$5-100K $100-200K $200-400K $400-500K $500K-1M $1-2.5M
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Conclusions

e Land management should avoid impacting areas
important for recovery

e Useful process; more coordination needed
e |mplementation success hinges on prioritization

e Range-wide proposals require inter-agency
prioritization & commitment



Next Steps

e How do managers want to use the project concepts?

e Appropriation requests, mitigation, ... ?

e Potential DTRO role

e Screen concepts: 1) completeness, 2*) “shovel-
ready”, 3*) consistent with recovery plan

e Coordinate with offices/agencies to develop, refine,
and implement projects



