U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Shawangunk Grasslands
National Wildlife Refuge

Comprehensive Conservation Plan

May 2006




Cover Photos:  Grassland management on the refuge, USFWS photo
Short-eared owl, USFWS photo
Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge, USFWS photo
Bobolink, Scott A. Vincent©

This goose, designed by J.N. “Ding”
Darling, has become a symbol of the
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The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for
conserving, protecting, and enhancing fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats for
the continuing benefit of the American people. The Service manages the 95-million
acre National Wildlife Refuge System comprised of more than 545 national wildlife
refuges and thousands of waterfowl production areas. It also operates 65 national
fish hatcheries and 78 ecological services field stations. The agency enforces Federal
wildlife laws, manages migratory bird populations, restores nationally significant
fisheries, conserves and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands, administers the
Endangered Species Act, and helps foreign governments with their conservation
efforts. It also oversees the Federal Assistance Program which distributes hundreds
of millions of dollars in excise taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to state wildlife
agencies.

Comprehensive Conservation Plans provide long term guidance for management
decisions and set forth goals, objectives, and strategies needed to accomplish refuge
purposes and identify the Service’s best estimate of future needs. These plans

detail program planning levels that are sometimes substantially above current
budget allocations and, as such, are primarily for Service strategic planning and
program prioritization purposes. The plans do not constitute a commitment for
staffing increases, operational and maintenance increases, or funding for future land
acquisition.
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Abstract

Type of action: Administrative

Lead agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
Responsible official: Marvin Moriarty, Regional Director, Region 5

For further information: Nancy McGarigal, Planning Team Leader

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5

300 Westgate Center Drive

Hadley, MA 01035

(413) 253-8562; northeastplanning@fws.gov

This Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for the Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife
Refuge (refuge) is the culmination of a planning effort involving state fish and wildlife agency, local
partners, refuge neighbors, private landowners, and the local community. The CCP establishes 15-
year management goals and objectives for wildlife and habitat, and public use and access. Under this
plan, staff from the Wallkill River refuge headquarters office in Sussex, New Jersey, will continue to
administer the Shawangunk Grasslands refuge. A small, seasonally staffed visitor contact facility
and improved parking area and kiosk will increase opportunities for visitor outreach and improve the
visibility of the Service. Other highlights of the CCP include: 1) managing 430 acres of grassland
habitat using a diversity of tools and techniques to sustain high quality habitat for wintering raptors
and nesting, foraging, and migrating grassland-dependent birds; 2) opening the refuge to fishing

in the small pond; 3) initiating an archery hunt for white-tailed deer in the fall; 4) constructing an
interpretive trail with observation platforms and photography blinds; 5) redesigning the scope of the
original proposed restoration of the runways and taxiways to grassland to account for areas being used
effectively by nesting grassland birds, and to look for opportunities to recycle waste materials onsite
or nearby; and, 6) restoring the natural hydrology of the area to the extent it does not impede our
grasslands habitat work. In addition, the plan identifies a 3,486-acre Shawangunk Grasslands Focus
Area, including the refuge and contiguous, ecologically important land, where land use changes could
directly affect refuge resources. The CCP does not propose Service acquisition of additional land at
this time.
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Refuge Vision Statement

The Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge, located in Ulster
County, New York, provides exceptional grassland habitat within the
Wallk:ll River watershed, a magjor tributary to the Hudson River. We will
enhance and sustain this high quality habitat for the full complement of
grassland-dependent birds that breed, winter and migrate through, the
watershed. Other native grassland-dependent animals and regionally rare
plants benefit from our management as well. With easy public access to the
refuge’s managed grasslands, and because of the open vistas the grasslands
afford, it is an ideal setting for wildlife observation, nature photography, and
environmental interpretation. All visitors will feel welcomed and encouraged
to enjoy and appreciate the contribution of this refuge to the National Wildlife

Refuge System.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and ThisComprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for the Shawangunk National

Background Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) was prepared pursuant to the National Wildlife Refuge
SystemAdministration Act of 1966, asamended by the National Wildlife
Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (16 U.S.C. 6688dd, et seq.; Refuge
Improvement Act). An Environmental Assessment (EA), asrequired by the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)?, was prepared concurrent
withthedraft CCP.

Thisfinal CCP presentsthe combination of management goals, objectives, and
strategiesthat webelievewill best: achieveour visionfor therefuge; contribute
tothe National Wildlife Refuge System (Refuge System) mission; achieverefuge
purposes, fulfill legal mandates; addresskey issues; and incorporate sound
principlesof fish and wildlife management, and servethe American public. The
CCPwill guide management decisionsand actionson therefuge over the next
15years. It will aso beused asatool to help the State of New York natural
resource agencies, our conservation partners, local communities, and the public
understand our priorities.

Thisdocument has 5 chaptersand 10 appendices. Chapter 1 isthe* Purpose of
and Needfor Action” and it setsthe stage for Chapters 2 through 5. It...

m describesthe purpose of and need for aCCP.
m identifiesnational and regiona mandatesand plansthat influenced thisplan;

m highlightsthe purposesfor which thisrefuge was established and presentsits
land acquisition history; and,

m presentsthevisionand goalsfor therefuge.

Chapter 2, “ Planning Process’, describesthe planning processwefollowed,
including public and partner involvement, in the course of devel oping thisfina

plan.

Chapter 3, “ Refuge and Resource Descriptions’, describestheexisting physica,
biologicd, and human environment.

Chapter 4, “Management Direction and Implementation”, presentsthegenera
refuge management actions, and the goals, objectivesand strategiesthat will
guidedecis on-making and land management. It also outlinesour staffing and
funding needsto accomplish themanagement direction.

1PL.91-190; 42 U.S.C. 43214347, January 1, 1970; 83 Stat. 852, asamended

1-2 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge



The Purpose of and
Need for Action

Scott A. Vincent ©

Project Area

¥ Y .
Savannah sparrow nest with young

Introduction and Background

DevelopingaCCPwith partner and publicinvolvement isvita for successfully
managing every national wildliferefuge. The purposeof aCCPisto provide
strategic management direction for thenext 15 years, by:

m dating clearly thedesired future conditionsof refuge habitat, wildlife, visitor
sarvices, saffing, andfacilities,

m providing aclear understanding of thereasonsfor refuge management actions
to state agencies, refuge neighbors, visitors, and partners,

m conforming refuge management to the policiesand goa s of the Refuge
Systemand itslega mandates;

m providinglong-term continuity inrefuge
management;

m ensuring thecompatibility of current and future
public use; and,

m judtifying our Saffing, operating and maintenance,
and annua budget requests.

The need to devel op this CCP arose from thelack of
amaster plantoformally establish refuge manage-
ment priorities, guide management actions, and
measuretheir success. Therefugeisrelatively new
and we have begunto establish relationshipswith

nei ghboring communities, e ected officials, and state
natural resource agencies. We have opened the
refugeto afew uses, but wewanted apublic process
toidentify other potential compatible usesto evalu-
ate. Raising awareness and gaining public support for
our management actionswill benefit thenatura
resources of therefuge, and theregion.

ThisCCPwill bereviewed and updated at |east
every 15 yearsin accordancewith the Refuge
Improvement Act and Service planning policy (602
FWS1, 3and 4).

This566-acrerefugeliesinthe Hudson River/New York Bight watershed, inthe
Town of Shawangunk, Ulster County, New York (map 1-1). The 3,486 acre
Shawangunk Grasd ands Refuge FocusArea (focusarea) definesour project
analysisarea, and includestherefuge and contiguouslandswithimportant
wildlife habitatsthat alsoinfluencethequdity of therefuge' snatura resources

(map 1-2).
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Map 1-1
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Chapter 1

The Service, its Policies
and Legal Mandates

The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and its
Mission

The National Wildlife
Refuge System, its
Mission, and Policies

Thissection highlightsthe Service, the Refuge System, Servicepolicy, laws,
regulations, and mandatesthat directly influenced the devel opment of thisCCP.

The Service, part of the Department of the Interior, administersthe Refuge
System. The Servicemissionis

“Working with others, to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, and
plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people”

Congressentruststo the Servicethe conservation and protection of certain
national resources. migratory birdsand fish, Federal-listed endangered or
threatened species, inter-jurisdictiona fish, wetlands, certain marinemammals,
and nationa wildliferefuges. We dso enforcefedera wildlifelawsand interna-
tional treatiesonimporting and exportingwildlife, assist Stateswith their fishand
wildlife programs, and hel p other countries devel op conservation programs,

The Servicemanual, http://Amww.fws.gov.directives/direct.html, containsthe
standing and continuing directivesto implement itsauthorities, responsibilities,
and activities. Specia Servicedirectivesthat affect therightsof citizensor the
authoritiesof other agenciesare published separately in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), and are not duplicated in the Service manua . Mot of the
current regulationsthat pertain to the Serviceareissued in 50 CFR parts 1-99,
available at http://mwww.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/index.html.

TheRefuge Systemistheworld'slargest collection of landsand waters set

asde specificaly for the conservation of wildlife and the protection of ecosys-
tems. Morethan 545 nationd wildliferefugesare part of that nationa system
today. They encompass morethan 96 million acresof landsand watersinall
50 statesand several idandterritories. Morethan 40 million visitorshunt, fish,
observeand photographwildlife, or participatein environmental education and
interpretive activities on refuges acrossthe nation each year.

In 1997, President William Jefferson Clinton signed into law the Refuge I m-
provement Act. That law established aunifying mission for the Refuge System, a
new processfor determining compatible public use activitieson refuges, and the
requirement to prepare CCPsfor each refuge. The Refuge Improvement Act
statesthat first and foremost, the Refuge System must focus onwildlife conser-
vation. It further statesthat the mission of the Refuge System, coupled with the
purpose(s) for which each refuge was established, will providethe principal
management direction on that refuge. Themission of the Refuge Systemis

“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
Sates for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”

-Refuge Improvement Act; Public Law 105-57

1-6 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge



Refuge System
Planning Policy

Introduction and Background

TheRefuge System manud providesacentra referencefor current policy
governing the operation and management of the Refuge System not covered by
the Servicemanua, including technica information onimplementing refugepolicies
and guidelines. That manual can bereviewed a theWallkill River Refuge
Headquarters. A few noteworthy policiesinstrumenta in developing thisCCP
follow.

Thispolicy establishesrequirementsand guidancefor Refuge System planning,
including CCPsand step-down management plans. It statesthat wewill manage
all refugesin accordancewith an approved CCP which, whenimplemented, will
achieverefuge purposes, hdpfulfill the Refuge System mission; maintain and,
where appropriate, restore the ecol ogicd integrity of each refuge and the
Refuge System; help achievethegoalsof the National Wilderness Preservation
Sysem; and meet other mandates[Fshand WildlifeSaerviceManud (602 FwW 1,2,3)].

L

A , VT BE R 7 A T
. p e O i e Pk
Pond at Shawangunk Grasslands National Wi dlife Refuge
USFWS photo
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Chapter 1

Maintaining Biological
Integrity, Diversity, and
Environmental Health
Policy

Compatibility Policy

Thispalicy providesguidance on maintaining or restoring the biologica integrity,
diversity, and environmenta hedlth of the Refuge Systemincluding the protection
of abroad spectrum of fish, wildlife, and habitat resourcesfound in refuge
ecosystems. It providesrefuge managerswith aprocessfor eval uating the best
management directionto prevent the additiona degradation of environmental
conditionsand restorelost or severely degraded environmental components. It
aso providesguidelinesfor dealing with external threatsto thebiological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health of arefugeand itsecosystem

(601 FW 3).

Federa law and Service policy providethedirection and planning framework to
protect the Refuge System from incompatible or harmful human activitiesand
ensurethat Americans can enjoy Refuge System landsand waters. The Refuge
Improvement Act isthekey legidation regarding management of public usesand
compatibility. The compatibility requirementsof the Refuge Improvement Act
wereadopted in the Service'sFina Compatibility Regulationsand Finad Com-
patibility Policy, published October 18, 2000 (Federal Register, Vol. 65, No.
202, pp. 62458-62496). This Compatibility Rulechanged or modified Service
regulations contained in chapter 50, parts 25, 26, and 29 of the Code of

Federal Regulations (USFWS 2000c). To view the policy and regul ations
online, vigit http://policy.fws.gov/library/00fr 62483.pdf. Our summary follows.

The Refugemprovement Act and itsregul ationsrequirean affirmativefinding
by the refuge manager of thecompatibility of an activity beforeitisalowedona
nationa wildliferefuge. Thisfindingisdocumented in areport called a“ compat-
ibility determination.” A compatibleuseisone” .. .that will not materialy inter-
ferewith or detract from thefulfillment of themission of the Refuge System or
the purposes of therefuge’ (Refuge Improvement Act). TheAct definessix
priority, wildlife-dependent usesthat areto be given enhanced consideration on
refuges. hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmen-
tal education and interpretation. These priority usesmay beauthorizedona
refuge when they are compatible and not incons stent with public safety. At the
timethe compatibility determinationismade, therefuge manager will insert the
required maximum 10-year re-eval uation datefor usesother thanwildlife-
dependent recreational uses, or a15-year maximum re-eval uation datefor
wildlife-dependent recreationa uses. However, therefuge manager may re-
evaluate the compatibility of auseat any time (602 FW 2, Parts2.11 and
2.12). For example, adecision may berevisited sooner than the mandatory
date, or even beforethe CCP processiscompleted, if new informationreveals
unacceptableimpactsor incompatibility with refuge purposes.

Moreover, not all usesthat are determined compatible may beallowed. The
refuge manager hasthe discretion to allow or deny any use based on other
considerationssuch aspublic safety, policy, or availablefunding. Neverthel ess,
all usesthat are allowed must be determined compatible. Except for consider-
ation of consstency with Statelaws and regulations as provided for in subsec-
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Other Mandates

Conservation Plans
and Initiatives Guiding
the Project

Birds of Conservation
Concern (2002)

National, State, and Regional Plans

tion (m) of theAct, no other determinationsor findingsarerequired to be made
by therefugeofficial under thisAct, or the Refuge RecreationAct, for wildlife-
dependent recreation to occur.

Although Service and Refuge System policy and each refuge’ s purpose provide
thefoundation for itsmanagement, other federal laws, executiveorders, tredties,
interstate compacts, and regul ations on the conservation and protection of
natura and cultural resourcesa so affect how nationa wildliferefugesare
managed. The Digest of Federal Resource Laws of Interest to the USFWS
listsmany of them, and can be accessed at http://laws.fws.gov/lawsdigest/
indx.html.

The November 2005 draft CCP/EA, Chapter 4“Environmental Conse-
guences,” evauated thisplan’scompliance with the Clean Water Act, Clean Air
Act and theArcheol ogical Resources Protection Act. Moreover, incompliance
with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the Endangered
SpeciesAct we: consulted withtheNY State Office Parks, Recreation, and
Historic Preservation - Historic Preservation Field ServicesBureauto affirmthe
proposed management actionswould comply with NHPA section 106; and
consulted with our New England Field Officefor concurrencethat our pro-
posed management actionswould not affect threatened or endangered species
(appendix G). Theenvironmental assessment was compl eted in accordance
withNEPA.

Theresource plansand conservation initiatives bel ow influenced the devel op-
ment of thisCCP. They are presented hierarchically, fromtheregional tolocal
leve.

The Servicedevel oped thisreport in consultation with theleadersof bird
conservation initiativesand partnershipssuch as Partnersin Flight, theNorth
American Waterbird Conservation Plan, and the U.S. Shorebird Conservation
Pan. It fulfillsthemandate of the 1988 amendment to the Fishand Wildlife
ConservationAct of 1980 (PL. 100-653, TitleV1I1), which requiresthe
Secretary of the Interior, through the Service, to “identify species, subspecies,
and populationsof al migratory nongamebirdsthat, without additiona conser-
vation actions, arelikely to become candidatesfor listing under the Endangered
SpeciesAct of 1973

Thereportisactually aseriesof 45 listsof bird speciesof conservation concern
deemed the highest priority for national, regional, and landscape conservation. It
includesaprincipa nationd list, sevenregiond listscorresponding to our seven
regional administrative units, and specieslistsfor each of the 37 Bird Conserva
tion Regionsin the United States designated and endorsed by the North Ameri-
can Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI). Thosebird conservationregionsare
ecologically based units, asdefined by NABCI for planning, implementing, and
evauating bird conservation.

Final CCP - May 2006 19



Chapter 1

Partners In Flight
Landbird Conservation
Plans

American woodcock
USFWS photo

Thisreport isdesigned to stimulate coordinated effortsby Federal, state, and
private agenciesto develop and implement integrated approachesfor the
conservation and management of those birds deemed to beinthe most need of
conservation action. TherefugeliesintheAppa achian Mountains Bird Conser-
vation Region (BCR28). Nineof the BCR28 listed speciesoccur ontherefuge,
including the Hend ow’ ssparrow, ahigh conservation priority species.\We
considered each of those speciesto help usfocus our habitat objectives, actions
and strategies, and devel op our Species of Conservation Concern List (appen-
dixA).

In 1990, Partnersin Flight (PIF) was conceived asavoluntary, internationa
coalition of government agencies, conservation organizations, academicingitu-

tions, privatei ndustry, and other citizensdedicated to reversing the popul ation

declinesof bird speciesand * keeping common birdscom-
mon.” Thefoundation of itslong-term strategy for conserving
birdsisaseriesof scientifically based bird conservation plans,
using phys ographic provincesasthe planning units.

The plansfor each physiographic arearank bird species
according to their conservation priority, describedesired
habitat conditions, develop biological objectives, and recom-
mend conservation actions. Thepriority rankingsfactor in
habitat | oss, population trends, and the vulnerability of a
speciesand itshabitatstoregiona and local threats. The
physiographic plan that coversour project areaisdescribed
inmoredetail below.

Physiographic Area 17—Northern Ridge and Valley (Draft 2003)

PIFAreal7, the Northern Ridge and Valey extendsfrom southeastern Penn-
sylvania, through northwestern New Jersey and southeastern New York nearly
to the base of theAdirondack Mountains. It includes portionsof several major
river valeys, including the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehannarivers. Ecologi-
caly, thisisatrangtional area, with forested ridgesgrading from primarily oak-
hickory forestsin the south to northern hardwood forestsfurther north. Pine-
oak woodlands and barrens and heml ock ravineforestsare also important
along ridges, whereasbottomland and riparian forestsareimportant in the
valeyswhicharenow largely cleared for agricultural and urban development.
Roughly 50 percent of the physiographic areaisforested today, the vast mgjor-
ity occurring at higher elevations. About 40 percent of theareaisinagricultura
production, primarily amixture of dairy pastureland and corn. Over 49,420
acresisstateforest land in PA and NJ. Other important public landsinclude
High Point State Park (NJ), theWallkill River Refuge, and thisrefuge.

Thetop 17 priority speciesidentifiedinthe PIF Area 17 breed onthe refuge.
Our objectivesfor grass ands habitat emphasi ze Hend ow’ s sparrow, upland
sandpipersand bobolink, which areall priority speciesidentified inthe PIF plan.
Thefina Areal7 PIF planisavailableat http://mww.blm.goviwildlife/plan/
pl_17 10.pdf. Other final PIF plansand information can be accessed at http://
www.partnersinflight.org.
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Significant Habitats and
Habitat Complexes of
the New York Bight
Watershed (USFWS
1997)

The Hudson River
Estuary Action Plan and
the Hudson River
Biodiversity Project
(2001)

National, State, and Regional Plans

Completedin 1997, the 1,025-page Sgnificant Habitats and Habitat Com-
plexes of the New York Bight Water shed focuses on the regional geographic
distribution and popul ation status of morethan 1,000 key marine, coastal, and
terrestria speciesinhabiting thiswatershed. The geographic scope of the study
coversthemarinewatersof the New York Bight (theAtlantic coastlinesof Long
Island and New Jersey out to the continental shelf), the New York — New
Jersey Harbor Estuary and the entire watershed of the Bight and Harbor,
including the Hudson River uptothe Troy Dam.

The study assessed the status of habitats, threatsto their integrity, and threatsto
the species dependent upon them. It al so determined those habitatsand fish,
wildlife, and plant populationsrequiring immediate and long-term protection,
conservation, enhancement, or restoration. Thishabitat assessment isbeing used
to emphasize theseregionally important Sitesto Federd, state, regional, and
locd planners, resource managers, conservation commissions, regulatory
authorities, and the many private conservation organizationsthroughout the
region. We used that study to identify resources of concern and develop man-
agement goalsand objectives.

In 1996, Governor Pataki released thefirst Hudson River Estuary Action Plan
(http:/Amww.dec.state.ny.us). Revised every 2 years, it providestheframework
for al New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NY SDEC)
agenciesand those of other government agencies, academic ingtitutions, and
concerned citizensto join resourcesin protecting the entire Hudson River
Estuary ecosystem. That ecosystem includesnot only the Hudson River and its
shoreline, but also considersthe uplandsin countiesbordering theriver.

Theaction plan’soverarching goa isto “ protect and conserve, restore and
enhancethe productivity and diversity of natural resourcesof the Hudson River
estuary to sustain awidearray of present and future human benefits.” TheNew
York Statelegidature hasappropriated funding through the Environmental
Protection Fund and other sources, such asthe Clean Water/Clean Air Bond
Act. Anovergght committeeisrespons blefor identifying and implementing
projectsthat maintain terrestrial biodiversity inthe ecosystem.

Particularly important totherefuge arethe plan’ stasks associated with terrestria
biodiversity. Action plan 2001 commitmentsincludeinventorying and ng
areasthought to have great significancefor regiona biodiversity and promoting
their conservation through voluntary measures; providing training on biodiversity
conservation; studying therelationship of breeding bird diversity to habitat
patternsand trendsin the Hudson Valley; and, continuing the use of biologica
controlsto reduce purpleloosestrife. The plan’sgoal sand action items hel ped
our planning team establish management goal sand obj ectivesontherefuge.
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New York Open Space
Conservation Plan (Draft
November 2005)

Refuge
Establishment
History and
Purpose

Refuge Establishment
History

Refuge Purpose

Refuge Administration

TheNew York Open Space Conservation Planisrevised every 3 yearshby the
Officesof Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. Every regioninthe
state hasformed an advisory committee that includesrepresentativesfrom state
agencies, land trusts, county officials, and citizensgroups. The committees
identify priority areasfor inclusonintheplan. Itisnot aregulatory document,
but it conveysto municipalitiesthe recommendations of the State of New York

for maintai ning open space.

Thedraft plan of November 2005 includesareasof regionally significant
biodiversity adjacent to therefuge: the Shawangunk Kill Corridor (Ulster and
Orange Counties); theWallkill River Corridor (Ulster and Orange Counties),
and the Galeville Grasdands, whichincludestherefuge. Thedescriptionsof the
sgnificant resourcesinthis plan hel ped our team establish management priorities
and objectives.

In 1994, the United StatesMilitary Academy at West Point declared excessto
itsmissionthe621 acresof land containing theformer GalevilleArmy Training
Siteinthe Town of Shawangunk, Ulster County, New York. We expressed our
interestinthat land. On July 27, 1999, the Generd ServicesAdministration
transferred, at no cost to the Service, 566 acresto create anew nationa wildlife
refuge, and subsequently transferred the bal ance of 55 acresto the Town of
Shawangunk to create acommunity park, under the Federal Landsto Parks
Program administered by the National Park Service. We have posted refuge
boundary signsto identify the 566-acrerefuge; no other lands have been added
sinceit wasestablished. Officidly, thetransfer of land that established therefuge
occurred under thefollowing authorities: the Federa Property and Administra-
tive ServicesAct of 1949,2which alowsfor property transfersfromone
Federa agency to another; and the Transfer of Certain Real Property for
Wildlife Conservation PurposesAct of 19483

Theofficia refuge purposelisted inthe Refuge System databaseisto provideits
“...paticular valuein carrying out the nationa migratory bird management
program” (16 U.S.C. 667b, AnAct Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real
Property for Wildlife). However, thispurposewas further refined inamemo-
randum dated October 17, 1997, to the General ServicesAdministration from
our Regiond Director, emphasizing theimportance of thesiteto wintering
raptorsand breeding and migrating grasdand birds. The memorandum formally
requested thetransfer of land and defined the primary reason for establishing the
refugeas. “[thedte] providescritical habitat for migratory birdsand raptors.
Morethan 120 speciesof birdshave beenidentified at the Site. It supports
approximately 20 speciesof Federa or State* management or specia concern.

Thisrefugeisun-gtaffed. Itisadministered by staff fromtheWallkill River
Refuge Headquartersin Sussex, New Jersey.

240U.S.C. 471et seq., repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002
316 U.S.C. 667b; P. L. 80-537, asamended
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Existing Refuge
Operational Plans

Step-Down Plans

Compatibility
Determinations

Refuge Vision
Statement

Refuge Goals

The Service Manua (602 FW 4, “ Refuge Planning Policy”) lisssmorethan

25 step-down management plansthat may be appropriatefor arefugeto ensure
safe, effective and efficient operations. However, not all of theseplansare
necessary on every refuge. The planstrand ate general goalsand objectivesinto
specific strategiesand action schedules. Somerequire annual revision; others
arerevised on 5- or 10-year schedules. Some require additional NEPA analy-
g, publicinvolvement, and compatibility determinationsbeforewe canimple-
ment them. These step-down management plans, already underway, are sched-
uledfor completionasfollows:

m Habitat Management Plan (HMP, our highest priority; within 1 year of CCP
approval)

m Habitat and SpeciesMonitoring and Inventory Plan (HSMIP; within 2 years
of CCPapproval)

m FireManagement Plan (included inthisfina CCP; appendix F)

Appendix B includes compatibility determinationsfor priority public usesand
severd other refuge useswe proposefor therefuge. In addition, we have
included thefina compatibility determination for model airplaneflying and model
airplane competitive events, approved and dated February 20, 2002, which
determined these activitieswere not compatible with the refuge purposesor the
mission of the Refuge System. Thisuseisdescribed in moredetail in chapter 3,
Refuge and Resource Descriptions. We areincorporating thisexisting decison
onmodel airplaneflyingand mode airplane competitive eventsinto the CCP

(appendix B).

Early inthe planning process, our team devel oped thisvision statement for the
refugeto provide aguiding philosophy and sense of purposefor itsplan.

The Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge, located in
Ulster County, New York, provides exceptional grassland habitat
within the Wallkill River watershed, a major tributary to the Hudson
River. We will enhance and sustain this high quality habitat for the full
complement of grassland-dependent birds that breed, winter and
migrate through, the watershed. Other native grassland-dependent
animals and regionally rare plants benefit from our management as
well. With easy public access to the refuge’s managed grasslands, and
because of the open vistas the grasslands afford, it is an ideal setting
for wildlife observation, nature photography, and environmental
interpretation. All visitors will feel welcomed and encouraged to enjoy
and appreciate the contribution of this refuge to the National Wildlife
Refuge System.
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Refuge Goals

Our planning team devel oped these goal safter reviewing the Refuge System
mission, the purpose of therefuge, our vision statement, public and partner
comments, policy guidelines, and natural and regiona conservationinitiatives.

Goal 1. Protect and enhance habitatsfor Federal trust speciesand other
speciesof specia management concern, with particular emphasison grasdand-
dependent migratory birdsand wintering raptors.

Goal 2. Manageto enhanceregionaly significant ecological communities,
including largegrassdand complexes.

Goal 3. Promote actionswhich contributetowardsahealthier Wallkill River.

Goal 4. Providehigh quality opportunitiesfor wildlife observation and photog-
raphy, and other priority, wildlife-dependent uses.

Goal 5. Cultivateapublicinformed and educated about conservation who
work to support the goal s of therefuge and the mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.
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Chapter 2

The Comprehensive
Conservation
Planning Process

Planning Process

Servicepolicy establishesan eight-step planning processthat also facilitates
compliancewith NEPA (seefigure 2.1, below).! Each of itsindividua stepsis
described in detail in the planning policy and CCPtraining materials. Whilethe
figure suggeststhese steps are discreet, there can be 2-3 steps happening
concurrently.

We started this planning processin 1998 asacombined CCPfor both the
Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grasslandsrefuges. The coreteam wascom-
posed of aRegional planner, Regiona Resource Specidist, refuge staff, and
representativesfrom NJDEPand NY SDEC. The coreteamfirst convenedin
February 1999.

Our early meetings consisted of detailing the stepsin the planning processfor
thisproject and collecting information on natural resourcesand public usesthat
pertained to eachrefuge.

Aspart of “StepA: Preplanning,” wealso developed apreliminary refugevision
statement, management goals, and i dentified i ssuesand management concerns.
During that step, we a so began awildernessreview of existing refugelands.

Our wildernessreview eva uatesthe suitability of refugelandsfor inclusoninto
the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS). Thereview consists of
three phases:. (1) inventory, (2) study, (3) recommendation. Weinventoried all
566 acres of refugelandsin feetitle ownership and found no areasthat meet
thedigibility criteriafor awildernessstudy areaas defined by theWilderness
Act. Therefore, suitability of refugelandsfor wildernessdesignationisnot
analyzed further inthe CCP. Theresultsof thewildernessinventory areincluded
inappendix C.

Alsoinearly 1999, wecompiled amailing list of approximately 3,000 names,
including organi zations, e ected officids, state agencies, individua's, and adjacent
landowners, to ensure that we woul d be contacting adiverse sampleof inter-
ested groups aswe progressed through the process.

Next, we began step B, “ Initiate Public Involvement and Scoping,” which
provided an opportunity for the publicto critique or add to thevision, goals,
andissueswedrafted. In May 1999, we devel oped issuesworkbooksto solicit
written comments on topicsrel ated to the management of therefuge. We
realized not everyone could attend planned Open House meetings scheduled for
later in May and in June, so theissuesworkbooks provided an opportunity to
reach alarger audience. Workbookswere sent to everyone onour mailing list;
wereavailableat the Refuge Headquarters; and were offered to people every
timeour refugestaff participated inapublic function. Wereceived 337 workbooks
completed with responses. Thoseresponses strongly influenced our formulating
issuesand devel oping alternatives on resource protection and public use.

1602 FW 3, “The Comprehensive Conservation Planning Process’ (http://policy.fws.gov/
602fw3.html)
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Figure2.1 The
Comprehensive
Conservation Planning
Process and its
relationship to the
National Environmental
Poalicy Act of 1969.
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In May and June 1999 we held seven Open Houses: two in Sparta, NJ; twoin
Vernon, NJ; twoinWallkill, NY; and, onein Warwick, NY. We advertised
those open houseslocally in newsrel eases, radio broadcasts, and noticesto our
mailing list. Morethan 50 peopl e attended those meetings. We a so organi zed
severa separate meetingswith conservation partnersand state agenciesto
discussshared issues.

In October 1999, wereleased our “Fall 1999 Planning Update’ to everyoneon
our mailing list. That update summarized the public commentswe had received
from meetings and issuesworkbooks, identified the key issueswewould be
dealingwithinthe CCPs, and shared revised vision statementsand goals.

Oncewe had firmed up the key issuesin October, we began step D, “Develop
andAndyzeAlternatives.” The purposeof thisstepisto develop dternative
strategiesfor addressing and resol ving each i ssue on both refuges. We derived
the management alternativesdescribed in draft CCP, chapter 3, fromthose
strategies, public comments, our goal sand refuge purposes.
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Atthisstage, weidentified and mapped ecologically important landsinthe
vicinity of therefuge or connected to the Wallkill River valley. Using the exper-
tise of our Connecticut River/Southern New England/New York Bight Coastal
Ecosystems Program officeand wildlife biologistswith NY SDEC, we deter-
mined areas of high biodiversity important to our Federal trust resources,
including areaswithrareor declining wildlife speciesor plant communities,
wetlands, and contiguousgrasslandslarger than 150 acres. Those areasof high
biodiversity were mapped asfocus aress.

Weidentified a Shawangunk Grassands FocusArea, 3,486 acresinsize,
surrounding therefuge (map 1-2). In our opinion, land usesinthisfocusarea
could haveadirect effect on our ability to fully meet our refuge goasand
objectives. Unfortunately, some of that areanow has been devel oped and has
logtitssgnificancetowildlife.

Despiteour interest in seeing theselands protected, we do not propose Service
acquisition of additional landsat thistime. We do not feel thereisenough local
community support for arefuge expansion, and from our Regional perspective,
with all our other land protection priorities, it isdoubtful wewould be ableto
securefunding to buy additional landshere or hire staff to managethoselands.
Instead, we plan to work with adjacent |landowners and other partnersto
facilitateland conservation withinthefocusarea. However, if favorable condi-
tionsariseinthefutureto make Serviceland acquisitioninthisareapossible, we
may pursueit under aseparate environmental assessment and publicreview.

At follow-up meetingsin 2000, we shared our proposed alternativeswith
conservation partners, state agencies, and the public. We distributed another
newd etter in January 2002 that outlined four management alternatives. Through
further analysis, wereduced those dlternativesto three. In chapter 5, “ Consulta-
tion and Coordinationwith Others,” youwill find adetailed summary of each
publicinvolvement activity.

In November 2002, we determined it would be more efficient to separate our
planning effortsfor Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grasslandsrefuges, with
priority givento completingaCCPfor thisrefuge.

In November 2005, we completed Step E: “ Prepare Draft Plan and NEPA
Document” and released adraft CCP/ EA for a45-day publicreview and
comment. In addition, we held apublic meeting/ open house on January 17,
2006, intheHamlet of Wallkill, NY. Thirty eight people (non-FWS) attended
the public meeting.

Werecelved atota of 589 public responsesin ord testimony at public hearings,
inphonecals, orinwritten or e ectronic documents. Appendix | summarizes
those public comments and our responsesto them. In some cases, our re-
sponseresulted inamodificationto aternative B, our preferred alternative. Our
modificationsinclude additions, corrections, or clarificationswhichwehave
incorporated into thisfinal CCP.
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Issues, Concerns,
and Opportunities

Key Issues

Key Issues Addressed

Our Regiona Director hassigned aFinding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
which certifiesthat thisFinal CCP hasmet agency compliancerequirementsand
will achieverefuge purposesand help fulfill the Refuge System mission (appen-
dix J). It dso documents hisdetermination that implementing this CCPwill not
have asgnificant impact on the human environment, and therefore, an Environ-
mental |mpact Statement (EIS) isnot required.

Thesedocumentswill bemadeavailableto dl interested parties. Implementation
canbeginimmediately.

From planning team discussi ons, public and focus group mestings, and public
responsesto our issuesworkbooks, we compiled theissuesand concernsthat
we heard and categorized them asfollows.

Key issues—Thesewere unresolved public, partner, or Service concerns
without obvious solutions supported by all at the start of our planning process.
Alongwith godss, key issuesformed the basisfor devel oping and comparing the
three different management aternatives. Inthedraft CCP, thewiderange of
opinionson how to addresskey issuesin away consi stent with refuge goalsand
objectivesgenerated thethreedternatives. Thekey issueslisted below also
sharethischaracterigtic: the Service hasthejurisdiction and theauthority to
addressthem.

| ssues and concerns outside the scope of thisanalysis—Theseissuesfall
outsidethe scopeof our planning process, or outside thejurisdiction or author-
ity of the Service. Although we discussthem briefly below, we do not address
them further inthisdocument.

1. Which speciesshould beafocusfor management, and how will the
refugepromoteand enhancetheir habitats?

Congressentruststhe Service with protecting Federal-li sted endangered or
threatened plant and animal species, anadromousand inter-jurisdictional fish
species, migratory birds, and certain marine mammal's, and mandatestheir
treatment as management prioritieswhen they occur on arefuge. Appendix A
identifies Federal trust resourcesontherefuge, aswell asother speciesand
habitats of special management concern.

Although weknow of no Federa -listed specieson therefuge, it doesprovide
sgnificant habitat for certain migratory birds. The challengewefaced early inthe
planning processwith respect to migratory bird management wasdetermining
how thisrefuge could significantly contributeto the conservation of migratory
bird speciesof concern. Animportant question we addressed is“Which migra-
tory bird speciesand habitat types should be management prioritiesonthe
refuge?’ Placing management emphasi son certain species or Speciesgroups
may preclude emphasison other migratory bird speciesof concern.
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For example, our emphasison managing habitat for grass and-dependent birds
reducesthe potential for shrub-dependent or forest-dependent birdsalsoin
declinethroughout PIF Area 17. Our responsesto thisissueisaddressedin
refugegoals 1, 2,and 3.

2. How will therefugemanagefor regionally significant ecological
communities, including theWallkill River and itsassociated
wetlands?

Severa habitat typespresent on therefuge have beenidentified asecologically
sgnificant because of their biological diversity, their relative scarcity throughout
the Hudson River ecosystem, or their ability to support acomplex of species
that areregionaly declining. BesidestheWallkill River anditstributaries, large
grassland complexes (>150 acres) are recognized asregionally important for
their biologicd diversty.

Servicepolicy (601 FW 3) requiresusto maintain existing levelsof biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health onrefugelands. If necessary, we
aretorestorelost or degraded habitats, using historical conditionsasaframe of
referenceto identify composition, structure, and functiona processesthat
naturally shaped ecosystemsand habitat types. Our responsesto thisissueare
addressedinrefugegoals 1, 2, 3and 4.

3. Howwill therefuge manageinvasive, exotic, or over abundant
species?

I nvasive plants out-compete native species by dominating light, water, and
nutrient resources. Species such aspurpleloosestrife (Lythrumsalicaria),
Phragmites (Phragmitesaustralis), garlic mustard (Alliaria petiol ata),
Canadathistle (Cirsiumarvense), multiflorarose (Rosa multiflora), and reed
canary grass (Phalarisarundinacea) threaten refuge habitats by displacing
native plant and animal species, degrading wetlandsand other natural communi-
ties, and reducing natural diversity and wildlife habitat values. Thoseplantsare
particularly amenace when they impact theviability of native speciesof con-
cern, such assome of therare plant specieson therefuge.

Oncethey have become established, getting rid of invasive plantsisexpensive
andlabor intensve. Their characteristic ability to easily establish, prolificaly
reproduce, and readily disperse makes eradi cating them difficult. Many of them
cause measurable economicimpacts, especialy inagricultural fields. Preventing
new invasionsisextremely important for maintaining biologica diversity and
native plant populations. Controlling themin existing, affected areasrequires
extens ve partnershipswith adjacent landowners, state, and local governments.
Control of invasiveplantsisahigh priority inthisplan.

Severd wildlife specieson therefuge may beadversdly affecting natural biologi-
cal diversity and we need to monitor any impacts. Native species such asdes,
res dent Canadageese, and small furbearing mammal s such asfoxes, raccoons,
and woodchucks can be aproblem when their popul ations exceed the range of
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Key Issues Addressed

natural fluctuation and theahility of the habitat to support them. Management
issuesarisewhen they adversely affect Federal trust speciesor degrade natural
communities. Inparticular, smal mammalian predatorsdestroy migratory bird
nests. Whilesomelevd of predationinanatura systemisexpected, concerns
arisewhen that predation prevents our meeting conservation objectives.

Adverse economic impacts can arisewhen deer or Canadageeseforageon
landscaping or agricultura fields. Excessvely high populationsof deer, fox or
raccoon a so can compromise human health and safety. Greater numbers of
vehicle-deer collisonsor casesof Lymedisease and rabiesall raise community
concerns. Not al of those situationsexist now on therefuge, but they may
surface soon, as surrounding lands become devel oped and animalsareforced
to concentrate on or near therefuge. Some of the control measuresfor each
speciesare controversial; they may includevisua or audio deterrence, the
destruction of nestsor dens, or lethal means. Our responsestothisissueis
addressed inrefugegoals 1 and 2.

4. What opportunitiesfor huntingwill therefugeprovide?

During public scoping welearned that opinionson hunting ran theful | spectrum,
from thosetotally opposed, to those advocating opening therefugeto al State
hunting seasons. The Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 stipulateshunting on
refugesasone of thesix priority public usesto receive our enhanced consider-
ation. The Servicea so views hunting as an effective management tool in con-
trolling overabundant or invasvewildlifespecies.

However, asegment of thelocal community continuesto oppose hunting, based
on concernsabout safety, disturbances, harmto non-target wildlife, and the
impact on visitorsengaging in other priority public uses. Othersopposed to
hunting fed that therefuge should function asacomplete sanctuary for al native
gpecies, and that hunting isincongruouswith managing arefuge.

Some support hunting only whenit isneeded for population control, and not as
arecreationd activity. Still othersfully support it, includingtheNY SDEC, who
would liketo see more hunting on therefugein conformancewith State hunting
Seasons.

Therefuge hasnot previoudy been opento hunting, but local residentsindicate
that deer and small game hunting occurred under previous ownerships. Some
adjacent landownerswere opposed to hunting, expressing aconcern about their
own safety, especidly if arifle season werealowed. Other individual sindicated
aconcern about the safety of hunters, since buried drainage structuresonthe
refuge could be hazards.

Aswe considered whether or not to provide ahunting program, our foremost
consideration wasfor public safety. Our final recomendation, described under
Goal 4, isto providean archery deer hunt.
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5. How will therefugeprovideopportunitiesfor other compatible,
wildlife dependent usesand accommodatetheir occasional conflicts?

The 1997 Refuge Improvement Act requires our enhanced consideration of
opportunitiesfor six priority wildlife-dependent recreationa uses—hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental educationand
interpretation—when they do not conflict with themission of the Refuge System
or the purposesfor which the refuge was established. However, theAct estab-
lishesno hierarchy among thesix priority usesand, unfortunately, they some-
timesconflict.

Some people expressed concernsthat refuge resources may be disproportion-
ately alocated toward one useto the detriment of others. An additional chal-
lengefor therefuge manager isdetermining the capacity of therefugeto support
thoseusesand still provideaquality experiencefor visitors. For example, some
peoplewould prefer that the runways be maintained for walking while others
prefer that most of them berestored to grasslands. Our responsesto thisissue
areaddressedinrefugegoals 4 and 5.

A few public usesthat historically occurred ontherefugeare not priorities, nor
wildlife-dependent, and we have determined they are not compatiblewith the
refuge purposes and management priorities. Oneactivity in particular, model
airplaneflying, received alot of attention when the refuge was established.
Chapter 3 describesthehistory of that issuein greater detail. Alsoin Chapter 3,
wedescribeour concernswith thepotential for non wildlife-dependent activities
drifting onto the refuge with the Town of Shawangunk’s proposed 55-acre park
and athletic fieldsontherefuge’ snorth boundary.

6. Shouldweconsider arefugeexpansion to protect additional habitat
areas?

Northern New Jersey and south-central New York have become commuter
communitiesfor citiesto the south. Two-hour commutesare now common-
place. According to aJune 19, 2005 editorial in the Poughkeepsie Journal,
thereisconcern about theloss of open space and farmland in Ulster County
dueto demographic changes. Thetown of Gardiner, for example, experienced a
population growth of morethan 20%inthelast 10 years. That growth, which
placesextreme pressure on natural resources, isnow threatening the county’s
natura areas, many are becoming isolated idandsof habitat, so fragmented that
they can nolonger support their full diversity of nativewildlifeand plant species.
Speciesthat requirelarge, contiguous areas of natural habitat arethefirst to
suffer. The Town of Shawangunk isdevel oping acomprehensive plan that will
includean analysisof current and future needsfor open space. Public meetings
indicate broad public support for the concept, but no consensus on how much
open spaceisenough. Itisalsoimportant to recognize the“ open spacelands’
do not necessarily equateto lands of greatest wildlifevalues.
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Key Issues Addressed

During our public scoping process, we heard from
many individual sencouraging the Serviceto expand the
refugewithinthefocusareafor avariety of reasons,
including their concern about the rapid rate of devel op-
ment, theincreased burden ontheir communities
servicesbrought on by that development, and their
communities lossof rural character. Someacknowl-
edged the necessity and the direct benefitsof maintain-
inglandinitsnatural stateafforded by refuges. They
recognized that wetlands are essential habitat for
wildlife, lessenthedamagefrom flooding, and naturally
break down contaminantsin the environment. They
also recogni zed that forestsand grassands protect the
quality of our drinking water, help purify theair we
breathe, and provideimportant areasfor outdoor
recrestion.

Ontheother hand, thefact that 29% of Ulster County
isnow heldin non-taxed ownership, including the
refuge, state prisons, religiouscommunities, state
owership (parks) and non-profit organizations, isa
concernto many people. Somee ected officialshold
mixed opinions about thistax burden on their commu-
nities. They fed that increased Federa ownershipwill
adversdly affect property tax revenues. Federal lands
arenot taxed. However, the Refuge Revenue Sharing
Act?helpsoffset theloss of tax revenuethrough refuge
revenue sharing paymentsto towns, at amaximumrate
of three-quartersof 1 percent of the apprai sed value of
refugeland.

Aswedescribed under “ Planning Process,” we do not propose an expansi on of
the current approved boundary. However, we do recomend Serviceinvolve-
ment inidentifying important habitatsthat need protection or cooperative
management on privatelandsinthearea. In addition, nothinginthis CCP
precludesour pursuing land acquisitioninthefuture, after additional NEPA
analysisand publicinvolvement. For example, the 55 acres deeded to the Town
of Shawangunk for useasatown park, immediately adjacent totherefuge's
northern boundary, may becomeapriority for Service acquisition should the
town ever determineit excessto their needs. Whilethisisnot anticipated,
should the opportunity arise, wewould seek itsacquisition. Our responsesto
thisissueareaddressed inrefugegoals 1, 2, and 3.

216 U.S.C. 715s, June 15, 1935, asamended
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7. Howwill therefugecultivatean informed and educated publicto
support themission of the Serviceand the pur posesfor which the
refuge was established?

Community involvement in supporting the Refuge System isvery important and
very rewarding. It helpspeople understand what we aredoing, why weare
doingit, and how we can work together to improve our communities. Refuge
outreachtiesustolocal communitiesand promotesan interest in conserving
natural resources. The challengeliesin determining how best to reach out to
raserefugevishility and cultivaterelationshipsinloca communities. Some
people advocate opening morerefuge programsto the public; othersdesirea
“Friendsof theRefuge” Group; till others promoterefuge staff involvement in
established community events, government committees, and conservation
organizations. Our responsesto thisissueare addressed in refuge goas 3and 5.

8. Howwill wereducethepotential hazar dsfrom theunderground
drainagesystem?

Ontherefugethereisan extensve system of cement culvertsthat wasinstal led
todrainwater fromtheair field which are collapsing, and in some casesare
open and exposed. Thismay represent asafety hazard especially for our staff
doing habitat management work or for visitorsauthorized to walk off the
designated trail. Our responsesto thisissue are addressed in refuge goal 4.

9. How will therefugeobtain thenecessary staffingand fundingto
maintain infrastructureand completepriority projects?

For theforeseeablefuture, thisrefugewill continueto be maintained asan un-
staffed satelliterefuge under theadministration of theWallkill River refuge.
Some peopl e expressed concerns about the ability of Wallkill River refuge staff
to maintaininfrastructure and implement programsand projectson thisrefuge
giventhecurrent level of funding.

Someare concerned that any new proposa sinthis CCPwill be substantialy
above current budget alocations, thusraising unrealistic expectations. It was
pointed out that budgets can vary widely from year to year sincethey depend
onannua Congressiona appropriations. Other people supported our pursuit of
new management goals, objectives, and strategiesin the hopesthat the CCPwill
establish new partnershipsand funding sources. Infact, some peoplerecom-
mend avistor contact facility be maintained throughout theyear ontherefuge. A
“Friends Group” was suggested as onewal to get assistance with funding and
implementation.

Weidentify seasond staffing positionsand funding level santicipated asneces-
sary toimplement over the next 15 years. Appendix E liststhe essential staffing
levelsaready approved for therefuge. All positionsassigned totherefugeare
currently vacant. Appendix D presentsour Refuge Operating Needs (RONS)
and Management Maintenance System (MMYS) projected needs. Thesedata
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basesare updated regularly, and infact, we aretransitioning to replace the
MM S database with the Service A sset Maintenance M anagement System
(SAMMYS) database.

Many peopleindicated they aregreatly concerned about urban sprawl, therate
and | ocation of devel opment, and thelossof habitat and resultingincreased
habitat fragmentation near refuge lands. Somewanted zoning for agricultureor
something other than residential or commercia devel opment. Theauthority of
the Service doesnot extend to local zoning. However, we areworking with
adjacent townsto identify important wil dlife habitats that need protection.

Many refuge neighborsexpressed their concern about poor water quality inthe
Wallkill River and their belief that it has steadily declined over the past years.
Some attributed that declineto the use of herbicidesand pesticideson agricul-
turd fidldsanditsreationshipto thelevel sof dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene
(DDE) intheriver, the highest in any Hudson River tributary. Othersexpressed
their concerns about the effects of town wastewater treatment and pollution
fromfarm operations.

The Service hasno jurisdiction on other ownerships, unlesspollutersaredirectly
impacting Federal trust resources. However, our staff will continuetowork with
theWallkill River Task Forceand participateinlocal community planning to
promote the best management and restoration practicesto benefit water quality
andthewetlandsof theriver and itstributaries.
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Chapter 3

Introduction

Natural Landscape
Setting

Landscape Formation

Thischapter describesthe physical, cultura, socioeconomic, administrative, and
biological resourcesof therefuge environment. It relatesthose resourcesto our
refuge goal sand key management i ssues, and provides context for our manage-
ment direction, which we present in chapter 4.

Our Southern New England—New York Bight Coastal EcosystemsProgramin
Charlestown, Rhodeldand, published thefollowing information on physi-
ographic provincesand habitat complexesin “ Significant Habitatsand Habitat
Complexesof the Hudson River/New York Bight Watershed” (USFWS 1997).
Therefugeliesinthe northern section of that watershed (mapl-1).

Thewatershedisarich and varied regiona physical |landscape containing a
number of distinctive geomorphic provincesand sections. Itsvariety resultsfrom
several concurrent and successiond events: the combination of complex
bedrock and surficial geology and recent glacid history inthe northern half of
theregion; historic mountai n-building and land-uplifting forces, and thedynamic
processes of erosion, sedimentation, and chemica and physical weathering
acting onrocksof varying hardness. Such extraordinary physiographic diversity
and geological complexity, together with climatic and historical events, contrib-
uted directly totheregion’sremarkablebiologica diversity and thecurrent
distribution patternsof itsfaunaand flora

Oneof themogt interesting, significant factorsin shaping themodern landscape
of much of thewatershed and, indeed, much of North America, hasbeenthe
work of glaciersand the continental ice sheet during the most recent glacia
period, the Pleistocene Epoch. Although the Plei stocene began morethana
millionyearsago, and was characterized by aseriesof at |east four mgjor glacia
advances(glacia stages) and retreats (interglacid stages), itslast glacia stage,
theWisconsin, hasmost profoundly influenced the landscape of the northern
section of thisregion. TheWisconsin glacier, which began between 70,000 and
100,000 years ago, retreated from thisregion between 10,000 and 15,000
yearsago. That processyiel ded the two sections of thewatershed; the northern,
glaciated portion, which includestherefuge, and the southern, unglaciated
portion. Measurably, observably distinct, their |landscapes and biotacontrast
markedly with each other and with thewatershed.

During the height of glaciation, the northern section of thewatershed was
covered by anice sheet upto 1.6 kilometers (1.0 mile) thick, althoughits
thickness considerably diminished along itsmarginsand eastern portions. Over
theentireglaciated portion of thewatershed, alayer of unsorted and unconsoli-
dated glacial debrisand glacid till, ranging from clay particlesto huge boulders,
was deposited directly onthelandscape by the advancing glacier.

AstheWisconsinglacia front retreated in responseto awarming global climate,
theglacier [eft many smaller recessond morainesand other distinctiveglacia
landforms, (e.g., kames, kettles, eskers, and drumlins) acrossthelandscape
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north of thetermina moraine. Meltwater from themelting ice sheet, in associa-
tionwiththe moraines, created severa largeglacia lakesinthewatershed. The
most prominent lakesare Glacial Lake Passaic, Glacia Lake Hackensack,
Glacid LakeHudson, and Glacia LakeAlbany. Thoselakeslasted for thou-
sandsof years, and their remnantsarevisibletoday intheform of lakeshore
sand and dune deposits and basins of deep marsh peat and lake sediments. In
additionto thoselargelakes, many smaller [akesand wetlands north of the
termina moraineasowereformed from preglacia streamsblocked by glacial
deposits, or were excavated into the bedrock by theice.

Phys ographic provinces and habitat complexesinthewatershed aredelinested
based on the combination of landscape features (geol ogy, landforms, topogra:
phy, dtitude, relief, geologic and glacial history, and hydrology) and associated
biologica communitiesand speciespopulations. The provinceservesasthe
primary hierarchica landscape unit withinwhichthevariousindividua habitat
complexesare grouped and described.

Therefugeliesinthe Shawangunk Valley Habitat Complex whichisasubdivi-
sion of theAppalachian Ridgeand Valey physiographic province. Thevaleyis
broad and gently rolling, with open fieldsdevoted to agriculture. The Shawangunk
Ridgeformsthewestern boundary, whilethe much lower Hoagerburg Ridge
formsthe eastern boundary.

A prominent featurein thishabitat complex isthe Shawangunk Kill. It originates
inthetown of Greenvilleand flowsnortheast, paralle to the Shawangunk Ridge
for much of itslength, beforeturning east and joining the Wl lkill River; itstotal
lengthisabout 56 kilometers (35 miles). TheKill drainsawatershed of about
380 sgquarekilometers (147 squaremiles). Downstream of PineBush, it hasa
gentlegradient, dropping an average of about 1.9 metersper kilometer (10 feet

per mile).

Nationa Ambient Air Quaity Standardsmonitor six typesof air pollutants
(carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 0zone, lead, parti cul ate matter, and sulfur
dioxide) knownto affect visibility, acid deposition, and human, animal or plant
hedlth. Five of those pollutantsfactor into the EPA’s Pollutant Standards Index,
adaily measureproviding an overal rating of air quality (good, moderate,
unhealthful, very unhedthful, or hazardous). Theair quality ratingin Ulster
County was good or moderate throughout 2002 (http: /Amww.epa.gov/air/data).
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Cultural Resources Before European settlement, thisareawas popul ated by the Munsee branch of
the Lenape (Delaware) people, who occupied the upper Delaware Valley, the
adjacent Catskill foothills, and most of what isnow the state of New York south
of the Catskills, aswell asnorthern New Jersey (Kraft 2001). The
Waronawanka (Waranawankong), known to history asthe Esopus|ndians,
werethe Munseetribe present in the region of the Shawangunk Grassands
Refuge. They inhabited the Rondout-Wallkill Valeys'Shawangunk Mountain
region southward to their boundary with theMurderer’sKill Indians (Moodna
Creek, near Cornwall) and southwestward along the Shawangunksto their
border with the Minisink tribe, near where present Interstate 84 crossesthe
ridgein western Orange County (Fried 2005).

Prehistoric Resources The Esopusgrew maize and afew other crops, in addition to hunting, fishing
and gathering. Their first contact with Europeanswaswith Henry Hudsonin
1609. Fur trading by the Dutch took place along the Hudson River during the
yearsthat followed, and thefirst permanent settlersarrived at Fort Orange
(Albany) and New Amsterdam (Manhattan) inthemid-1620s. Themouth of
the Rondout Creek wasrecognized very early asagood placeto transfer
goodsbetween large sailing vesselsand smaller boats, sincetheriver was
relatively shallow abovethe point.

Historic Land Uses In 1652-53, settlers moved south from the Fort Orange areato whereabendin
the Esopus Creek bringsit within threemiles of the Rondout’ smouth. Thus
began the Dutch settlement known as Esopus or Groote Esopus (also
“Wildwyck”) and later asKingston. The settlersfarmed the Esopusflood plain
using the Rondout astheir harbor. Disputesand incidentsof violence soon
erupted, culminating intwo wars, in 1659-60 and 1663-64 (Fried 1975). A
number of Indian tribes served as mediators between the Esopus and the Dutch
during the EsopusWars, including not only nearby tribes such asthe M ohicans
and Wappingers, but also the M ohawks, Senecas and Hackensack Indians,
whose proximity to the mgjor Dutch settlementsat Fort Orangeand New
Amsterdam made them useful to both sides (Fried 1975). 1n 1664, apeace
treaty ended thefinal conflict with the now impoverished Esopusindians. Later
thesameyear, the Dutch lost their North American coloniesto the English. By
1684, the Esopustribe had sold most of their ancestral landsto the colonies,
though many Indians continued living on portionsof theland until settlers
actually took possession during succeeding decades. The L enape population
had been ravaged not only by war, but by European diseasesfor whichthey
had no natural immunity. Thelast known saleof land by an Esopusindianin
Ulster County occurredin 1770 (Fried 2005).

Therefugeitsalf liesclosetotwo sitesof great historicinterest; only amiletothe
west, the Esopustribe had amajor village on the Shawangunk Kill that wasthe
sceneof adramatic battle and rescue of prisonersby Dutch forcesin 1663,
during the Second EsopusWar. Two milesnorthwest of therefuge, Gertrude
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Bruynand her threeyoung children becamethefirst people of European
ancestry to settle on the Shawangunk Kill, sometime between 1682 and 1686.
Bruyn’sdeed from the EsopusIndiansin 1682 containsthe earliest referenceto
the name Shawangunk (Fried 2005).

Inthelate seventeenth and early elghteenth centuries, settlement spread rapidly
through thevalleysof theWallkill and Shawangunk Kill. During the Frenchand
Indian War, there were some Munseeraids on European settlementswest of the
Wallkill River. Someresidentsmoved east, back toward the Hudson, and four
blockhouseswerebuilt by the English onthe Delaware River (Snell 188 and
Headley 1908 in Maymon et al. 2002). During the French and Indian War, the
western Delaware, including someMunsee, sided with the French. Peace
settlementsresulted in their subjugation to the Iroquoisand Iroquoissale of their
land to Europeans. The Munsee moved west, first to Ohio, then Indiana,
Kansas, Oklahoma, Wisconsin and Canada. Federally recognized tribeswhich
may contain Munsee descendantsare:

m Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Wisconsin

m DeawareTribeof Indians

Henry Hudson’svoyage of 1609 had occurred during theterminal stage of the
L ate Woodland period of Lenape culture. Thedispersed, semi-permanent
human landscape that Hudson saw drastically changed inthe next three
centuriesthrough warfare, permanent nucl eated settlement, agriculture, industry,
mining, transportation and the damming of the Hudson and itstributaries.

From 1790 to 1816, farming on moderate sized tracts produced wheat and
other small grains, cheese, butter, wool, liquor, livestock, and maple syrup.
About 1800, road constructionimproved. One of the greatest impactson the
landscape of theWalIkill River Valley took placein 1804: thefirst attempt to
draintheriver by ditching itsbanks. Threeyearslater, the attempt to remove
limestonefrom theriverbed began. Roughly two decades|ater, the Cheechunk
Canal washuilt to drain the upstream portion of theWallkill, becausevalley
farmerswanted to create alandscape more suitablefor agriculturefrom the
unproductive, swampy areaknown asthe” Drowned lands.”

Although these projectsmade available some of the most productive agricultural
landsin New York State, the stagnant watersthat resulted created health risks.
Farther downstream, major damson theriver at Montgomery, Walden and
Wallkill created waterpower for thelocal industry. Whentheriverisvery low,
evidenceof anoldwooden damisstill visbleat Galeville, just beyond the east
boundary of therefuge. Thisdam wasreportedly destroyed by icein 1883. An
1880 account indicatesthe haml et of Galeville contained “ aMethodist church, a
hotel, aschool-house, agrist-mill, asaw-mill, an axe-helve and spoke-factory, a
wagon- and blacksmith-shop,” whilefiveyearsearlier, amap had showna
“store& P.O.” aswell (Sylvester 1880; Beers 1875). On the Shawangunk
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Kill, adamwasbuilt at Tuthilltown, four milesnorth of therefuge, wherea
historic eighteenth century mill still operatestoday using waterpower.

Sheep raising and wool manufacturing becomeimportant during theearly
decades of the nineteenth century (Maymon et al. 2002). After the Civil War,
theWallkill Valley Railroad changed not only thelandscape and settlement
patterns but a so agricultural practicesof theregion. From 1868 to 1872, the
new railway waslaid down along thevalley to Kingston from Montgomery in
Orange County, whereit linked to the Erie Railway and thusto the great
markets of the New York metropolitan area (M abee
1995). Thisspurredthelivestock and, particularly,
thedairy industry. Thetownshipsof Shawangunk and
Gardiner becameacenter for dairy farming, away of
lifethat remained dominant well into the second half
of thetwentieth century.

Meanwhile, popul ation and commerce gravitated to
locationsalongtherail corridor; the hamlet of
Gardiner sprang up whereonly fieldshad existed, and
Walkill increased sgnificantly in Szeand importance.
Older mill-hamletssuch as Tuthilltownand Gaeville
now begantheir decline. Finally, theautomobile
played avita rolein development patterns, stimulating
the construction of hard-surfaced roadsinthevalley.
With vastly enhanced mohility, commercia growth

An airport, constructed during the 1940's, is one of the became concentrated in regiona population centers
many significant land use changes in the refuge’s history.  sych asNew Paltz and Walden and, especialy,

USFWS photo

Socioeconomic
Setting

Demographics

Industry

Newburgh, Kingston, Poughkeepsieand
Middletown, whilemany of thesmaller hamletslost mostif not al of their places
of business. Therecent past of therefuge hasincluded ahistory asafarmfield,
useasanairport, and aroleasatraininglocationfor U. S. Marshals.

TheWallkill Valey population hasincreased by 14.8 percent over the past
decade. Higher demand for residential devel opment inevitably followed. Hous-
ing densitieshaveincreased by 20 percent over the past 10 years, while popu-
lation densitieshaveincreased by 13.9 percent. Predictably high occupancy
rateswill increasethat trend exponentially over time. That trend doesnot
directly threaten therefuge. However, coupled with the growth of urban centers,
itwill increasethe demand on therecreational resourcesof therefuge.

Tourismisanimportant economic activity in Ulster County, and offersopportu-
nitiesfor recreationin the Catskill Mountainsand ontheHudson River. The
Shawangunk Mountain range, just northwest of therefuge, isrecognized
internationally asapremier areafor rock climbing, asaglobally unique ecosys-
tem of mountaintop dwarf pine barrens, and asthe most spectacular array of
vertical cliffseast of the Rockies. Agriculturestill contributesto thelocal
economy, but hasdeclined inimportance.
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Ulster County hasapopulation of 178,028 (U.S. Census Bureau 2001). Its
retail and manufacturing sectors employ about 8,000 and 6,500 peopl e, respec-
tively. The Town of Shawangunk, whichincludestherefuge, hasapopulation of
12,022 (U.S. Census 2000). On alarger, regional perspective, theindustries
that dominatethe Wallkill River Valley arethefieldsof education, hedlth, and
socia services, closaly followed by the profession of retail trade. The shift
between the agricultura and constructionindustries has been themost notable.
Between 1990 and 2000, agriculture decreased by 2.16 percent while con-
structionincreased by 1 percent.

A national wildliferefuge providesmany benefitsto thelocal economy. These
include, but are not limited to, the benefits of open space and associated
reduced cost of community servicesand increased property tax values; rev-
enuesgenerated from therefuge revenue sharing program; and, revenuesfrom
refuge visitorswho purchase equipment, lodging, or mealsin support of their
refugeactivities.

Benefits of Open Space

The* cost of community services’ comparesthe cost per dollar of revenue
generated by residential or commercial development to that of revenueand
savingsgenerated by working land and/or an open space designation. Onthe
onehand, residential development expandsthetax base, but the costs of
increased infrastructure and public services(e.g. schoals, utilities, emergency
and and police services, etc., nearly awaysoffset any increasein tax revenue.
Onthe other hand, undevel oped land requiresfew town servicesand places
little pressure on thelocal infrastructure.

TheAmerican Farmland Trust (2002) and the Commonweal th Research Group
(1995) studied over 100 communitiesin the United Statesto evaluatethe

overdl contribution of agriculture and open spacelandswith residential, com-
mercia, and industria development. Inthe 11 New York communitiesevalu-
ated, residentia development costsa waysexceeded revenue, and working land
and open space always generated more public revenuesthan they recelved
back in public services. Another report titled “ Economic Benefits of Parksand
Open Spaces’ providesexamplesof property valuesincreasinginthevicinity of
open spaces (Trust for Public Land 1999).

Refugesa so provide val uablerecreationa opportunitiesfor local residentsand
maintainarural character important to many people squdlity of life. Ecologi-
caly, refugesmaintained asnatura lands perform vauable servicesto alocal
community, such asthefiltration of pollutantsfrom soil and water, that otherwise
would haveto be provided technologically at great expense.
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Refuge Revenue Sharing

Under the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act of June 15, 1935, the Service pays
local taxing authoritiesrefuge revenue sharing payments based on the acreage
and valueof refugelandintheir jurisdiction. The paymentsare calculated inone
of threeformulas, whichever yieldsthe highest amount: three-quartersof

1 percent of the appraised value of that land, 25 percent of the grossreceipts
fromthe saleof refuge products, or 75 centsper acreof land heldinfeetitle.
Wereappraisethevaueof refugeland every 5 years. Until weregppraisea
newly acquired property, theformulausesthe purchaseprice.

Themoney for refuge revenue sharing payments comesfromthe sale of oil and
gasleases, timber, grazing, and other Refuge System resources, and from
congressional appropriations. Those appropriationsareintended to make up the
difference between the net receiptsin therefuge revenue sharing fund and the
total amount duetolocal taxing authorities. Theactua amount paid variesfrom
year to year, because Congressmay or may not appropriate funds sufficient for
paymentsat full entitlement.

At full entitlement, refuge revenue sharing paymentson wetland and onland
formerly assessed asfarmland sometimes exceed their redl estatetaxes; pay-
mentsat |essthan full entitlement sometimesfall short. For example, theactual
payment in 2001 and 2002 wasjust lessthan 50% of full entitlement. The Town
of Shawangunk received $2,591 inrefuge revenue sharing paymentsfromthe
Servicein 2001; $2,644 in 2002; $2,470in 2003; and $2,374 in 2004.

Revenues from Wildlife Watching

Therefugeprovidesopportunitiesfor wildlifewatching enthusastswhich dignsto

locd and statewide economic benefits. Thesebenefitsaredueto trip related

amenities, such asfood, lodging, transportation and other trip cogts, such as

eqw pment renta or publicland fees. According to the Service publication, “ 2001
v National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-

Associated Recreation (USFWS 2002), atotal of

3,524,000 peopleannudly participatedinwildlifewatching

inthe State of New York: 24 percent Stateresidentsand

8 percent non-residents.

Onthenationd leve, wildlifewatching trip-rel ated expendi-
tures decreased in the decade (1991-2001) by 16 percent.
Ontheother hand, equi pment purchasesnearly doubled
from 1991 to 2001, showing a90-percent rise. Nationdly,
wildlifewatching trip-rel ated expendituresequaled atota of
$8.2hillionin 2002. Thenationd averageexpenditurefor an

Idlife watchi ng benefits local and State economies individua wildlifewatching participant was$448 annudly.

USFWS photo

Our current estimate of 5,500 annud refugevisitorswho are
primarily theretoview wildlife, potentidly contributes$257,840in expenditures
giventheestimatesinthe 2001 survey.
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Our Partnerships

Shawangunk Grasd ands Refuge does not have permanent staff onlocation; itis
admistrated by Wallkill River Refuge staff based out of that refuge’ sheadquar-
tersin Sussex, NJ. Appendix E presentsthe approved staffing chart and shows
theallocation of staff between therefuges. Annual operating and maintenance
funding and staff support for thetwo refuges are combined. Staffing and equip-
ment to managetherefuge adequately arelacking. Itsonly facilitiesarea
temporary trailer used for storage, akiosk and refuge entrance sign, and an
accessroad and small parking area. All equipment and staff aretransported as
needed fromWallkill River Refuge, about a 1-hour drive away.

At present and intherecent past, al of our special use permitshave beenissued
to conduct inventories and research. In 2002, weissued apermit to the Wildlife
Conservation Society to conduct amphibian and reptile surveysontherefuge. In
2004, weissued apermit to Southern Vermont Collegeto conduct vegetation
surveysand test vegetation sampling techniques. In 2005, weissued apermit to
Audubon New York to conduct breeding bird surveys. For several yearsnow,
we have permitted and cooperated in astudy on theimpact of usinginsectsas
biological control agentsfor purpleloosestrife. That research, initiated by and
funded through NY SDEC, iscoordinated by Dr. Bernd Blossey of the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources, Cornell University, in collaborationwith Victoria
Nuzzo of Natural Areas Consultants. Detailson each of these projectscan be
obtained fromtheWallkill River Refuge Headquarters.

Asaredatively new refuge, devel oping strong partnershipsiscritical to achieving
our mission. Refuge partnerships, described below, arefew at present, but very
important in helping toimplement our goalsand objectives.

We are pleased with the positive rel ationship we havewiththe NY SDEC. In
addition to participating on our planning team, they have shared dataon Fed-
eral- and State-listed speciesand other ecologically diverseareasin thegreater
Hudsonand Wallkill River Valey. They dso actively work withlocal communi-
tiestoincreasethe protection of State-listed threatened and endangered species
and important migratory bird habitat.

Thisorganization provided amajor supporting rolein theestablishment of the
refuge. Audubon New York designated theformer GalevilleAirport asan
Important Bird Areain 1998. That designation brought awvareness of thevalue
of thesitefor grassand-dependent birdsand hel ped justify itsprotection asa
refuge. Further, Audubon New York has been asteadfast supporter of our
positionthat model airplaneflying isnot compatiblewith the mission of the
Refuge System or the purposesof therefuge.

Thisorganization hashel ped securefundsfor the printing of arefugebird
brochureand other itemsthat support wildlife observation. Thisbrochureisstill
theonly publication developed specificdly for therefuge.
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Edgar A. Mearns Bird
Club

John Burroughs Natural
History Society

Wildlife Conservation
Society, Metropolitan
Conservation Alliance

Wallkill River Task Force

Volunteers and Friends
Programs

Thisclub hasactively supported the presence of therefuge and contributed a
bench, which hasfacilitated wildlife observation ontherefuge.

Thisorganization conductsannual grasdand breeding bird surveysusing stan-
dard Serviceprotocol. Thismonitoring isacritical component of our grassland
bird management program.

Thisorganization (MCA) hasidentified areas outs de therefuge of conservation
importance and has provided training opportunitiesfor local governmentsnear
therefugein bal ancing economic growth and devel opment with natural re-
sourcesprotection. Their effortshave assisted therefuge by creating positive
and more open communi cation with munici paitiesregarding natural resource
stewardship. The M CA hasal so conducted herpetol ogica surveysontherefuge
to provide moreinformation to our refuge database.

Thisgroupisabi-gate, multi-agency organization devel opedto bring moreaware-
nesstotheWallkill River. Thetask force hasproven very successful inraisngloca
andmunicipd officid awareness, increasing support for protection of theriver, and
providing opportunitiesfor the publicto accesstheriver. Ther support for theriver
hasresulted inincreased knowledgeand support for therefuge.

w

.. :'”'_‘ ‘ 2 7

Wallkill River
USFWS photo

Although small, our volunteer program at the refuge overlapsour other partner-
ships, and soonwill becomemore established. It now conssts primarily of
membersof the John BurroughsNatura History Society, who conduct bird
surveys, refuge neighbors, who monitor therefugefor problems; and, anumber of
locdl residents, who have offered to do varioustasksat therefuge. Wewould like
aFriendsGrouptoforminthefuture, but none hasbeeninitiated to date.
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Physical and Biological Resources

Decadesof disturbanceto the soilsof therefugeincludelogging, agriculture,

and the construction of an airport (Stevens 1992). L ocal residentsrecount that
itsrunwaysand taxiwayswere created by filling wetlandswith thousands of tons
of fill imported from nearby floodplainsduring the 1940s. The concreterunways
and asphalt taxiways, comprising 30 acrestotal, till exist athough they have not
been maintained and are breaking up in many places. Thetwo runways, running
perpendicular to each other, are each approximately 3,500 linear feet, and 100
feet wide. An outer perimeter taxiway extends 7,300 linear feet, and 43 feet
wide, and connectsto the runwaysvia7 connector taxiwayswhich areeach
415feet long and 43 feet wide. Theairfield pattern can beseenonMap 1-2in
Chapter 1. In addition to the runwaysand taxiways, an extensive system of
cement culvertswasingdled to drain water fromtheairfield. That drainage
system feedsinto an eroded, channeled stream. However, Stevensalso de-
scribes soilslocated farther from therunways aslessdisturbed. Only the surface
layer (A—horizon) of those soilshas been mixed. Chapter 4 describes our plans
to restoretherunwaysto more native habitats.

Perched wetlandsand wetland plant communities cover about 400 acresonthe
refuge (Stevens 1992), where high clay content in the upper soil horizons
preventsthe downward percolation of rainwater and snowmelt. Infact, the
groundwater tableismorethan 3 feet below the surface throughout much of the
refuge, where pitsand channel s between eroded earthen hummocks character-
izetheground surface. That pit and hummock topography may result from
freezing and thawing inthe saturated surfacelayer of the soil.

No Federa-listed speciesare known to inhabit therefuge. However, in August
2005 welearned from our Ecologica Service'sNew York Field Officethat a
hibernaculum of 30,000 Indianabats (Myotissodalis), aFedera endangered
species, liesin Ulster County 18 milesto the northeast of therefuge. Inaddition,
thereisdocumented summer roosting by these bats nine milesto the north and
south of therefuge. Thisnew information indicatesthat therefuge could provide
potential roosting and foraging habitat for these bats sincethey appear to bein
thevicinity. Our New York Field Office provided afact sheet describing habitat
requirementsfor these speciesto help guide usin eva uating whether arefuge
project would impact potential Indianabat habitat. Some of thehighlightson
Indianabat habitat from thefact sheet include:

m They typicaly hibernatein cavesand minesduring thewinter and roost under
bark or intreecrevicesinthe spring, summer, andfal;

m Their roost habitat ischaracterized by alive or dead tree, > 5inchesd.b.h.,
with exfoliating or defoliating bark, or containing cracksor crevices
accessibleto bats;

m Maternity coloniesgeneraly use suitabletrees>9inchesd.b.h,;

m Treestructure appearsto be moreimportant than aparticular tree speciesor
habitat type;
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m Streams, floodplainforests, and impounded water bodiesprovidepreferred
foraging habitat, and batsmay travel 2-5 milesfrom roost sitesto forage; and,

m Other foraging habitat includesforest canopies, openfields, aong cropland
bordersand wooded fencerows; and over farm ponds and pastures, all
within proximity totreecover.

The 1999 Agency Draft IndianaBat Revised Recovery Plan providesadditiona
descriptionsof habitat, natura history, threats, and recommendationsfor recovery
acrossthe species range. Thisplan can beaccessed at: http: //nyfo.fws.govies/
ibatdraft99.pdf . Wewill continueto work with our New York Field Officeto
obtainthelatest information onwherebatsarelocated, and to assesstheimplica
tionsto our refuge management.

Appendix A lists State-li sted speciesand other species of management concern,
many of which aredescribed in moredetail below.

Severd rare or uncommon plantsgrow ontherefuge. Stevensdocumented one of
themost noteworthy, Frank’s sedge (Carex frankii), whichisranked endangered
by theNY SDEC and S1 by theNew York Natural Heritage Program (NY NHP)
(Stevens 1992). Stevensa so documented small-flowered agrimony (Agrimonia
parviflora), purple milkweed (Asclepias pur purascens), smal white aster (Aster
vimineus), Bush’'ssedge (Carex bushii), coontail (Ceratophyllumechinatum),
and watermeal (Wblffiabrazlings).

Wetlands

Therefuge comprises 566 acres, of which 400 acresare managed asopen
fieldsor grasdand, but were classified by Stevensasa* seasonal perched
wetland.” Stevens (1992) delineated and described those wetlands before the
refugewas established. The soilsof those areashave ahigh clay contentinthe
upper horizons, which prevents downward percol ation of rainwater and snow-
melt. Consequently, they often have standing water into the growing season, but
dry out every year. The primary wetland plantsincludetheinvasive purple
loosestrife (Lythrumsalicaria), reed canary-grass (Phalarisarundinacea),
and common reed (Phragmitesaustralis). An additional 136 refuge acresis
comprised primarily of upland hardwood woodland and someshrublandin
transition to woodlands (see map 3-1). Theremaining 30 acres of asphalt and
concrete runway and taxiway isdescribed above under thetopography and soils
discussonabove.

Grasslands

Most of the 400 acres of the refuge actively managed asopenfield or grassand
habitat isdominated or co-dominated by K entucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis).
However, severa broadleaf herbaceous plantsarea so common, including
bedstraw (Galiumsp.), beard-tongue (Penstemon digitalis), dender mountain-
mint (Pycnanthemum tenuifolium), goldenrod (Solidago spp.), aster (Aster
spp.), and common milkweed (Asclepiassyriaca). Thewetlands plantslisted
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Map 3-1

Physical and Biological Resources

Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Existing Land Use and Land Cover

Ulster County, New York

[] Developed - 30 acres
[ Woodlands - 110 acres
[ Shrublands - 26 acres
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(Total Refuge Acres = 566)
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Data Source:

USFWS refuge boundaries & other
refuge information
Map prepared for Shawangunk Grasslands National VWildlife

Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, May 2005.
‘This map is for planning purposes only.
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aboveare aso common. Unfortunately, theinvasive purpleloosetrifeisamajor
component. Trees scattered throughout the grassland includethewhite ash
(Fraxinusamericana), American elm (Ulmusamericana), eastern red cedar
(Juniperusvirginiana), and pin oak (Quercus palustris).

Our primary habitat management objective onthe400 acreshasbeento

mai ntainthedominance of grassesin thosefiel ds. Without frequent management,
natural successionwill shift that dominanceto broadleaf herbaceousplantsand
shrubs, and ultimately to trees, causing therefugeto loseitssuitability ashabitat
for grassdand-dependent birds. In particular, our current treatment methodsaim
at suppressng goldenrod, purpleloosestrifeand gray dogwood (Cornus
racemosa). Mowingisnow our primary techniqueto halt that succession. We
have been mowing 200 to 300 acresannually since 2000. In Chapter 4 we
describe our plansto expand the grassand and consider other management
techniques, such ashaying, grazing, discing, revegetating, applying herbicides,
and prescribed burning.

Upland Forest and Shrublands

The 110 acres of woodlandsontherefugeare classified primarily asmixed
oak-hardwood forest (see map 3-1). Dominant speciesinclude red oak
(Quercusrubra), white oak (Q. alba), pin oak, black oak (Q. velutina), red
maple (Acer rubrum), sugar maple (A. saccharum), shagbark hickory (Carya
ovata), American beech (Fagusgrandifolia), and tulip tree (Liriodendron
tulipifera). We are allowing the 26 acresin small patches now dominated by
shrubsand surrounded by woodland to succeed to woodland.

Ponds

A one-tenth-acreartificia pond created several decadesago by thedamming of a

drainageditch stands near theentranceto therefuge. It supportsasmall warm-

water fishery dominated by largemouth bass (Micropter us salmoides) and sunfish
(Lepomisspp), but doesnot have significant valuefor
wildlife. Fishing there has not been permitted; however, it
will beallowed under thisCCP.

Invasive Species

Purpleloosestrifeisthe most abundant, invasive, non-
native speciesontherefuge. Althoughtypicaly foundin
emergent marshes, that species has become co-domi-
nant in refuge grasd and and wet meadow habitats. The
extensvesoil dterationsduring airport construction
probably facilitated itsinvasion by yielding bare soilsand
aperched water table, thuscreating ideal conditionsfor
germination.
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A root-mining weevil (Hylobiustransver sovittatus) hasbeenreleased asa
biologica control agent of purpleloosedtrifeat therefuge. Althoughtheweevil
population hasincreased annually, it hasnot had aprofound effect. WWe are cooper-
atinginaCorndl Univerdty sudy of theinteraction of theweevils, loosestrife, and
mowing at therefuge. L eaf beetles(Galerucellasp.) dso havebeenreleased onthe
refuge. Theleaf-feeding beetlesdo not gppear to have established themsdvesat the
releasestes. A nativefleabeetleisd sofeeding heavily on purpleloosestrifeat the
refugeandin surrounding areas. Wewill continueto monitor itsimpact.

Breeding, migrating and wintering grasd and-dependent birds are our manage-
ment focus. However, therefuge supports many other species. Morethan

141 speciesof birds, including 58 breeding speci es, have been documented.
We maintain an annotated bird list on our website http: //shawangunk.fws.gov.

Grassland Birds

Therefugeisamong adwindling number of sitesin New York State, and one of
only two sitesin the Hudson Vall ey, large enough to support the entire assem-
blage of Northeastern grassand birds (NY SDEC and Office of Parks, Recre-
ation and Historic Preservation 2002). Thisdiversity led to our identifying the
“GalevilleGrasdands’ asasgnificant habitat inthe New York Bight watershed
(USFWS 1997). Subsequently, the Hudson River Estuary Biodiversity Project
Steering Committeeidentified therefuge asaBiodiversity FocusAreainthe
Hudson River Valley (Penhollow 1999). Further, Audubon New York named
therefuge an Important Bird Area, adesignation given only to placesthat
support significant abundance and diversity of birds (Wells1998).

Grassland-dependent birds have declined more consistently and over awider
geographic areaduring thelast 30 yearsthan any other group of North Ameri-
can birds (Robbinset a. 1986, Askins 1993, Knopf 1995, Askins 1997, Sauer
eta. 1997). Asaresult, most grassland birds appear on listsof rareand
declining species. TheNY SDEC (1997) list of endangered, threatened, and
special concern speciesincludes short-eared owl (endangered), northern
harrier, upland sandpiper, Hend ow’ s sparrow (threatened), and horned lark,
grasshopper sparrow, and vesper sparrow (special concern). Our Northeast
Regionlist of Birdsof Conservation Concern (2002) includes upland sandpiper,
short-eared owl, and Hendow’ ssparrow. Partners-In-Flight (PIF) listsupland
sandpi per, Hend ow’ s sparrow, and bobolink ashigh conservation priority
speciesintheNorthern Ridgeand Valley physiographic regioninwhichthe
refugelies(Pashley et a. 2000). The North American Bird Conservation
Initiative (NABCI) ranks Hendlow’ s sparrow asapriority speciesintheAppa-
lachian Mountain Bird Conservation Region (U.S. NABCI Committee 2000).
All of these species can befound at the refuge sometime during the year.

Therefugeisrecognized asone of themost important grassand bird nesting
areasinthestate (Wells1998). It hosts nesting birds such asthe northern
harrier, upland sandpiper, grasshopper sparrow, Henslow’ s sparrow, savannah
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sparrow, vesper sparrow, eastern meadowlark, and bobolink. We conduct
point-count surveysof breeding grassand birds at therefugein cooperation
with the John Burroughs Natural History Society (see Our Partnerships,”
above). Those* singing male’ surveysdocument maximaof 8 upland sand-
pipers, 91 bobolinks, and 68 eastern meadowlarks (U.S. Fishand Wildlife
Service 2002, unpublished data). Further, amaximum of 15 Hendow’s
sparrows have been reported during the breeding season (Treacy 1982).
Table 3-1 summarizesour survey datafrom 1998 to 2004. Evidence of
breeding short-eared owls has been observed, but their nesting has never
been confirmed.

The primary wintering grasdand birdsat therefugeinclude northern harrier,
short-eared owl, horned lark, and eastern meadowlark. According to Wells,
up to 16 short-eared owlsand 6 northern harriers have been observed at the
refugeinwinter, aswell asflocksof 60 to 80 horned larks. Refuge winter
raptor surveysfrequently document 7 to 9 short-eared owlsand 12to

17 northern harriers (USFWS 2003, unpublished data). Remarkably, the
John BurroughsNatura History Society (1969) reported amaximum of

21 short-eared owls, and A skildsen (1993) reported amaximum of 36 northern
harriers.

Therefugedso providesimportant habitat for migrant grassand birdsin spring
andfall. Northern harriersmigrating aong the Shawangunk Mountainsoften
stop at therefugeto rest and forage. Migrant short-eared owlsarrive at the
refugein early November and depart inlate April. Flocks of up to 100 bobo-
linksgather at therefugein August and September, and flocks of up to 50 east-
ernmeadowlarksinApril, October, and November. Asmany as 19 vesper
sparrows have been counted at therefugein October (Kahl, USFWS 2001,
personal observation).

Table 3-1. Grassland birds breeding on the refuge 1998-2004

Species Maximum Years

northern harrier 1 2002 and 2003
upland sandpiper 8 2001 and 2002
grasshopper sparrow 2 1998, 2002 and 2003
Henslow’s sparrow 2 2002 and 2003
savannah sparrow 14 1998
vesper sparrow 2 2003
eastern meadowlark 68 1998
bobolink 91 2004

Other Birds of Conservation Concern

Several non-grassland-dependent bird specieson therefuge al so appear onthe
Statelist of endangered, threatened and specia concern species(NY SDEC
1997). Loggerhead shrikes (endangered) used to be an uncommon, but regular
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migrant at therefuge. They arenow very rare. Largeflocksof common night-
hawks (specia concern) forage over the refuge during migration, and have been
reported to use the runways as daytimeroosts. Sharp-shinned hawk, Coopers
hawk, northern goshawk, and red-shoul dered hawk (specia concern) rest and
forageat therefugeinwinter, spring, and fall. Peregrinefa cons (threatened)
have been seen at the refuge during fall migration. Refugebirdson our North-
east Regionlist of Birdsof Conservation Concern, the Partners-In-Flight (PIF)
list of high conservation priority species(Pashley et a. 2000), and the North
American Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI) priority specieslist

(U.S. NABCI Committee 2000) include black-billed cuckoo, red-headed
woodpecker, yellow-bellied sapsucker, wood thrush, and prairiewarbler.

We have not conducted systematic surveyson therefugefor mammals, reptiles,
amphibians, fish, or invertebrates. However, thewood turtle (Glyptemys
inscul pta) and spotted turtle (C. guttata), State-listed speciesof special
concern, have been documented on therefuge.

Even though no significant evidence of seriousor widespread environmental
contamination appearson therefuge, our New York Field Officeand members
of the public have expressed concernthat itsprevioususe asamilitary airport
may haveleft some contaminants. For example, the communications center,
demolished around 1973, may have contained polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBSs), heavy metal's, petroleum products or asbestos, which could now be
present in soilsor groundwater. An environmental engineer from our Division of
Engineering, Environmental and Facility Compliance, madethefollowing
recommendationsfor thesite;

1. Dispose of old treated timbers and tel ephone pol es (now completed) and test
the underlying soil for contaminants.

2. Conduct aPhase | environmental site assessment, in accordancewiththe
standards of the American Society for Testing and Materials(ASTM). That
assessment will determinewhether hazardous materialsare present onthe
refuge, whether additional testing may be necessary, and identify any
correctiveactionsthat may berequired.

Therefugehas been currently openfor wildlifeobservation and photography,
environmenta education andinterpretation. Bird watchingisthemaost popular
activity. Vistorstrave fromwithinNew York and from adjacent statestoview
breeding grasd and birdsand wintering birdsof prey. Public accessislimited tofoot
traffic ontheexigting runways. Accessby ski and snowshoeispermitted inwinter.
Vigtor facilitiesconsa s of akiosk with brochuresand refugeinformeation, anda
parking lot that can accommodate uptofivecars. Refugetrailsare openyear-round
1 hour beforeofficid sunriseto 1 hour after officid sunset. Hunting has not been
previoudy alowed, but archery hunt will beimplemented under thisCCP. Fishing

Final CCP - May 2006 317



Chapter 3

Non-wildlife-Dependent
Public Uses

hasalso not previoudy been dlowedinthesmal man-madepond, butit will also
beanew activity alowed withimplementai on of thisCCP.

We have observed severa unauthorized public usesat therefuge, including
peoplewalking dogs, jogging, bicycling, riding horses, using dl-terrainvehicles
and other motorized vehicles, landings and take-offsby private planeson the
runways. Sincethe refugewas established, we have not alowed those activities
for severd reasons. First, these activitiesare not wildlife-dependent recreationd
uses, nor arethey necessary for the safe, practical, or effective conduct of a
priority public use. Second, based on our observationsat thissite, birdsare
morelikely toflush from nestsand foraging areasin responseto theseactivities,
incomparisonto abirdwatcher or photographer onfoot. Finally, because of this
open setting, theseactivitiesarelikely tointerferewith visitorswho areengaging
inpriority public uses.

Despiteregulationsagainst these activities, many of them persist and they remain
law enforcement issues. Inthe past, our refugelaw enforcement officer concen-
trateson providing visitor safety on our trailsand monitoring and enforcing
refugeregulations.

Ontherefuge snorthern boundary, the Town of Shawangunk hasa55-acre
parcel planned for atown park (see map 3-1). At present, thereare no devel-
opmentsexcept for agravel driveway. However, we expect that once additional
funding issecured, town officia swill follow throughwith their plansto develop
recregtiond athleticfields. Sinceno physica barrier, either natural or manmade,
iscurrently planned between ownerships, the developed park may resultin
occasional nonwildlife-dependent activities, such asdog-walking, jogging,
horseback riding, and bicycling, drifting onto therefuge. Through outreach,
education, and law enforcement wewill try to prevent these activitiesfrom
moving onto refugelands.

Modd airplaneflyingisanother non-wildlife-dependent activity that received a
lot of attention when therefugewasfirst established. In 2001, wedrafted a
compatibility determination onflying mode airplanesand competitive model
airplaneeventson therefuge. In developing that draft, we conferred with

NY SDEC and theleading grassand bird researchersin the Northeast. We also
consulted local bird expertswith athorough knowledge of therefuge, and
completed an extensivereview of theornithological literature. Wefound scien-
tific evidencethat modd airplaneactivitieswill negatively impact thegrasd and-
dependent birdsfor which therefuge was established. Consequently, our
compatibility determination stated that mode airplane activitiesand competitive
eventsare not compatible, and that thisusewould not be allowed. Werel eased
thedraft compatibility determination for a75-day period for publicreview on
November 26, 2001. We received approximately 2,300 responses, and
carefully reviewed them, including about 1,650 form I ettersfrom mode airplane
enthusiass.
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TheRegional Chief of the National Wildlife Refuge System approved afina
compatibility determination on February 20, 2002 (appendix B). It determines
that model airplaneflying and competitionswill havedirect and indirect negative
effectson thewildlife being managed at therefuge and on the public visiting the
refuge seeking awildlife-dependent experience, and will materidly interferewith
and detract from thefulfillment of the Refuge System mission and refuge pur-
poses. Thefina compatibility determination concludesthat modd airplaneflying
and competitionsare not compatible uses, and will not bealowed ontherefuge.
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Chapter 4

Introduction

Relating Goals,
Objectives, and
Strategies

General Refuge
Management

ThisCCPincludesan array of management actionsthat, in our professiona
judgment, work towards achieving therefuge purposes, thevision and goal sfor
therefuge, and State and regional conservation plans. Inour opinion, it will
effectively addressthe key issues. We believeit isreasonable, feasible, and
practicable.

Inal program aresas, thisCCPwill enhancethe quaity and sustainability of
current resource programs, devel op long-range and strategi ¢ step-down plans,
promote partnerships, and restore grassand for the species of management
concern, dependent on thishabitat type.

We presented our goalsin Chapter 1; they arefurther detailed as objectivesand
strategiesinthischapter. The relationship between goals, objectives, and
srategiesfollows. Goadsareintentional ly broad, descriptive statements of the
desired future condition of therefuge. By design, they arelessquantitativethan
prescriptivein defining thetargets of our management. They aso articulatethe
principa eementsof refuge purposesand our vision statement, providea
foundation for devel oping specific management objectives, and are shared by all
of theadternatives.

Objectivesareincrementa stepstoward achieving agoal; aso, they further
definethe management targetsin measurableterms. They also providethebasis
for determining more detail ed strategies, monitoring refuge accomplishments,
and evaluating our success. The Serviceguidancein“Writing Refuge Manage-
ment Goasand Objectives. A Handbook” (January 2004) recommendsthat
objectives possessfive properties. They shouldbe“ SMART”: (1) specific;

(2) measurable; (3) achievable; (4) results-oriented; and (5) time-fixed.

A rational e accompanies each objective to explainits context and why wethink
itimportant. Wewill usethe objectivesinthis CCPinwriting refuge step-down
plans, including itshabitat management plan. Wewill measure our successby
how well we achievethose objectives.

For each objective, we devel oped strategies: specific actions, tools, techniques,
or acombination of those that we may useto achievethe objective. Inthe
processof devel oping refuge step-down plans, we may revise someof the
strategies, but most will trandate directly into those plans.

We primarily devel oped our management direction hierarchically from goasto
objectivesand strategies. However, we a so found that there were many actions
wewanted to highlight that either relateto multiple goa sor represent genera
adminigtrative or compliance activities. These are presented bel ow.
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Purple loosestrife — an invasive, exotic plant
widespread on the refuge
USFWS photo

General Refuge Management

Thefollowing are the step-down management plans scheduled for compl etion.
Thisschedul e depends on obtai ning the staffing and budgetsindentifiedin
appendixesD and E.

m Habitat Management Plan (HMP), within 1 year of CCP approval (see
discussion below)

m Habitat and SpeciesInventory and Monitoring Plan (HSIMP), within 2 years
of CCP approval (seediscussion below)

m FireManagement Plan accompaniesthis CCP (seeappendix F)

Habitat Management Plan

A HMPplanfor therefugeistherequisitefirst step to achieving the objectives
of goals 1-3. For example, the HMPwill establish what specific actionsare
necessary to manage, enhance, or restoreimportant habitatsand minimize
impactson significant species. It will also establish thetiming for thoseactions,
and define how wewill measure success. Wewill use current resourceinforma
tion towritethe plan, but will updateit with new information asneeded. It isthe
highest priority step-down plan to accomplish. TheHMPwill includethe
following actionsinthisCCP.

Mowing. Wewill continueto mow, cut, or hydro-axe brush to manage habitat
and control vegetationin areassuch astrail saccessible by visitors. Mowing also
mai ntai ns grass dominance and suppresses broadl eaf herbaceous plants, shrubs,
and trees.

Controlling non-nativeinvasiveplants. Nationa
and regional teamsof experts have convened to deal
withthepriority issueof controlling non-nativeinvasive
or exotic plant populationsinthe Refuge System. Asa
group, those plantstend to be aggressivein establishing
themselves, and frequent and thorough treatmentsare
required to control them. Weneed toremainvigilant to
prevent their expansion to new areas. Wewill control
their presenceand spread, primarily by the continued
use of mowing and biological control agents. However,
effective vegetation management often requiresa
combination of treatment methods, and thisCCP
providesfor arange of management actionsincluding
the use of prescribedfire, herbicides, haying, and
grazing. Purpleloosestrifeisaparticular concernonthis
refuge.

M anaging woodlands. Wewill maintain the 136 acresof mature hardwood
woodland (>60 yearsold), and the shrubland transitioning to woodland, on the
perimeter of therefugefor forest-dependent wildlife. That strip of woodland
cannot be converted effectively to grasdand habitat. Furthermore, thewoodland
supports nesting bl ack-billed cuckoo and wood thrush, both forest-dependent
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migratory speciesof high conservation priority. In addition, therefugeislocated
inthe proximity of known summer roost sitesfor the Indianabat, aFederal-
listed species. Therefore, thesewoodlands could provide potential roosting and
foraging habitat for Indianabats.

Habitat and Species Inventory and Monitoring Plan

A HSIMPfor therefugeisanother priority for completion. It isvital for mea
suring our successin meeting objectives. It will outlinethe methodol ogy to
assesswhether our original assumptionsand proposed management actionsare,
infact, supporting our habitat and species objectives. Theresultsof inventories
and monitoring will provide uswith moreinformation onthestatusof refuge
natura resourcesand allow usto make moreinformed management decisions.
A high priority survey to continueistheannual refuge surveysof breeding
grassland birds according to Region 5 protocol.

Itisour intent to bedert to the potential presence and spread of wildlife
diseaseson therefuge, especidly since chronic wasting disease hasbeen
documentedin New York. The spread of avianinfluenzaisanother concern.
Wewill adhereto Servicepolicy which states, “....prevent and control wildlife
diseaseson refugeswherever practical or possible. Whilesomelossfrom
diseaseisinevitable, management practiceswill bedirected at minimizing these
losses. The Servicewill take aleadership rolein devel oping better methodsfor
wildlife disease control and fostering cooperative control activities’ (7 RM 17).
Our regionisinthe processof devel oping aplanto address chronic wasting
diseaseand any relevant strategies applicableto thisrefugewill become part of
thisCCP. Other wildlife disease contingency planning may aso bedevelopedin
thefutureand incorporated aswarranted.

Wewill promote existing partnerships, new partnerships, and val uablevolunteer
opportunities. Thoserdationshipsarevita in successfully managing al aspects
of therefuge, from protecting land to managing habitat and speciesand provid-
ing wildlife-dependent recreation. One potential exampleisestablishinga
partnership with the Town of Shawangunk in developing atrail systemand
providing other compatible activities.Chapter 3listsmany of our partnersin
conservation. Wewill a so pursuenew partnershipsinareasof mutual interest
that benefit refuge goal sand objectives.

Chapter 1 describestherequirementsfor compatibility determinations. Our
management actionsincludeour 2002 decision on mode airplaneflying and
model airplane competitive events, which determinesthat those activitiesare not
compatibleand are not allowed ontherefuge (appendix B). Appendix B aso
includesthefollowing compatibility determinations. grazing; haying; archery
deer hunting; publicfishing; wildlife observation, nature photography, environ-
mental education, and interpretation; and, research conducted by non-Service
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personnd. ThisCCPincludesthefinal, approved compatibility determinations
that conform to the refuge purposes, vision and goas. Wewill continueto
prohibit thewalking of pets, jogging, bicycling, riding horses, driving al-terrain
vehicles, modd airplaneflying and competitions, and thetouching down, taking
off, or acrobatic flying of aircraft ontherefuge.

Non-wildlife- Dependent Public Uses

Therefugeiscurrently opento four of the six-priority wildlife-dependent public
usesincluding wildlife observation, nature photography, and environmental
education and interpretation. Theremaining two priority wildlife-dependent
public useswill be allowed under approval of thisCCP. Accessfor al of these
activitiesislimitedtofoot traffic only on designated trail s, except during
winter, when cross-country skiing and snowshoeing are allowed modes of
access becausethey canfacilitate priority wildlife-dependent public useswith
littleto no environmentd impact.

Other non-wildlife-dependent public uses, and requestsfor modes of transport
other than foot, have not been alowed for one or more of thefollowing reasons.

1. Wehave observed theactivity disturbing wildlifeto agreater degreethan
impactsgenerated from visitorswho's purposeisto watch or photograph
wildlife

2. Theactivity could contributeto soil erosion;

3. Theactivity could spread invasive pecies,

4. Theactivity interfereswith or raisessafety concernswith visitorswho are
engaging in priority wildlife-dependent public uses; and,

5. Itisnot an activity necessary for the safe, practical, or effective conduct of a
priority wildlife-dependent public useinthisopen and small refuge setting.

Other than an archery season for white-tailed deer, wewill not opentherefuge
to hunting, baiting, or the stocking of game or non-nativefish. Wewill openthe
pond to fishing within oneyear of CCP approval (Objective4d).

Other State Hunting Seasons

TheRefuge Improvement Act identifieshunting asapriority public use. Assuch,
huntingisacompatibleusein therefuge and should befacilitated, subject to
such restrictionsor regul ations as may be necessary, reasonable, and appropri-
ate. Chapter 1identifieshunting asakey issue becausewe heard awiderange
of opinionsin public scoping onwhether, or how, it should occur.

After public scoping, our core planning team began discussions on the possibil-
ity of ahunting program by reviewing the purposes of therefuge. Nothing
precluded hunting, assuming it could be donein asafe manner and without
impacting non-game grass and-dependent migratory birdsor degrading their
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habitat on therefuge. Wereviewed all State hunting seasonsinWildlifeMan-
agement Unit 3J, and discussed which seasons might conform with the purpose
of therefugeand result in safe, high-quality opportunitiesfor hunting.

We dliminated spring turkey season becauseit occursduring the breeding and
nesting season for grasdand birds, and hunter activitiescould directly disturb
adult grassland birds, their nests, or eggs. Wedid not consider small game
seasonsthat begininthefall, because most of those speciesareimportant prey
for wintering raptors. Wea so eliminated hunting seasons, including furbearer
seasons, which occur when wintering raptorsare concentrating on therefuge
and foraging throughout itsgrasd ands.

We considered big game hunting for bear and white-tailed deer. Weeliminated
bear hunting dueto thesmall hunt areaavailable ontherefugeand theunlikely
presence of bears. We a so eliminated the gun season for white-tailed deer
because of human health and safety and the potential disturbanceto wintering
raptors. Theuse of muzzleloading weapons, handguns, shotguns, andrifles
were determined to be unsafe, giventhe size of therefuge hunt areaand the
close proximity to private residencesand other hunters.

We determined that thewhite-tailed deer archery seasonisthe only hunting
season that would resultin asafe, high-quality hunting experiencewith minimal
to no disturbance to the grassland-dependent birdsand their habitats. We will
issuefee permitsto hel p administer and monitor the program (Seegoa 4,
objective4 ¢). Themajority of hunterswill hunt from tree standsin thewood-
landson the perimeter of the grassands, generally only needing to enter the
grasdandstoretrievetheir game. Archery hunting for white-tailed deer is
cons stent with therefuge purposes (see appendix B, compatibility determina
tionfor archery deer hunting).

Stocking Fish and Wildlife

During public scoping, we received questions about whether or not wewould
allow things such as stocking ring-necked pheasant in the grasdands or stocking
sunfishinthesmall pond. Our decisionisthat wewill not allow stocking of non-
nativefish or wildlife. Generally, refuge management strivesto promoteintact,
sdlf-sustaining habitats and speci es popul ationsthat existed during historic
conditions. In other words, wedefinea“ native’ speciesasonethat, other than
asaresult of anintroduction, historically occurred or currently occursinthat

ecosystem.

The Refuge Improvement Act stipulatesthat “ n administering the System, the
Secretary shdl...ensurethat thebiological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health of the System are maintained for the benefit of present and futuregenera-
tionsof Americans....” Oneof severa Servicepoliciesgenerated fromthat act
iscontainedinthe ServiceManual: 601 FW 3, “Biologica Integrity, Diversity,
and Environmental Hedlth.”
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Permitting Special Uses

Removing
Contaminants and
Debris

General Refuge Management

Part 3.14(f) of that policy states*We do not introduce specieson arefuge
outsidetheir historic range or introduce aspeciesif wedeterminethey were
naturally extirpated, unlesssuchintroductionsareessentia for thesurviva of the
speciesand prescribed in an endangered speciesrecovery plan, or isessential
for the control of aninvasive speciesand prescribed inanintegrated pest
management plan.”

Also, wearenot proposing any action to eliminate the popul ation of pheasants
ontherefuge. That inaction a so adheresto Service policy. Part 3.16(b) of the
policy states*We require no action to reduce or eradicate self-sustaining
populations of non-native, non-invasi ve speciesunlessthose speciesinterfere
with accomplishing refuge purpose(s). We do not, however, manage habitatsto
increase popul ations of these speci es unless such habitat management supports
accomplishing refuge purpose(s).”

Therefuge manager will evauate activitiesthat requireaspecial usepermit for
their appropriatenessand compatibility on acase-by-casebasis. All commercial
or economic usesand all research projectsrequire special usepermits. Re-
search on speciesof concernand their habitatswill continueasapriority.
Generaly, wewill approve permitsthat provide adirect benefit totherefuge, or
for research that will strengthen our decisionson managing natural resourceson
therefuge. Therefuge manager also may consider requeststhat do not relate
directly torefuge objectives, but to the protection or enhancement of native
speciesand biological diversity intheregion. To maintain the natural landscape,
any proposalsfor permanent or semi-permanent structureswould not be
allowed except under extenuating circumstances, and would comply withthe
requirementsof the National Historic PreservationAct.

All researcherswill berequired to submit detail ed research proposal sthat
comply with Servicepolicy inthe FWS Refuge Manual, part 4, section 6.
Specid use permitsa so must identify the schedulesfor progressreports, the
criteriafor determining when aproject should cease, and the requirementsfor
publication or other fina reports. All publicationswill acknowledgethe Service
andtheroleof Service staff. Wewill ask our refuge biologists, other divisionsof
the Service, and State agenciesto review and comment on research proposals,
and will shareresearchresultsinternally and withtheNY SDEC.

Some projects, such asdepredation and banding studies, require additiona
Servicepermits. Therefuge manager will not approvethose projectsuntil all of
the consultation requirements of the Endangered SpeciesAct have been met.

Wewill continueour coordinationwiththe Federd Bureau of Investigationonthe
remova of building foundations. Wewill o continueour coordinationwiththe
Department of Defenseon theeva uation and remova of contaminants, scrap
metd and other building debris, and building foundations. Whilewater and soils
samplesindicate no contaminationispresent, if weencounter additiona buried
materias, wewill seek their involvement initsremova.
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Refuge Revenue
Sharing Payments

Wilderness Review

Protecting Cultural
Resources

We have a so been exploring the most effective and efficient way torestorethe
runways and taxiways causing theleast disturbanceto natural resourcesand
alowing for recycling the materia sto the extent practicable. Our investigation to
date has been sporadic, occurring when funding and staff timeallowed. Withthe
implementation of thisCCPwewill completetheinvestigation, and initiateaplan
torestoretherunway.

Aswedescribein chapter 3, we pay the Town of Shawangunk arefugerevenue
sharing payment based on the acreage and value of refugeland intheir jurisdic-
tion. The paymentsare cal cul ated by formula, and fundsare appropriated by
Congress. Wewill continuethose paymentsin accordance with thelaw, com-
mensurate with changesin the apprai sed market values of refugelandsor new
appropriations by Congress.

Aswedescribed in chapter 1, Refuge planning policy requiresthat we conduct
awildernessreview during the CCP process. Thefirst stepistoinventory all
refugelandsand watersin feetitle ownership. Our inventory of thisrefuge
determined that no areasmeet theeligibility criteriafor aWilderness Study Area
asdefined by theWildernessAct. Therefore, we do not need to further analyze
therefuge’ ssuitability for wildernessdesignation. Theresultsof thewilderness
inventory areincludedin Appendix C. Therefugewill undergo another wilder-
nessreview in 15 yearsaspart of the next planning process.

Asafedera land management agency weare entrusted with theresponsibility to
locateand protect dl historic resources, specifically archeological sitesand
historic structuresdigiblefor or listed inthe National Register of Historic Places
ontherefugeor onland affected by refuge activities, and any museum proper-
ties. Anevauation of theeffectsof our actionson archeological and historical
resources, and consultation with respective State Historic Preservation Offices
(SHPO), isrequired under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act. InNew York, the State Historic Preservation Officeislocated in the State
Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation. Wewill comply withthe
Act, whichmay requireany or al of thefollowing: aState Historic Preserva
tion Recordssurvey, literature survey, or field survey. We have submitted this
CCPto New York SHPO for their comments and have addressed their com-
ments.

Asdescribed in Chapter 3, there are no known archeological or historic siteson
therefuge; however, wewill continueto comply with section 106 of theNa-
tiona Historic Preservation Act asweimplement thisCCP. In addition, within 5
yearsof CCP approval, and assuming funding can be secured, wewould liketo
conduct anarcheol ogica overview of therefugeto provide background infor-
mationfor future surveys, including an eva uation of itsprior disturbance history,
andto obtain factsfor our interpretive displays. Aspart of thisoverview, we
mal collect ora history about undocumented aspects of the property’srecent
past.
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Protecting Land

Suppressing Wildfires

Maintaining Facilities

Operating Hours

General Refuge Management

Wewould liketo seedl unprotected landswith high biodiversity valueswithin
thefocusareaunder conservation ownership, easement, or cooperative man-
agement. We plan to work with neighboring landownersand other conservation
partnerstofacilitate their protection of itshabitat. \We do not propose Service
land acquigition at thistime.

Weincludethewildfire suppression strategieslaid out in the Fire Management
Plan (appendix F).

Wewill continuethe periodic maintenanceand renovation of existing facilitiesto
ensurethe safety and accessibility for staff and visitors. Our current facilities
includethe0.2-mileaccessroad, visitor parking area, kiosk and refugesign,
and atrailer weusefor storage. All new planned facilities(e.g., interpretative
trail) will also bemaintained to standards. Appendix D listsour RONSand our
MM S projectsalready in the respective databases.

Wewill opentherefugefor public usefrom 1 hour before official sunriseto 1
hour after official sunset, seven daysaweek, to ensurevisitor safety and protect
refugeresources. At therefuge manager’ sdiscretion, specia use permitsmay
alow organized, nocturna activities, such ascelestiad observation or wildlife
research.
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Chapter 4

Refuge Goals,
Objectives and
Strategies

Introduction

Goal 1. Protect and
enhance habitats for
Federal trust species
and other species of
special management
concern, with particular

emphasis on grassland-

dependent migratory
birds and wintering
raptors

Thefollowing gods, objectivesand strategies are designed to enhancethe
qudlity, effectiveness, and sustainability of our management priorities. Inthe
biological program, our priority will continueto be grasdands management to
benefit breeding grasdand migratory birdsand wintering raptors. Our goa will
beto createadiverse mosaic of grasdand habitat structure capable of sustaining
thefull complement of grasdand-dependent birdsduring al seasons. Wewill
managethevariousgrasd and structurd types(short, medium, tall) asashifting
mosaic over time. Wewill alsoincreasetheavailable grasdandsby up to

30 acresthrough therestoration of the asphalt and concrete runwaysand
taxiways. Wewill plantorestorethenatural hydrology of the areaafter eval uat-
ing thedrainage system while ensuring consistency with our grasdand habitat
program. Wewill complete our step-down plansand utilize adaptive manage-
ment to react quicker to new information. In addition, wewill strengthen our
biologica inventory and monitoring programto allow usto better evaluate our
programsand make moreinformed decisions. Map 4-1 depictsthe habitats
whichwill result withimplementation of thisCCP.

Inthevigitor servicesprogram, wewill increase priority wildlife-dependent public
uses, especidly inwildlifeobservation, photography and environmentd interpreta
tion. Wewill develop aninterpretivetrail that affordsgreat opportunitiesfor
viewing, photographing, andinterpreting therefuge grasd andsand management
techniques. Wewill opentherefugeto awnhite-tailed deer archery hunt, under a
feepermit, and open therefuge pond to fishing. Weexpect an overdl increasein
vigtation of approximately 50 percent over current levelsby implementing these
programs. Map 4-2 depictsthe public use opportunitieswith implementation of
thisCCP.

Wewill enhancelocal community outreach and partnerships, continueto
encourage aFriends Group, and improve our relationshipswith our neighbors
and elected officials. Webdlievethese effortswill strengthen support for re-
source management by the Service and our management prioritiesinthelocal
communitiesweserve.

Objective 1a. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval, of the400 acresin grasslands,
create and maintain approximately 1/3 (~133 acres) in short, sparsegrassdand
(<50 cmtall; <75 percent vegetative cover) to provide nesting habitat for
grasd and-dependent birds of high conservation priority, especially horned lark,
vesper sparrow, and grasshopper sparrow.

Rationalefor objective. The primary purpose of therefugeisto sustain and
enhance habitatsfor grasd and-dependent migratory birdsand wintering raptors.
Additionally, the Hudson River/New York Bight Ecosystem Team determined
theidentification of potential grassand restoration areasisapriority action
(USFWS 2000). Audubon New York designated the refuge asan Important

Bird Areabecauseitis* oneof themost important grassand bird breeding and
wintering areasin the state and one of particularly few inthe downstate region”
(Wells1998). Infact, therefugeisoneof only two sitesinthe Hudson Valley
large enough to support the entire assembl age of grasdand birds(NY SDEC
and Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 2001).
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Map 4-1

Refuge Goals, Objectives and Strategies
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Map 4-2

Chapter 4
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Refuge Goals, Objectives and Strategies

Grasdand-dependent migratory birdsand the habitat that supportsthemare
rapidly declining throughout the Northeast. Etimatesderived from our North
American Breeding Bird Survey (NABBYS) indicatethat grasdand birdshave
declined more cons stently over awider geographic areathan any other group of
North American birds(Robbinset a. 1986, Askins 1993, Knopf 1995, Askins
1997, Sauer et d. 1997). Specieswith especialy dramatic declines (P < 0.01)
include grasshopper sparrow (69 percent), Hendow’ssparrow (68 percent),
eastern meadowlark (43 percent), and bobolink (38 percent) (Peterjohnet al.
1995). Inananalysisof NABBSroutesin New York State, Smith (1989) found
that vesper sparrow, savannah sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, Hendow'sspar-
row, and eastern meadowlark showed statistically significant patternsof popula-
tion decline (P < 0.5). Eastern meadowlark showed the most precipitousde-
crease, declining 80 percent in abundance over 25 years. Upland sandpiper and
bobolink showed less certain patterns of popul ation change, but with negative
trends.

Thesegrasdand-obligate birdsareall onlistsof rare and declining speciesand
can befound at therefuge. The NY SDEC (1997) list of endangered, threat-
ened, and specia concern speciesincludes short-eared owl (endangered),
northern harrier, upland sandpiper, Hend ow’s sparrow (threatened), and horned
lark, grasshopper sparrow, and vesper sparrow (special concern). The
Service' sNortheast Region list of birdsof conservation concernincludes short-
eared owl, upland sandpiper, and Hendow’ssparrow (U.S. Fishand Wildlife
Service 2002). Partnersin FHight (PIF) listsupland sandpiper, Hendow’s
sparrow, and bobolink ashigh conservation priority speciesinthe Northern
Ridgeand Valey physiographic region (Pashley et a. 2000) inwhichtherefuge
lies. TheNorth American Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI) ranks
Hendow’ssparrow asapriority speciesintheAppalachian Mountain Bird
Conservation Region (U.S. NABCI Committee 2000).

Thelossof grassand habitat inthe Northeast ismost closely associated with
agricultural abandonment and changesin agricultura practices. According to
Vickery and Dunwiddie (1997) hayfield and pasturelandsin New York have
declined 60 percent sincethe 1930s. Exacerbating theimpactsfrom overall
habitat lossisthefact that most of theremaining grasdandsaresmaller, frag-
mented, and isolated from other grassland patches (Johnson and Temple 1990,
Mitchell et al. 2000). Further, agricultura fieldsthat aretill used to produce hay
areof lower valueto grassand birds becausethey are cut earlier and more
frequently (Frawley 1989), thusdisrupting nesting activities(Bollinger 1991,
Corwin 1992, Swanson 1996). For example, Bollinger (1990) estimated a

40 percent nest mortality ratein bobolinks dueto mowing and subsequent field
operations. Hay fieldsare a so becoming more dominated by dfafa(Medicago
sativa) instead of grasses (Bollinger 1992). Bollinger (1992) found that
hayfieldswith themost grass cover had morethan 15 timesthe number of
nesting bobolinkscompared tofieldswith themost dfafa

According to Mitchell and Shryer (2000), without active management, refuge
grasslandswill soon become dominated by purpleloosestrife or dense
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Chapter 4

shrubland. Consequently, therefugewould no longer provide suitable habitat for
grasd and-dependent birds. Currently, annua mowingisthe primary technique
to suppress plant succession and maintain grassdominancein refuge grass ands.

Approximately 400 acresof therefugeiscomposed of grassand dominated by
Kentucky bluegrass. Consequently, those grasd ands are monotypic in species
and structure composition. Maintai ning approximately 133 acresin grasdands
with ashort, sparse vegetational structureof diverse native grassesusing severa
management techniqueswill increase grasdand diversity and improve habitat for
grassland-dependent birds, especially horned lark, vesper sparrow, and grass-
hopper sparrow. These grassland typesmay shift inlocation throughtimein
responseto various management techniqueswewill employ.

Skinner et al. (1984), Herkert (1991), Herkert et al.
(1993) describe horned lark and vesper sparrow as
breeding birdsusing the shortest, sparsest grassands.
Wiens (1969) and Smith (1996) statethat nesting vesper
sparrows prefer areas dominated by short vegetation,
interspersed with patches of bareground. Hurley and
Franks (1976) describe horned lark breeding areasas
sparsely vegetated habitats containing at |east some bare
ground. Pickwell (1931) pointsout that horned lark gener-
aly sdect barren steswith minimum vegetation height and
maximum bare ground. Mitchell et al. (2000) describe
areasthat are sparsely vegetated with short grassesand
large patches of bare soil assuitablefor nesting horned lark
and vesper sparrow.

Breeding grasshopper sparrowstend to prefer short,

. e sparse grasd andsfrequently containing patchesof bare

‘sq;;n-;ar'eé ol > : =& ground (Wiens 1969, Whitmore 1979, Janes 1983,

USFWS photo Whitmore 1981). Skinner et al (1984), Herkert (1991),
Herkert et a. (1993) characterize grasshopper sparrow asaoccupying struc-
tura zonesshort to intermediatein height and sparseto intermediatein density.
Bollinger (1995) found grasshopper sparrowsin fieldswith thelowest, sparsest,
patchiest grassvegetation.

Strategies(seeobjective 1d)

Objective 1b. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval, of the 400 acresin grassland,
maintain approximately 1/3 (~133 acres) in medium height and density grass-
land (50-100 cm tall; 75-95 percent vegetative cover) to provide habitat for
grasd and-dependent birds of high conservation priority, especialy upland
sandpi per, savannah sparrow, eastern meadowlark, and bobolink.

Rationalefor objective. Asmentioned under objective 1a, approximately
400 acresof therefugeiscomposed of grassland dominated by K entucky
bluegrass. Thesegrasd ands provide amedium height and density vegetational
structure preferred by such nesting grassland bird species as upland sandpi per,
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savannah sparrow, eastern meadowlark, and bobolink. Maintaining these
grasslandsaspart of amosaic of different grasdand structural typeswill en-
hance nesting and foraging for thewhol e suite of nesting grasdand birds.

Upland sandpiper may requireamix of short, sparseand intermediate height and
dengity grasses. Carter (1992), Skinner et al (1984), Herkert (1991), Herkert et
a. (1993) describe breeding upland sandpiper utilizing short, sparsegrassands.
Bollinger (1995) found upland sandpiper infieldswith thel owest percent tota
vegetative cover. However, Ailes (1980) found adultswith youngin short grass-
lands (0-10 cm), but nestswerel ocated intermedi ate vegetation (25-70 cm).
Kirschand Higgins (1976) found upland sandpiper nestsin cover between 15.5
and 30.8 cmtall and that birds appeared to avoid vegetation over 61.5cm.

Savannah sparrow may bethestructural generalist of thegrassand bird assem-
blage (Mitchell 2000). Bollinger (1995) found savannah sparrow acrossall
structural gradients. Skinner et al. (1984), Herkert (1991), Herkert et .

(1993) place savannah sparrow at the short, sparseto intermediate placeon the
grassand structure scale. Wiens (1969) reported savannah sparrow breeding in
areasof intermediate plant height and density.

Skinner et al (1984), Herkert (1991), Herkert et al. (1993) describe eastern
meadowlark aspreferring short, sparseto intermediate height and density
grassdandsand bobolink aspreferring tall, dense vegetation. Delideand Savidge
(1997) found more bobolinksin moderately densefieldsthan fields containing
taller, denser grasses. Mitchell et al. (2000) state that eastern meadowlark and
bobolink, aswell as upland sandpiper and grasshopper sparrow occupy
habitatsdominated by intermediatetotall grasses. Bollinger (1995) found the
greatest abundance of breeding eastern meadowlark and bobolink infields
dominated by short, sparse grasses.

Strategies(seeobjective 1d)

Objective 1c. Within 5 years of CCPapproval, of the400 acresin grassland,
create and maintain approximately 1/3 (~133 acres) intall, densegrassand
(100-160tall; >95 percent vegetative cover) to provide nesting habitat for
grasd and-dependent birdsof high conservation priority, especialy northern
harrier, short-eared owl, and Hens ow’ s sparrow.

Rationalefor objective. Asnoted above, the 400 acres of grassland domi-
nated by Kentucky bluegrassismonotypicin speciesand structure. Maintaining
approximately 133 acresin grasdandswith atall, densevegetationa structure
using diverse native grasses and management techniqueswill increasegrassdand
diversty andimprovehabitat quality for grass and-dependent birds, especidly
northern harrier, short-eared owl, and Henslow’ s sparrow.

Hendow’ssparrowsnest inavariety of habitatsthat containtall, densegrass
and herbaceous vegetation (Smith 1968, Wiens 1969, Skinner (1984), Smith
and Smith 1990, Smith 1992, Herkert et al.1993, Herkert1994a, Herkert
1995b, Smith 1997). Mitchell et a. (2000) describe Hend ow’ s sparrow
breeding habitat ascontaining tall vegetation.
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Duebbert and Lokemoen (1977), Kerr (1987), Carroll (1990), and Norment
(1995) reported the use of fieldsdominated by tall, dense cover by nesting
northern harrier and short-eared owl. Although therefuge primarily servesasa
wintering areafor short-eared owlsand northern harriers, Wells (1998) re-
ported northern harrier nesting at the refuge asrecently as 1996, and suspected
short-eared ow! bred therein 1997.

Strategies(seeobjective 1d)

Objective 1d. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval, promoteforaging and roosting
habitat for wintering birdsof prey, especidly northern harrier, red-tailed hawk,
rough-legged hawk, American kestrel, and short-eared owl inthegrasslands
resulting from objectives 1a, 1b, and 1c. Inthemosaic of grassands, maintain
scattered maturetrees (1 tree/10 ac) for wintering raptor hunting and roosting
perches.

Rationalefor objective. A grassdand mosaic with diversevegetational struc-
tura will morelikely meet thedifferent requirementsof foraging and roosting
birds of prey than agrassland monotype. Wakeley (1978), Baker and Brooks
(1981), and Bechard (1982) demonstrated that tall, dense vegetation impedes
theability of several speciesof hawks (Buteo) to capture prey. Thus, short,
sparsegrassdands may yield better foraging habitat because greater prey vulner-
ability may offset lower prey density. However, tall, dense vegetation may
provide better roosting sitesfor ground-roosting species such asnorthern
harrier and short-eared owl. Infact, wefrequently observenorthern harriers
descendingintotall, dense, herbaceousvegetation at dusk during weekly winter
raptor surveysat therefuge (Kahl and Holcomb, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2003, personal observation).

Maturetreesand other e evated perchesare animportant component of foraging
habitat for many raptors(Hall et . 1981). Infact, ascarcity of perch Stescan
limit rgptor use of otherwise productiveforaging habitats (Millsap et d. 1987).
Maturetreesa so provide singing postsfor breeding grassand birdsand add to
thediversity of thegrasdand ecosystem. Ontheother hand, raptorssuch as
northern harrier (MacWhirter and Bildstein 1996) and short-eared owl (Tate
1992, Holt and L easure 1993) primarily hunt whileflying and do not require many
treesinther foraging area. Further, grasd and management intendty increasesas
treedendty increases. Thus, wewill maintainaminimum dengity of trees.

Strategiesfor goal 1, objectives 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d

m Continueto pursue cooperative haying and grazing with local farmersunder a
gpecia use permit as prospective methods of accomplishing grassand
management objectives,

m Continueto eliminateall treesin excessof oneper 10 acres; treesremaining
will bemaintained for winter raptor perches;
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Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Restorenative cool season and warm season grassesin areaswhere
Kentucky bluegrassisnow dominant. Sel ect the combination of grass species
determined to bethe most suitableto the physical characteristicsof thearea
(soil type, moistureand chemistry, aspect, growing zone). Employ an array of
toolsand treatmentsin annua grasd and mai ntenance, including mowing,
discing, haying, grazing, herbicides, biologica controls, and revegetation used
independently or in combination. Test the effectiveness of management-
ignited prescribedfire;

m Usenon-letha andletha means, including administrativetrapping, asa
management tool to reduce predation on grassland birdsif lossesendanger
population viability. State-licensed trappers or refuge staff would do the
trapping.

m Hireafull-timemaintenanceworker and wildlifebiologist accordingtothe
approved staffing chart (appendix E), whowill be stationed at the Wallkill
River refuge.

Objective le. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval,
create up to an additional 30 acresof high-quality
habitat for grassland birdsof high conservation
priority by restoring the concrete and asphalt run-
waysand taxiwaysto adiversegrassdand complex.
Atleast 75% of the acreagewill have adominant
cover (>90 percent) of grasseswithin 5 years.

Rationalefor objective. Restoring all or portions of
theold airport runways and taxiwaysto grassland
will yield uptoanadditiona 30 acresof high-quality

: . habitat for grassand birdsand wintering birds of
% prey.Altering the pavement isalso an essential step

Grasdand management on the refuge o todiminatingillega landingsand low-altitude over-

USFWS photo

flightsby small airplanes, whicharehighly disturbing
to breeding birds. The current sectiond aeronautical chart for theareaindicates
that the runwayson therefuge are closed, and markings on the runways com-
municatethisclosureto pilotsflying overhead. However, illegd airplaneusedtill
occurscausing adisturbancetowildlife. Moreover, airplanetrespassisasafety
threat to refuge visitors, because the runwaysarethe only public accessto the

refuge.

We havenot fully developed our restoration plan aswe continueto explore
optionsfor recycling the asphalt and concrete. However, weare considering a
range of optionsincluding breaking sectionsof the concreteand asphaltin
placeto exposethe underlying soils, or cutting aternating stripsto allow amore
natural water flow, importing loca fill and placing ontop of therunway, alowing
decompositionto continue asaresult of freezing and thawing action, or a
combination of thesetechniques. For any revegetation work needed, wewill
useamix of warm season and cool season native grass speciesmost suitableto
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thephysical characteristicsof thesite: soil type, moisture and chemistry, aspect,
growing zone. We al so plan to leave aconcrete strip about 8 feet wide asatrail
for public and administrative access.

Srategies

m Continueto consult with engineers, soil scientists, and plant ecologiststo
determinethefeasbility of demoalishing pavement and restoring native
vegetation. Seek assistancefromthe U.S. Army Corpsof Engineers, Natural
Resources Conservation Service, West Point Resource specialists,

NY SDEC, and wetland experts.

Within 2 years of CCP approval

m Within 2 years, completetheinvestigation to determinethe most effectiveand
efficient meansof restoring runwaysand initiate the project;

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Study theunderground drainage system on therefugeto determineitseffects
on natural hydrology and the potentia impactson our grassand management
programthat may result fromitsremoval;

m Removeremnant building foundations, and conduct additiona soil and water
quaity testing to determineif therefugeis contaminated by remnantsof the
former military ingtalation;

Wthin 5 to 10 years of CCP approval

m Establish vegetation monitoring plotsto ensure grass speciescomposition and
percent cover isachieved within 15 years.

Objective 1f. Monitor breeding grasd and birdsand wintering raptorsand
eval uate the effectiveness of grasdand habitat management on their populations.

Rationalefor objective. Baseline dataon the abundance of breeding grass-
land birdsand wintering birds of prey isessentia to determineif therefugeis
achievingitspurposeto sustain and enhance habitat for grasdand birdsand
wintering raptors. Further, measurements of vegetative and bird responseto
different grasd and management regimeswill enable usto adapt management to
benefit thesebirds.

Srategies

m Continueto conduct annual breeding grasdand bird surveysusing regiona
protocol;

m Continueto conduct weekly winter raptor surveys,
Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Establish andimplement asurvey design that allows comparison of nesting
grasdand bird use under different management regimes,

m Conduct vegetation sampling according to recommendationsin Mitchell and
Shryer (2000);
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m Study impactsof mammalian predatorson nesting grasdand birdsto
determine necessity of predator control;

m Establish amonitoring protocol to eval uate the disturbanceto nesting
grasdand birdsfrom thetown ballpark if it isconstructed on lands adjacent
totherefuge.

m Hireafull-timebiologist asdescribed in objective 1d.

Objective 1g. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval, managerare plant popul ations
ontherefugeto ensurethey are sustained over timeand contributeto the native
botanic diversity of thearea.

Rationalefor objective. Stevens(1992) identifiessevera plant speciesonthe
refugeranked asrare by theNY NHP. These plantsinclude small-flowered
agrimony, purple milkweed, small white aster, Bush’ssedge, Frank’ssedge,
coontail, and watermeal. M ost important is Frank’ s sedge, whichisranked as
endangered by NY SDEC and S1 by NY NHP. Stevensrecommendsthat any
futureland use consider “the preservation of adequate habitat and buffer zones
for therareplants.”

Strategies
Within 5 years of CCP approval

m |dentify dl knownrareplant Stesand measureattributes, including
abundance, condition, and potential threats. Map with GPS and enter into
Gl Sdatabasewith attributeinformation;

m Develop andimplement amonitoring strategy to assesstheviability of rare
plant populations;

m Consult NY NHP, other experts, and the scientific literatureto develop
strategiesto sustain the health and productivity of rare plant populations
cons stent with objectivesto maintain grassand bird habitat.

Objective 1h. Maintain 136 acresof successional northern woodlandsto
providelong-term (>50 years) habitat for forest-dependent migratory birds of
high conservation priority such asblack-billed cuckoo and wood thrush.

Rationalefor objective. The purpose of therefugeisto sustain and enhance
habitatsfor grassdand-dependent migratory birdsand wintering raptors. How-
ever, 136 acresof therefuge are composed of woodland or shrubland in
trangition to woodland, which cannot be converted effectively to grasdand
habitat. Black-billed cuckoo and wood thrush are declining speciesthat nestin
these small woodland patches. Our Northeast Region Birdsof Conservation
Concernlistincludeswood thrush (USFWS 2002). PIF listswood thrush asa
high conservation priority speciesinthe Northern Ridgeand Valley physi-
ographicregioninwhichtherefugelie(Pashley et a. 2000). The North Ameri-
can Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI) ranks black-billed cuckoo and wood
thrush aspriority speciesin theAppalachian Mountain Bird Conservation
Region (U.S. NABCI Committee 2000).
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Goal 2. Manage to
enhance regionally
significant ecological
communities, including
large grassland
complexes

Srategies

m Continueto allow natural succession to proceed; no management of these
standsis proposed. However, consider treatmentswhen pestsor pathogens
threaten theintegrity of thewoodlands.

m Within5yearsof CCPapproval, devel op an outreach programto provide
technical ass stance on forest health and management for migratory birdsto
interested private landownersinthefocusarea

Objective2a. Improvethebiologica integrity, environmental hedlth, and
productivity of refuge grasdand habitats by investigating the presence of con-
taminated soils. Within 15 yearsof CCPapproval, if contaminated soilsexist,
remove by meansthat do not jeopardizelong-term management (>15 years) for
grasdand birds.

Objective2b. Improvethenativebiologica diversity of al refugehabitatsby
treating invasive, non-native plantson at least 400 acres. Within 10 years of
CCP approval, plantssuch as purpleloosestrife, Phragmites, Canadathistle,
and multiflorarosewill dominate(i.e., >50 percent cover) lessthan 10 percent
of refugelands.

Objective 2c. Within 15 yearsof CCPapproval, improvethebiological
integrity, environmental health, and productivity of refuge habitatsby restoring
natural hydrologic flow onrefugelands, to theextent possibleand practicable,
by meansthat do not jeopardizelong-term management (>15 years) for grass-
l[and birds.

Rationalefor objectives2a, 2b, and 2c. Service policy (601 FW 3) defines
biological integrity, diversity, and environmenta health and providesrefuge
managerswith guidancefor ensuring that each aremaintained, and where
appropriate, restored on refuge landsto the extent consistent with therefuge
purpose. According tothepolicy, “ The highest measure of biologica integrity,
diversity and environmental health, isviewed asthoseintact and self-sustaining
habitat and wildlife populationsthat existed during historic conditions.”

The presence and continued expansion of invasive, non-native speciessignifi-
cantly compromisesthebiol ogical integrity of al refuge habitats. Biological
diversity isdecreased becauseinvasi ve species out-compete and replace native
species. Thisprocessyieldsdegraded wildlife habitat and ecosystem function.
Beforethis CCP no actionswere being implemented to control overabundant
animd populations.

Under this CCP our management directionwill focuson the control of invasive,
non-native plantsasameansof improving biological diversity. Asnoted above,
invasive plantsseverely degrade habitat quaity. Wewill undertakeamore
comprehensive gpproach toimproving thebiologicd diversty, integrity and
environmenta health of refuge habitatsby a so addressing soil contaminantsand
hydrology.
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Past land use practiceshave significantly atered refuge soil s, hydrology, and
vegetation. Most of the current refugewasin agricultura production prior to
acquisition of thesitein 1942 by the Department of theArmy (DOA). Local
residentsrecount that the runwaysand taxiwaysof the GalevilleArmy Training
Sitewerecreated by importing thousands of tonsof fill. Extensiveareasof fill
adjacent to the runways created perched wetlands. Also, DOA installed an
extensive system of cement culvertstodrainwater fromtheairfieddtoan
eroded, channelized stream and constructed severa buildingsonthesite.

Wearenot presently aware of any significant evidence of seriousor widespread
environmental contamination on site. However, staff from our New York Field
Office, and membersof the public have expressed concern that some
contaminants may be present from activities associated with theland’ s previous
useasamilitary airport. For example, the communications center that was
demolished around 1973 may have contained PCBs, heavy metals, petroleum
products, or asbestos, which could now be present in soilsor groundwater.

Wewill evaluatethe extent of hydrol ogic manipulation and theimplicationsto
restoringthebiologica diversity, integrity, environmenta health, and habitat
quality for focus speci es. Restoration projectswould be devel oped after
congderation of what istechnically feasible, cost effective, without adverse
impact to adjacent private property, and cons stent with management for
grasdand birdsand wintering raptors.

Srategies

m Continueto annually mow at least 300 acresof purpleloosestrifeand
Phragmitesin conjunction with managing grasd and habitat;

m Continueto cooperatewith Cornell University in studying theeffectsof
Galerucella sp. beetlesand Hyl obius sp. weevilsashiological controlsof
purpleloosestrifeinrefugegrasdands;

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Conduct soil contaminantsanalysisin cooperationwith our New York Field
Office, our Division of Engineering, Environmenta and Facility Compliance
Branch, and other partners,

m Conduct astudy to evaluatethe extent of hydrologica impactsof the
runwaysand underground drainage system. Determinethefeasibility and cost
of restoring the hydrol ogy, including restoring the stream channel throughthe
refuge. Evaluation would include an assessment of impactsto grasdand bird
habitet;

m Developtreatment protocol for al knowninvasive plantsinhabiting the
refuge. Prioritize speciesand locationsfor treatment. Useadiversearray of
control toolsand techniquesindividualy or in combination, including mowing,
biologicd contrals, livestock grazing, herbicides, and revegetation. Test the
effectivenessof management-ignited prescribedfire;
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Goal 3. Promote actions
that contribute to a
healthier Wallkill River

m Evduated| ground-disturbing management actionsfor their potential to
facilitatethe spread of invasive plants;

m Establish andimplement asurvey design that monitorsinvasive speciesand
alowscomparison of different management regimes,

m Develop anannual monitoring and mapping strategy for invasive species
including adigita mapping system.

Objective2d. Facilitate thelong-term management of large grasdand com-
plexes (>150 acres) throughout the focus areathrough the exchange of technical
information with landownersand by demonstrating grasd and management on
therefuge.

Rationalefor objective. Preservation of grasslandsthroughout thefocusarea
will help maintain habitat quality onrefugegrasdandsfor breeding grasdand
birdsand wintering raptors. Concurrently, many organizationsareworking to
protect or manage grass ands nearby. For example, New York State’s Open
Space Conservation Planidentifiesthe grasd ands near therefuge asapriority
project area(New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and
Officeof Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 2002). The Hudson River
Estuary Biodiversity Steering Committeeisworking with NY SDEC and NRCS
tofacilitate grasd and management on privatelandsin theHudson Valley. Also,
our Hudson River/New York Bight Ecosystem Team has categorized the
identification of potential grasdand restoration areasasapriority action (Service
2000). Refuge staff will facilitate the preservation and maintenance of large
grasdandsinthefocusareaby providing technica information on grasdand
birdsand grasd and management to interested landowners and partners. The
information exchangewill aso be enhanced by devel oping grasd and manage-
ment demonstration areas on therefuge and by interpreting those management
actionsand techniquesto the public and interested landowners.

Srategies
Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Providetechnica information on management of grasdandsfor wildlifeto
privatelandownersinthefocusarea

m Create opportunities(e.g., workshops, open forums, tours) to demonstrate
grasd and management practicesontherefuge.

Objective 3a. Each year, work in partnership with local communitiestoim-
provethebiologicd integrity and environmenta health of theWallkill River and
itstributariesthrough restoration projectsand activitiesthat promoteriver
stewardship and protection.

Rationalefor objective. Maintaining thebiologicd integrity and environmental
health of theWallkill River anditstributariesisaconcern to usbecause of the
impactsto refugeresources. One measure of biologica integrity iswhether
eventslikeflooding are occurring at timesand frequenciesthat existed histori-
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cally. Measuresof environmenta healthimportant to therefugeincludewater
quality and contaminants, soilscondition, and the presence and productivity of
aquaticlife. TheWallkill River istheheart of thisriver valley and servesasa
foca point for humansand wildlifedike. Unfortunately, agricultura practices
andresidential, commercia andindustria land usedevelopmentsall dongthe
river are altering the natural function of theriver floodplain, eroding
streambanks, and degrading water quality. Assuch, thebiological integrity and
environmenta health of thisriver sysemarein jeopardy.

TheWallkill River Task Force operatesin both New York and New Jersey with
amissionto protect and enhancetheWallkill River and itswatershed through
land protection, improved water qudity, soilsand hydrol ogic stahility, and
increased use and appreci ation by recreationists. The Refuge Manager hasbeen
aparticipant inthistask forceand utilizestheforumtoidentify biological issues
and concerns.

Whiletherefugeisnot immediately adjacent to theWallkill River, it isconnected
hydrologicaly viastreamsand underground drains. Wildlife, such aswhitetall
deer, readily travel the 0.4 milesbetween therefugeand theriver. Through
outreach and education and participatinginlocal community conservation
efforts, wewould raiselocal awareness of threatsand impactsto theriver’s
biologicd integrity and environmental health. Inaddition, wewould promote
individua and community respons bility and stewardship through theidentifica-
tion of actionsthat could minimizethreatsand impacts.

We are promoting amore ambitious approach to watershed conservation.
Moreactiveinvolvement in community-based effortswill increase opportunities
for refuge staff to have apositive, visbleimpact localy, and will establishlong-
term, cooperative, working rel ationshipsaimed at improving the health of the
WaAlkill River.

Srategies

m Continuerefuge staff participation ontheWallkill River Task Force. Work
with our New York Field Officeto identify priority restoration projectsto
present to Task Force.

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Contactlocal conservation commissionsand organizationsto identify
opportunitiesfor refugeinvol vement in community-based watershed
protection. Refuge staff will becomeinvolvedin productive effortsthat
support the Service mission and refuge goalsand obj ectives, such asalocal
River Clean Up day;

m |ncooperationwith our New York Field Office Private Lands Coordinator,
devel op an outreach and technical exchange programfor privatelandowners
to promotetherestoration of theforested floodplain dong theWallkill River
and itstributariesand encourage agricultural and residential practicesthat
minimize non-point-source pollution of theriver.
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Goal 4. Provide high-
quality opportunities for
wildlife observation and
photography, and other
priority, wildlife-
dependent public uses

Ny e
Savannah sparrow
USFWS photo

Objectiveda. Within 7 yearsof CCPapproval, create and enhance opportuni-
tiesto view and photograph wildlife, so that 90 percent of visitorsengagedin
theseactivitiesreport they will return to therefuge becauseit representsto them
ahigh-quality opportunity to observeand photograph wildlife, in particular,
grasdand birdsand wintering raptors.

Rationalefor objective. The Refuge Improvement Act identifieswildlife
observation and photography aspriority public usesthat areto receiveen-
hanced consideration when devel oping goalsand objectivesfor refuges, if they
aredetermined to be compatible. Providing high-quality opportunitiesfor the
publicto engageinthoseactivitiespromotesvisitor appreciation and support for
refuge programsand hel psrai se public awvareness of the plight of grasdand-
dependent migratory birds.

With theimplementation of this CCPwewill expand and enhancethe
infrastructuretoincrease opportunitiesto observe and photograph
wildlife. A two-milelooptrail supplemented by observation platforms
and photography blindswill be constructed through wooded areas
and aong the grasdand perimeter. Thelocationsof thetrail, platforms,
and blindsare planned to providevisitorswith quality viewing oppor-
tunitieswithout disturbing nesting grassland birdsor wintering raptors.
We proposeto remove most of therunwaysto restoregrassland
habitat. However, wewill preserve and incorporateinto the expanded
trail an 8-foot-wide pavement strip. Therefugetrail may becon-
nected to anaturetrail proposed on the adjacent. Shawangunk Town
Park. Infrastructure devel opment will aso includeexpanding the
parking areato accommodate 20 carsand establishing asmall visitor
contact facility.

Refugetrailswould remain openyear-round from 1 hour beforeofficia sunriseto
1 hour after official sunset, seven daysaweek. Accesswould bealowed only on
foot, on snowshoes, or on cross-country skis. No pets, jogging, horseback riding,
bicycling, dl terrain or other motori zed vehiclesarealowed. Useof therunways
for acrobatic flying, touchdown and takeoff practicesby private planes, and

mode arplaneflying wereprevioudy determined ingppropriateandincompatible
activitieson therefugeand arenot dlowed. Runway restoration andtrail devel op-
ment will reducethelikelihood of many of theseprohibited activities.

We definehigh-quality wildlife observation and photography programsasthose

inwhich

m Observation occursinaprimitive setting or in safefacilitiesand providesan
opportunity toview wildlifeanditshabitatsin anatura setting;

m Observationfacilitiesor programsmaximize opportunitiesto view the
spectrum of speciesand habitatsof therefuge;

m Observation opportunities, in conjunction with education and interpretation
opportunities, promote public understanding and appreciation of America's
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natura resourcesand therole of the Refuge System in managing and
protecting thoseresources,

m Observation opportunitiesaretied to education and interpretation messages
about stewardship and key resourceissues,

m Facilities, when provided, blend withthenatural setting and architectura style
of thegtation, and provideviewing opportunitiesfor al vistors, including
personswith disabilities,

m Observersunderstand and follow proceduresthat encouragethe highest
standardsof ethical behavior;

m Observation opportunitiesexist for abroad spectrum of the public; and

m Observersminimaly conflict with other priority wildlife-dependent
recreational usesor refuge operations.

Srategies

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Expandtheexigting parking lot to accommodate approximately 14 vehicles
and abusturn around;

m Hirestaff according to approved staffing chart (appendix E) to be stationed
at Walkill River refuge;

Within 10 years of CCP approval
m Completetheexpandedtrail system in conjunctionwith runway removal;
m Construct observation platformsand photography blinds.

Objective4b. Within 8 yearsof CCPapproval, 90 percent of visitorspartici-
pating in an environmental education or interpretive programwill beableto
identify grasdand bird conservation asthe primary purpose of therefugeand
will fully describeat | east two management actions designed to benefit grasdand
birds.

Rationalefor objective. The Refuge Improvement Act identifiesenvironmen-
tal education andinterpretation aspriority public uses. Providing high-quality
opportunitiesfor the public to engagein those activities promotes stewardship
of natural resourcesand an understanding of therefuge purpose. They aso
garner support for refuge programsand help raise public awareness of the plight
of grassand-dependent migratory birds.

We define high-quaity environmenta education programsasthosethat:

m Allow program participantsto demonstratelearning through refugetasksas
well asprojectsthat they can carry over intotheir everyday lives,

m Teach awareness, understanding and appreciation of our trust resources, and

m Serveasameansby which refuge employeesare seen asrole model sfor
environmenta stewardship through acontinually devel oping positive
rel ationship with thecommunity.
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We definehigh-quality interpretation programsasthosethat:
m |Increase public understanding and support for the Refuge System;

m Develop asenseof stewardship leading to actionsand attitudesthat reflect
concernand respect for wildliferesources, cultural resources, and the
environmen;

m Providean understanding of the management of our natural and cultural
resources,

m Providesafe enjoyable, ble, meaningful, and high-quality experiences
for visitorsincreasing their avareness, understanding, and appreciation of
fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats.

Strategies

m Continueto maintaintheexigting information kiosk to provide current refuge
informationandwildlifesghtings,

m Continueto maintaintherefugeweb site;

m Continueto providerefugeinterpretation to outdoor organizationswhen staff
areavalable;

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Conduct annual staff-, partner- , or volunteer-led guided naturewalks;
m Develop genera refuge brochure and update bird list brochure;

m Congtruct avigtor contact facility ontherefuge;

m Hireafull-timeoutdoor recreation planner (ORP), accordingtothe
approved staffing chart (appendix E), to be stationed at theWallkill River
refuge.

m Conduct at least one* Teach the Teacher” workshop per year ontherefuge
onceadditiona staff ishired and assuming assistancefrom volunteers, a
Friends Group, and/or conservation partner to design and implement the
program;

m Conduct at least one* Outdoor Classroom” per year ontherefugein
conjunctionwithloca schoolsonceaditional staff ishired and assuming

assistancefrom volunteers, aFriends Group, and/or conservation partner to
design andimplement the program,

m Hireat |east oneseasonal intern each year to monitor visitor use, conduct
outreach and interpretation, and support the biological program.

Within 10 years of CCP approval
m Developinterpretivesgnsandingtdl alongrefugetrails;

m Producean exhibit describing the historical and cultura background of the
refugeincluding use by NativeAmericans, European settlement, anditsusein
WorldWar 11 asthe GalevilleArmy Training Site.
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Objective4c. Within 1 year of CCPapproval, establish ahigh-qudlity, fall
white-tailed deer archery hunting program under State and refugeregulations,
using afeepermit system.

Rationalefor objective. The Refuge lmprovement Act identifieshunting asa
priority public usethat isto receive enhanced cons deration when developing
goasand objectivesfor refuges, if it isdetermined to be compatible. Huntingis
alsoanestablished traditiona uselocaly.

Opportunitiesfor hunting continueto decrease asland throughout New York is
subdivided and devel oped. Consequently, the demand for hunting on public
lands hasincreased. Demand for hunting on therefuge exists as evidenced by
annual inquiriesprior to thefall season and from public commentsreceived
during the planning process. Based on our best professional judgment, with
cons deration of safety zones, spacing between huntersand tree stands, and
hunter interest, we predict between 15 and 50 hunters per season would be
accommodated, with an estimated 43 hunting days per year. Hunting will
coincidewiththe State’'s Southern Zone early archery season, generally from
mid-October to mid-November.

Providing ahigh-quality hunt onthe refuge promotesvisitor appreciation and
support for refuge programs. Wewill implement auser fee permit programto
help pay the cost of administering the program. The program will beadminis-
tered fromtheWallkill River Refuge headquarters. An eva uation of safety
hazardsfrom the coll apsing underground drai nage system must be completed
prior to program implementation to ensure hunter safety; otherwiserestrictions
on accessible hunt areasmay be warranted to ensure hunter safety. Only foot
accesswill beallowed, except for disabled hunters possessing a State Non-
Ambulatory Hunter permit.

We defineahigh-quality hunt program asonethat:
m Maximizessafety for huntersand other visitors;

m Encouragesthehighest standard of ethical behavior intaking or attempting to
takewildlife;

m |savailableto abroad spectrum of the hunting public;

m Contributes positively to or hasno adverse affect on popul ation management
of resident or migratory species,

m Reflectspostively ontherefuge, the System, and the Service;

m Provideshuntersuncrowded conditionsby minimizing conflictsand
competition among hunters;

m Providesreasonable chalengesand opportunitiesfor taking targeted species
under the described harvest objective established by the hunting program. It
a so minimizesthereliance on motorized vehiclesand technol ogy designated
toincreasethe advantage of hunter over wildlife;

m Minimizeshabitat impacts;
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m Createsminimal conflict with other priority wildlife-dependent recreationa
usesor refuge operations; and,

m Incorporatesamessage of stewardship and conservationin hunting.
Srategies
Within 1 year of CCP approval

m Completethe administrative proceduresto opentherefugeto afall archery
deer hunt subject to State and refuge regulations, in areaswherethereare no
drainage system hazards. Initially, hunterswould be charged a$10feefor
permits; increasing asnecessary to conformwith Wallkill River Refuge permit
fees. Regulationsmay includealimit on number of hunters, season length, or
bleareq, if future conditionswarrant.

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Survey and map thedrainage system and identify the areaswith the greatest
potential hazards; asapriority, €liminatethe hazardsin areasto be accessed
by huntersand other visitors.

Objective4d. Within 1 year of CCPapproval, alow fishingin therefuge pond.

Rationalefor objective. TheRefugelmprovement Act
identifiesfishing asapriority publicusethat istoreceive
enhanced cond deration when devel oping goad sand
objectivesfor refugesif itisdetermined to becompatible.
Providing opportunitiesfor publicfishing promotesvigtor
gppreciation and support for refugeprograms.

Thesmall artificial pond near the entranceto the
refuge supportswarmwater fish, including sunfishand
largemouth bass. The pond showsevidence of fishing
despitethefact that fishingisnot officialy alowed.
Wewill open thepondto fishing, but will not other-
wise enhancethe opportunity in the near term. How-
e L ever, in conjunctionwith the design and devel opment
Child enjoys fishing of theviditor contact facility, wewill evduatethe
USFWS photo potential to expand the pond areaif it doesnot
compromisegrasdand bird management. An enhanced fishing program, includ-
ing fishing events and stocking non-nativefish, would not be devel oped. Fishing
would be permitted throughout the year, but would primarily occur fromApril to
October. Uptofive anglerscan be physically accommodated around the pond
at any onetime, but we predict fishing interest would below dueto thelow
quality fishery and better opportunitiesin other local ponds, streams, andrivers.
We predict only 52 angler dayswould be provided each year.

Srategies

m Within 1 year of CCPapproval, completeall administrative proceduresto
openthesmall pondtofishing.
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Goal 5. Cultivate a
public informed and
educated about
conservation who work
to support the goals of
the refuge and the
mission of the National
Wildlife Refuge System

Refuge Goals, Objectives and Strategies

Obj ective 5a. Within 8 years of CCPapproval, 50 percent of residents con-
tacted inthe Town of Shawangunk will havevisited therefugeandwill beable
toidentify grassand bird conservation asthe primary purpose of therefuge,

Rationalefor objective. Greater outreach effortswill increase recognition of
therefuge, the Refuge System, and the Serviceamong neighbors, local |eaders,
conservation organizations, and e ected officials. Wewill strivetoincrease
outreach effortstoward thelocd citizenry. Thispublicity will also help generate
support for smilar conservation effortsin theregion.

Strategies

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Provideaminimum of 3 refuge programsto civic organizations,
m Participateinloca community sponsored fairsand events;

m Increase public awarenessand attract visitorsthrough use of mediaand
chambersof commerce.

Objective5h. Promote partnershipswith local conservation organizationsto
facilitate accomplishment of coinciding gods.

Rationalefor objective. Thisobjectivewould encourage broader cooperation
between the Service and thelocal conservation community. Partnershipsare
essentid for thisrefugeto accomplishitsprojectsand programs. Furthermore,
we can provide va uabletechnical assistancetoloca conservation organizations,
particularly on management of habitat for grassand birds. Inaddition, the
potentia for the creation of arefuge Friends Group would be explored.

Strategies

m Continuetowork withlocal conservation organizationsto conduct refuge
breeding grasd and bird and wintering raptor surveys.

m Continuetowork with volunteersto maintain grounds, removetrash, monitor
public use, and providewildlifesightings.

Within 5 years of CCP approval
m Contact two additional organizationsto develop partnerships.

m Organizeameeting of volunteers, loca residents, and local conservation
groupsto determineleve of interest in establishing aFriends Group of the
Shawangunk Grasdands Refuge.

Objective5c. Within 5 yearsof CCPapproval, ensurethat all Federal, State,
and local eected officialsand local businessleadersareinformed about how the
refuge contributesto their communities’ amenities, economics, and quality of life.

Rationalefor objective. Thisobjectivefocuseson fostering relationshipswith
elected officialsand business|eaders, thereby strengthening political support for
therefugeand its programs. Itsimplementation will a so raiseawareness of
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compatible, outdoor, recreationa opportunitieson therefugewhich may attract
visitorsto theareaand contributeto thelocal economy.

Strategies

m Continuebi-annual tripsto Capitol Hill and/or District Officesto meet with
elected officidsand their staff to provide updates on refuge activities, manage-
ment priorities, and issues.

Within 5 years of CCP approval

m Providetourstolocal businessleadersand elected officiasto highlight
refuge activitiesand emphasizethe economic and quality of life benefitsof the
refugetotheloca community.
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Implementation,
Monitoring and
Revision

Refuge Funding Needs

Staffing the Refuge

Monitoring and
Evaluation

Refuge Goals, Objectives and Strategies

Successful implementation of the CCPrelieson our ability to securefunding,
personnel, infrastructure, and other resourcesto accomplish the actionsidenti-
fied. Therecommended projectsand their recurring costs, such asstaff salaries,
arelisted and prioritized in the Refuge Operations Needs System (RONS)
database (appendix D). Inthisappendix, we a so identify new projectsthat we
will includein the RONS database with the next annua update. The source of
funding for these projectsand salariesprimarily comesfrom Refuge Operations
(1261) dollars. Also, included in appendix D are our maintenancefunding
needs.

Someof the projectsmay beeligiblefor funding from the Refuge Roads Pro-
gram (RRP) under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-
21), arelatively new source of funding for the Refuge System. Examplesinclude
refuge public useroads, parking lots, bridges, restrooms, and trails. Thesefunds
can aso be used for interpretive enhancements associ ated with these projects,
aslong asthe costsfor theinterpretivefacilitiesdo not exceed 5% of the
project budget. RRP funds can be used asthe non-Federal match for Federal
Highway Adminigtration (FHA) fundsavail able through State Departments of
Transportation. Refuges can al so use appropriated Servicefundsasthenon-
Federal match for thesefundsaswell. Thismatching ability can beused to
further compatible city, county, and State transportation and transit fundsfor
projectson or near therefuge.

TheWallkill River Refuge staff will continueto administer thisrefuge. In addi-
tion, this CCPrecommendshiring permanent staff, including afull-timebiologi<t,
maintenanceworker and visitor services professional to be stationed at the
Wallkill River Refuge (appendix E).

Evenat theminima or custodia level of management, wewill implement severd
actionsto ensurethat visitorshave asafevisit, engagein approved compatible
activities, and understand and adhereto refuge regulations. Thoseinclude

mai ntai ning refuge boundary signsand continuing to makevigtor contactsand
conduct outreach and law enforcement. If RONSfundingisnot available, we
will continueto seek alternate means of accomplishing our projects. for ex-
ample, through volunteers, challenge cost sharegrantsor other partnership
grants, and interns.

Monitoring and eval uating theimplementation of thisCCPwill occur at two
levels. Thefirst level, which werefer to asimplementation monitoring, responds
to the question, “ Did we do what we said wewould do, whenwe said we
would doit?’

Thesecond leve of monitoring, which werefer to aseffectivenessmonitoring,
respondsto the question, “ Areactionswe proposed effectivein achieving the
resultswe had hoped for?” Or, inother words, “ Arethe actionsleading us
toward our vision, goals, and objectives?’ Effectivenessmonitoring evaluates
anindividual action, asuite of actions, or an entireresource program. This
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Adaptive Management

Plan Amendment and
Revision

approachismoreanaytical in eva uating management effects on species,
populations, habitats, refuge visitors, ecosystemintegrity, or the socio-economic
environment. More often, the criteriato monitor and eval uate these management
effectswill be established in step-down, individual project, or cooperator plans,
or through theresearch program. The HSIMPwill be based on the needsand
prioritiesidentifiedintheHMP.

Wewill useastrategy of adaptive management to keep the CCPrelevant and
current through scientific research and management. We acknowledge that our
information on speciesand ecosystemsisincompl ete, provisiona, and subject
to change as our knowledge baseimproves. The need for adaptive management
isdl themorecompelling today.

“The earth’s ecosystems are being modified in new ways and at faster
rates than at any other time in their nearly 4 billion year history. These
new and rapid changes present significant challenges to our ability to
predict the inherently uncertain responses and behaviors of
ecosystems.” (Christensen, et al. 1996)

Objectivesand strategies must be adaptablein responding to new information
and spatia and tempora changes. Wewill continually eva uate management
actions, both formally and informally, through monitoring and research to
reconsider whether their original assumptionsand predictionsaredtill valid. In
thisway, management becomesan active process of learning what really works.
It isimportant that the public understand and appreci ate the adaptive nature of
natural resource management.

TheRefuge Manager isrespons blefor changing management actionsif they do
not produce the desired conditions. Significant changes may warrant additional
NEPA analysis; minor changeswill not, but will bedocumentedin annual
monitoring, project evaluation reports, or theAnnual Refuge Narrative.

Periodicreview of the CCPwill berequired to ensurethat objectivesarebeing
met and management actionsare being implemented. Ongoing monitoring and
evaluation will beanimportant part of thisprocess. Monitoring resultsor new
information may indicatethe need to change our strategies.

Ataminimum, CCPswill befully revised every 15 years. Wewill modify the
CCP documentsand associated management activitiesasneeded, following the
proceduresoutlined in Service policy and NEPA requirements. Minor revisions
that meet the criteriafor categorical exclusions (550 FW 3.3 C) will only
requirean Environmental Action Memorandum.

4-32 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge



Chapter 5

Bergamot
ScottA. Vincent©

List of Preparers

m  Membersof the CorePlanning Team

B Assstancefrom Other Service Personngl



Chapter 5

Members of the
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Beth Goldstein, Regional Refuge Planner

M.A. Regional Planning, UMassAmherst
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413-253-8564
beth goldstein@fws.gov

Edward Henry, Refuge M anager

Education:
Experience

Contribution:

Phone:
Emal:

M.S. Forest Ecology

4yearswith National Park Service; 8 yearswith
USFWS

Reviewed management objectivesand strategies
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former Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge M anager

Education:
Experience:
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Phone:
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the Shawangunk Grasslandsrefugein 1999

Helped write parts of CCP and develop goals,
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987-443-4661, ext. 11

libby herland@fws.gov

Kevin Holcomb, Wildlife Biologist

Education:

Experience
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Phone:
Emal:
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B.S. Environmental Studies/Biology at SUNY College
of Environmenta Scienceand Forestry, 1995
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Seven Kahl, Shiawassee Refuge M anager, former Shawangunk Refuge

M anager
Education:

Experience:
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Phone:
Emal:

B.S. Environmental and Forest Biology program, State
University of New York; Master of Professional
Studies, Environmenta and Forest Biology program,
State University of New York

Walkill River refuge manager, May 2004 to February
2005; Wallkill River refuge deputy manager, September
2001 to May 2004; Iroquoisrefuge supervisory
operations specialist, August 1998 to September 2001
Chapters2, 3, 4; Literature Cited; gppendixesA, B, C,D
989-777-5930

deve kahl@fws.gov

Ted Kerpez, Regional WildlifeManager, NY Dept. of Environmental

Conservation
Education:

Experience:
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Phone
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Ph.D.WildlifeBiology

11 yearsasaSenior Wildlife Biologist and 3yearsasa
Regiond WildlifeManager for NY SDEC
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devel oped, reviewed draftsand provided feedback.
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takerpez@gw.dec.state.ny.us

Nancy M cGarigal, Regional Refuge Planner

Education:

Experience:
Contribution:
Phone:
Emal:

B.S. Forestry and Wildlife, VirginiaPolytechnic Ingtitute
and StateUniversity

17 yearsForest Service; 7 yearsUSFWSbiologist
Planning Team L eader
413-253-8562

nancy_megarigd @fws.gov

Jeff Shryer, retired, former Assistant Manager of Shawangunk

Grasslands Refuge
Education:

Experience

Contribution:

B.S. WildlifeManagement
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Warden, Botswana, Africa

Helped write portions of CCP and devel op goalsand
objectives
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Education:
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Emal:
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973-702-7266, ext. 12

james_britt@fws.gov

Randy Dettmers, Migratory Bird Biologist

Education:
Experience
Contribution:

Phone:
Emal:
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Ph.D. Zoology, University of lowa
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john_eaton@fws.gov
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Phone:
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413-253-8554
sheley hight@fws.gov

LelainaMarin, Assistant Planner
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Contribution:
Phone:
Emal:

B.S. Biology, St MarysCollege; M.A., Marine
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Education:
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Glossary

accessibility: the state or quality of being easily approached or entered, particularly asit relates to complying
with the Americans With DisabilitiesAct.

accessible facilities: structures accessible for most people with disabilities without assistance; facilities that
meet UFAS standards; ADA-accessible (e.g, parking lots, trails, pathways, ramps, picnic and camping
areas, restrooms, boating facilities (docks, piers, gangways), fishing facilities, playgrounds,
amphitheaters, exhibits, audiovisual programs, and wayside sites.)

aggregate: many parts considered together as a whole.
agricultural land: nonforested land (now or recently orchards, pastures, or crops).

alternative: areasonable way to fix an identified problem or satisfy a stated need [40 CFR 1500.2
(cf. “management alternative”)] .

amphidromous fish: fish that can migrate from fresh water to the sea or the reverse, not only for breeding,
but also regularly at other times during their life cycle.

appropriate use: aproposed or existing use on a refuge that meets at least one of the following three
conditions: .(1) the useisawildlife-dependent one;.(2) the use contributesto fulfilling the refuge
purpose(s), the System mission, or goals or objectives described in a refuge management plan
approved after October 9, 1997, the date the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act was
signed into law; or (3) the use has been determined appropriate as specified in section 1.11 of that act.

approved acquisition boundary: aproject boundary that the Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
approves upon completion of the planning and environmental compliance process. An approved
acquisition boundary only designates those lands which the Service has authority to acquire or manage
through various agreements. The approval of an acquisition boundary does not grant the Service
jurisdiction or control over lands within the boundary, and it does not make lands within the refuge
boundary part of the National Wildlife Refuge System. Lands do not become part of the System until
the Service buys them or they are placed under an agreement that provides for their management as
part of the System.

anadromousfish: from the Greek, literally “up-running”; fish that spend alarge portion of their lifecyclein
the ocean and return to freshwater to breed.

aquatic: growingin, livingin, or dependent upon water.
aquatic barrier: any obstruction to fish passage.

aquifer: aformation, group of formations, or part of aformation that contains sufficient saturated permeable
material to yield significant quantities of water to wells and springs.

area of biological significance: cf. “specia focus area’.
area sensitive species. species that require large areas of contiguous habitat.

assemblage: in conservation biology, a predictable and particular collection of species within a biogeographic
unit (e.g., ecoregion or habitat).

barrens. acolloguial name given to habitats with sparse vegetation or low agricultural productivity.
barrier : cf. “aguatic barrier”.

basin: theland surrounding and draining into awater body (cf. “watershed”).

benthic: living at, in, or associated with structures on the bottom of a body of water.
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best management practices: land management practices that produce desired results. [N.b. Usually
describing forestry or agricultural practices effectivein reducing non point source pollution, like
reseeding skidder trails or not storing manurein aflood plain. In their broader sense, practices that
benefit target species.]

biological diversity or biodiversity: the variety of life and its processes and includes the variety of living
organisms, the genetic differences among them, and the communities and ecosystems in which they
occur.

biological integrity: biotic composition, structure, and functioning at genetic, organism, and community levels
comparablewith historic conditions, including the natural biological processesthat shape genomes,
organismsand communities.

bog: apoorly drained arearich in plant residues, usually surrounded by an area of open water, and having
characteristic flora.

breeding habitat: habitat used by migratory birds or other animals during the breeding season.

buffer zones: land bordering and protecting critical habitats or water bodies by reducing runoff and nonpoint
source pollution loading; areas created or sustained to lessen the negative effects of land development
on animals, plants, and their habitats.

candidate species: species for which we have sufficient information on file about their biological vulnerability
and threats to propose listing them.

catadromousfish: fish that spend most of their lives in fresh water, but migrate to sea to reproduce.

categorical exclusion [CE, CX, CATEX, CATX]: pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) , acategory of Federal agency actionsthat do not individually or cumulatively have a
significant effect on the human environment [40 CFR 1508.4].

CFR: the Code of Federal Regulations.

Challenge Grant Cost Share Program: a Service-administered grant program that provides matching funds
for projects supporting natural resource education, management, restoration, or protection on Service
lands, other public lands, and private lands.

citizen monitoring projects. projects coordinated locally to conduct environmental inventories; their data
expand what agencies know, and are available to anyone interested.

community: thelocality in which agroup of people resides and shares the same government.
community type: aparticular assemblage of plants and animals, named for its dominant characteristic.

compatible use: “The term ‘compatible use’ means a wildlife-dependent recreational use or any other use of
arefuge that, in the sound professional judgment of the Director, will not materially interfere with or
detract from the fulfillment of the mission of the System or the purposes of the refuge.” National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 [Public Law 105-57; 111 Stat. 1253].

compatibility determination: arequired determination for wildlife-dependent recreational uses or any other
public uses of arefuge.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan: mandated by the Improvement Act, a document that provides a
description of the desired future conditions and long-range guidance for the project leader to
accomplish purposes of the refuge system and the refuge. CCPs establish management direction to
achieve refuge purposes [PL. 105-57; FWS Manual 602 FW 1.4].

concern; cf. “issue’.
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conifer: atree or shrub in the phylum Gymnospermae whaose seeds are borne in woody cones. There are
500B600 species of living conifers (Norse 1990).

conservation: managing natural resources to prevent loss or waste. [N.b. Management actions may include
preservation, restoration, and enhancement.]

conservation agreements. written agreements among two or more parties for the purpose of ensuring the
survival and welfare of unlisted species of fish and wildlife or their habitats or to achieve other
specified conservation goals. Participants voluntarily commit to specific actionsthat will remove or
reduce threats to those species.

conservation easement: alegal agreement between a landowner and a land trust (e.g., a private, nonprofit
conservation organization) or government agency that permanently limits the uses of a property to
protect its conservation values. A non-possessory interest in real property owned by another imposing
limitations or affirmative obligationswith the purpose of returning or protecting the property’s
conservation values.

cool-season grass: introduced grass for crop and pastureland that grows in spring and fall and is dormant
during hot summer months.

cooper ative agreement: ausually long-term habitat protection action, which can be modified by either party,
in which no property rights are acquired. Lands under a cooperative agreement do no necessarily
become part of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

critical habitat: according to U.S. Federal law, the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened
species depend.

cultural resourceinventory: a professional study to locate and evaluate evidence of cultural resources
within a defined geographic area. [N.b. Variouslevels of inventories may include background
literature searches, comprehensive field examinationsto identify all exposed physical manifestations of
cultural resources, or sampleinventoriesfor projecting site distribution and density over alarger area.
Evaluating identified cultural resourcesto determinetheir eligibility for the National Register follows
the criteriain 36 CFR 60.4 (cf. FWS Manual 614 FW 1.7).]

cultural resource overview: acomprehensive document prepared for afield office that discusses, among
other things, project prehistory and cultural history, the nature and extent of known cultural resources,
previous research, manage-ment objectives, resource management conflicts or issues, and a general
statement of how program objectives should be met and conflicts resolved. [An overview should
reference or incorporate information from afield offices background or literature search described in
section VI of the Cultural Resource Management Handbook (FWS Manual 614 FW 1.7).]

database: acollection of data arranged for ease and speed of analysis and retrieval, usually computerized.
dedicated open space: land to be held as open space forever.

degradation: the loss of native species and processes due to human activities such that only certain
componentsof theoriginal biodiversity persist, oftenincluding significantly atered natural communities.

designated wilderness area: an area designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System [FWS Manual 610 FW 1.5 (draft)].

diadromous: fish that migrate from freshwater to saltwater or the reverse; a generic term that includes
anadromous, catadromous, and amphidromousfish.

digitizing: the process of converting maps into geographically referenced electronic files for a geographic
information system (GIS).
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disturbance: any relatively discrete event in time that disrupts ecosystem, community, or popul ation structure
and changes resources, substrate availability, or the physical environment.

donation: acitizen or group may wish to give land or interestsin land to the Service for the benefit of wildlife.
Aside from the cost factor, these acquisitions are no different than any other means of land acquisition.
Gifts and donations have the same planning requirements as purchases.

drumlin: aridge or ova hill with a smooth summit composed of material deposited by aglacier.

easement: an agreement by which landowners give up or sell one of the rights on their property [e.g,
landowners may donate rights-of-way across their properties to allow community members accessto a
river (cf. “conservation easement”)]. A non-possessory interest in real property owned by another
imposing limitations or affirmative obligationswith the purpose of returning or protecting the property’s
conservation values.

ecological processes: acomplex mix of interactions among animals, plants, and their environment that
ensures maintenance of an ecosystem's full range of biodiversity. Examplesinclude population and
predator-prey dynamics, pollination and seed dispersal, nutrient cycling, migration, and dispersal.

ecoregion: aterritory defined by a combination of biological, social, and geographic criteria, rather than
geopolitical considerations; generally, a system of related, interconnected ecosystems.

ecosystem: anatural community of organisms interacting with its physical environment, regarded as a unit.

ecosystem service: a benefit or service provided free by an ecosystem or by the environment, such as clean
water, flood mitigation, or groundwater recharge.

ecotourism: visitsto an area that maintains and preserves natural resources as a basis for promoting its
economic growth and devel opment.

ecosystem approach: away of looking at socio economic and environmental information based on the
boundaries of ecosystems like watersheds, rather than on geopolitical boundaries.

ecosystem based management: an approach to making decisions based on the characteristics of the
ecosystem in which a person or thing belongs. [N.b. This concept considers interactions among the
plants, animals, and physical characteristics of the environment in making decisions about land use or
living resource issues.]

emer gent wetland: wetlands dominated by erect, rooted, herbaceous plants.

endangered species. a Federal- or State-listed protected species in danger of extinction throughout al or a
significant portion of itsrange.

endemic: a species or race native to a particular place and found only there.

environmental education: curriculum-based education aimed at producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable
about the biophysical environment and its associated problems, aware of how to help solve those
problems, and motivated to work toward solving them.

environmental health: the composition, structure, and functioning of soil, water, air, and other abiotic features
comparable with historic conditions, including the natural abiotic processes that shape the environment.

Environmental Assessment: (EA) a public document that discusses the purpose and need for an action, its
aternatives, and provides sufficient evidence and analysis of itsimpacts to determine whether to
prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact (g.v.) [cf. 40 CFR
1508.9].
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Environmental Impact Statement: (EIS) adetailed, written analysis of the environmental impacts of a
proposed action, adverse effects of the project that cannot be avoided, alternative courses of action,
short-term uses of the environment versus the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity,
and any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources [cf. 40 CFR 1508.11].

estuaries. deepwater tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands that are usually semi-enclosed by land but
have open, partly obstructed, or sporadic access to the ocean, and in which ocean water is at least
occasionally diluted by freshwater runoff from land.

estuarine wetlands. “The Estuarine system consists of deepwater tidal habitats and adjacent tidal wetlands
that are usually semi-enclosed by land but have open, partly obstructed, or sporadic access to the open
ocean, and in which ocean water is at least occasionally diluted by freshwater runoff from the land”
Cowardin et a. 1979.

exemplary community type: an outstanding example of a particular community type.

extinction: the termination of any lineage of organisms, from subspecies to species and higher taxonomic
categories from generato phyla. Extinction can be local, in which one or more popul ations of a species
or other unit vanish but others survive elsewhere, or total (global), in which all the populations vanish
(Wilson 1992).

extirpated: status of a species or population that has completely vanished from a given area but that
continuesto exist in some other location.

exotic species. a species that is not native to an area and has been introduced intentionally or unintentionally
by humans; not all exotics become successfully established.

Federal land: public land owned by the Federal Government, including national forests, national parks, and
national wildliferefuges.

Federal-listed species: a species listed either as endangered, threatened, or a species at risk (formerly, a
“candidate species’) under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

fee-title acquisition: the acquisition of most or al of the rights to a tract of land; atotal transfer of property
rights with the formal conveyance of atitle. While afee-title acquisition involves most rightsto a
property, certain rights may be reserved or not purchased, including water rights, mineral rights, or use
reservation (e.g., the ability to continue using the land for a specified time period, such asthe
remainder of the owner's life).

Finding of No Significant Impact: (FONSI) supported by an environmental assessment, a document that
briefly presents why a Federal action will have no significant effect on the human environment, and for
which an environmental impact statement, therefore, will not be prepared [40 CFR 1508.13].

fireregime: the characteristic frequency, intensity, and spatial distribution of natural fireswithin agiven
ecoregion or habitat.

fish passage project: providing a safe passage for fish around a barrier in the upstream or downstream
direction.

floodplain: flat or nearly flat land that may be submerged by floodwaters; aplain built up or in the process of
being built up by stream deposition.

focus areas. cf. “specia focus areas’.

forbs: flowering plants (excluding grasses, sedges, and rushes) that do not have awoody stem and die back to
the ground at the end of the growing season.
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forest association: the community described by a group of dominant plant (tree) species occurring together,
such as spruce-fir or northern hardwoods.

forested land: land dominated by trees. [For impacts analysis in CCP's, we assume all forested land has the
potential for occasiona harvesting; we assume forested land owned by timber companiesis harvested
on amore intensive, regular schedule.]

forested wetlands. wetlands dominated by trees.

fragmentation: the disruption of extensive habitatsinto isolated and small patches. Fragmentation has two
negative components for biota: the loss of total habitat area; and, the creation of smaller, more isolated
patches of habitat remaining.

GAP analysis: the use of various remote sensing data sets to build overlaid sets of maps of various
parameters (e.g., vegetation, soils, protected areas, species distributions) to identify spatial gapsin
species protection and management programs.

geographic information system: (GIS) a computerized system to compile, store, analyze and display
geographically referenced information [e.g, GIS can overlay multiple sets of information on the
distribution of avariety of biological and physical features.]

glade: an open space surrounded by forest.

grant agreement: the legal instrument used when the principal purpose of the transact-ion is the transfer of
money, property, services, or anything of value to arecipient in order to accomplish a public purpose of
support or stimulation authorized by Federal statute and substantial involvement between the Service
and the recipient is not anticipated (cf. “ cooperative agreement”).

grassland: ahabitat type with landscapes dominated by grasses and with bio-diversity characterized by
specieswith wide distributions, communi-ties being rel atively resilient to short-term disturbances but
not to prolonged, intensive burning or grazing. In such systems, larger vertebrates, birds, and
invertebrates display extensive movement to track seasonal or patchy resources.

grassroots conservation organization: any group of concerned citizens who act together to address a
conservation need.

groundwater: water in the ground that isin the zone of saturation, from which wells and springs and
groundwater runoff are supplied.

guild: agroup of organisms, not necessarily taxonomically related, that are ecologically similar in
characteristics such as diet, behavior, or microhabitat preference, or with respect to their ecological
rolein general.

habitat block: alandscape-level variable that assesses the number and extent of blocks of contiguous habitat,
taking into account size requirements for populations and ecosystemsto function naturally. It is
measured here by a habitat-dependent and ecoregion size-dependent system.

habitat fragmentation: the breaking up of a specific habitat into smaller, unconnected areas. [N.b. A habitat
areathat istoo small may not provide enough space to maintain a breeding population of the speciesin
question.]

habitat conservation: protecting an animal or plant habitat to ensure that the use of that habitat by the animal
or plant is not atered or reduced.

habitat: the place where a particular type of plant or animal lives. [N.b. An organism’s habitat must provide all
of the basic requirements for life, and should be free of harmful contaminants.]
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historic conditions. the composition, structure and functioning of ecosystems resulting from natural
processes that we believe, based on sound professional judgement, were present prior to substantial
human-related changes to the landscape.

hydrologic or flow regime: characteristic fluctuationsin river flows.

hydrology: the science of waters of the earth: their occurrences, distributions, and circulations; their physical
and chemical properties; and their reactionswith the environment, including living beings.

important fish areas. the aquatic areas identified by private organizations, local, state, and federal agencies
that meet the purposes of the Conte Act.

impoundment: abody of water, such as a pond, confined by adam, dike, floodgate, or other barrier, whichis
used to collect and store water for future use.

indicator species: a species used as a gauge for the condition of a particular habitat, community, or
ecosystem. A characteristic or surrogate species for a community or ecosystem.

indigenous. native to an area.

indigenous species. a species that, other than a result as an introduction, historically occurred or currently
occurs in a particular ecosystem.

informed consent: the grudging willingness of opponents to go along with a course of action that they
actually oppose.

interjurisdictional fish: populations of fish that are managed by two or more States or national or tribal
governments because of the scope of their geographic distributions or migrations.

interpretive facilities. structures that provide information about an event, place, or thing by a variety of
means, including printed, audiovisual, or multimediamaterials. [e.g, kiosksthat offer printed materials
and audiovisuals, signs, and trail heads.]

inter pretive materials: any tool used to provide or clarify information, explain events or things, or increase
awareness and understanding of the events or things [e.g, printed materials like brochures, maps or
curriculum materials; audio/visual materialslikevideo and audio tapes, films, or slides; and, interactive
multimedia materials, CD ROM or other computer technology.]

inter pretive materials projects: any cooperative venture that combines financial and staff resources to
design, develop, and use tools for increasing the awareness and understanding of events or things
related to a refuge.

introduced invasive species. non native species that have been introduced into an area and, because of
their aggressive growth and lack of natural predators, displace native species.

invasive species. an alien species whose introduction causes or is likely to cause economic or environmental
harm or harm to human health.

invertebrate: any animal lacking a backbone or bony segment that encloses the central nerve cord.

issue: any unsettled matter that requires a management decision. [e.g, a Service initiative, an opportunity, a
management problem, athreat to the resources of the unit, a conflict in uses, a public concern, or the
presence of an undesirable resource condition] [N.b. A CCP should document, describe, and analyze
issues even if they cannot be resolved during the planning process (FWS Manual 602 FW 1.4).]

kettle hole: agenerally circular hollow or depression in an outwash plain or moraine, believed to have
formed where a large block of subsurface ice has melted.
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keystone species. species that are critically important for maintaining ecological processes or the diversity of
their ecosystems.

lacustrine wetlands: “The Lacustrine system includes wetlands and deepwater habitats with al of the
following characteristics: (1) situated in atopographic depression or adammed river channel;
(2) lacking trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens with greater than
30% areal coverage; and (3) total area exceeds eight ha (20 acres).” Cowardin et al. 1979.

Land Protection Plan (LPP): adocument that identifies and prioritizes lands for potential Service acquisition
from awilling seller, and al so describes other methods of providing protection. Landownerswithin
project boundaries will find this document, which is released with environmental assessments, most
useful.

land trusts: organizations dedicated to conserving land by purchase, donation, or conservation easement from
landowners.

landform: the physical shape of the land reflecting geologic structure and processes of geomorphology that
have sculpted the structure.

landscape: an aggregate of landforms, together with its biological communities.

late-successional: species, assemblages, structures, and processes associated with mature natural
communitiesthat have not experienced significant disturbance for along time.

limiting factor: an environmental limitation that prevents further population growth.

limits of acceptable change: a planning and management framework for establishing and maintaining
acceptable and appropriate environmental and social conditionsin recreation settings.

local land: publicland owned by local governments, including community or county parks or municipal
watersheds.

local agencies: generally, municipal governments, regional planning commissions, or conservation groups.

long term protection: mechanisms like fee title acquisition, conservation easements, or binding agreements
with landowners that ensure land use and land management practices will remain compatible with
mai ntai ning species populations over thelong term.

macroinvertebrates: invertebrates large enough to be seen with the naked eye (e.g., most aguatic insects,
snails, and amphipods).

management alternative: a set of objectives and the strategies needed to accomplish each objective [FWS
Manual 602 FW 1.4].

management concern: cf. “issue” and “migratory nongame birds of management concern”.
management opportunity: cf. “issue’.

management plan: a plan that guides future land management practices on atract. [N.b. In the context of an
environmental impact statement, management plans may be designed to produce additional wildlife
habitat along with primary products like timber or agricultural crops (cf. “cooperative agreement”).]

management strategy: ageneral approach to meeting unit objectives. [N.b. A strategy may be broad, or it
may be detailed enough to guide implementation through specific actions, tasks, and projects (FWS
Manual 602 FW 1.4)]

mesic soil: sandy-to-clay loams containing moisture-retentive organic matter, well drained (no standing
matter).
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migratory nongame birds of management concern: species of nongame birds that (a) are believed to have
undergone significant population declines; (b) have small or restricted populations; or (c) are dependent
upon restricted or vulnerable habitats.

mission statement: a succinct statement of the purpose for which the unit was established; its reason for
being.

mitigation: actionsto compensate for the negative effects of a particular project. [e.g, wetland mitigation
usually restores or enhances a previously damaged wetland or creates a new wetland.]

moraine: amass or ridge of earth scraped up by ice and deposited at the edge or end of a glacier.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: (NEPA) requires all Federal agencies to examine the
environmental impacts of their actions, incorporate environmental information, and use public
participation in planning and implementing environmental actions.[Federal agencies must integrate
NEPA with other planning requirements, and prepare appropriate NEPA documents to facilitate better
environmental decision-making (cf. 40 CFR 1500).]

National Wildlife Refuge Complex: (Complex) aninternal Service administrative linking of refuge units
closely related by their purposes, goals, ecosystem, or geopolitical boundaries.

National Wildlife Refuge System: (System) all lands and waters and interests therein administered by the
Service aswildlife refuges, wildlife ranges, wildlife management areas, waterfowl production areas,
and other areas for the protection and conservation of fish and wildlife, including those that are
threatened with extinction.

native: aspeciesthat, other than as aresult of an introduction, historically occurred or currently occursin a
particular ecosystem.

native plant: aplant that has grown in the region since the last glaciation, and occurred before European
settlement.

natural disturbance event: any natural event that significantly alters the structure, composition, or dynamics
of anatural community: e.g., floods, fires, and storms.

natural range of variation: acharacteristic range of levels, intensities, and periodicities associated with
disturbances, population levels, or frequency in undisturbed habitats or communities.

Neotropical migrant: birds, bats, or invertebrates that seasonally migrate between the Nearctic and
Neotropics.

non consumptive, wildlife-oriented recreation: wildlife observation and photography and environmental
education and interpretation (cf. “wildlife-oriented recreation”).
non-native species. See “exotic species’.

non point source pollution: adiffuse form of water quality degradation in which wastes are not released at
one specific, identifiable point but from anumber of pointsthat are spread out and difficult to identify
and control (Eckhardt 1998).

nonforested wetlands: wetlands dominated by shrubs or emergent vegetation.

nonpoint source: adiffuse form of water quality degradation produced by erosion of land that causes
sedimentation of streams, eutrophication from nutrients and pesticides used in agricultural and
silvicultural practices, and acid rain resulting from burning fuel s that contain sulfur (L otspeich and
Platts 1982).
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Notice of Intent: (NOI) an announcement we publish in the Federal Register that we will prepare and review
an environmental impact statement [40 CFR 1508.22].

objective: cf. “unit objective’.
obligate species: a species that must have access to a particular habitat type to persist.

occurrence site: a discrete area where a population of a rare species lives or a rare plant community type
grows.

old fields: areas formerly cultivated or grazed, where woody vegetation has begun to invade. [N.b. If left
undisturbed, old fieldswill eventually succeed into forest. Many occur at sites marginally suitable for
crops or pasture. They vary markedly in the Northeast, depending on soil and land use and
management history.]

outdoor education project: any cooperative venture that combines financial and staff resources to develop
outdoor education activitieslikelabs, field trips, surveys, monitoring, or sampling.

outdoor education: educational activities that take place in an outdoor setting.

outwash plain: the plain formed by deposits from a stream or river originating from the melting of glacial ice
that are distributed over a considerable area; generally coarser, heavier material is deposited nearer the
ice and finer material carried further away.

palustrine wetlands: “The Palustrine system includes all nontidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs,
persistent emergents, emergent mosses or lichens, and al such wetlands that occur in tidal areas
where salinity due to ocean derived saltsis below 0%.” Cowardin et al. 1979.

Partnersfor Wildlife Program: avoluntary, cooperative habitat restoration program among the Service,
other government agencies, public and private organizations, and private landownersto improve and
protect fish and wildlife habitat on private land whileleaving it in private ownership.

partnership: acontract or agreement among two or moreindividuals, groups of individuals, organizations, or
agencies, in which each agreesto furnish a part of the capital or some servicein kind (e.g., labor) for a
mutually beneficial enterprise.

payment in lieu of taxes: cf. Revenue Sharing Act of 1935, Chapter One, Legal Context.

pelagic: living in the water column, well above the bottom and some distance from land, as do oceanic fish or
birds (contrast demersal and benthic).

phytoplankton: the ensemble of tiny plants that float or drift in marine waters. These tiny plants can produce
such dense blooms in the Gulf of Maine that they turn our waters green. Phytoplankton are the base of
the food chain on which ultimately most shellfish, fish, birds, and marine mammals depend (the
exceptions being those that feed mostly on detritus from benthic plants). See also Zooplankton.

point source: asource of pollution that involves discharge of waste from an identifiable point, such asa
smokestack or sewage-treatment plant (Eckhardt 1998).

population monitoring: assessing the characteristics of populations to ascertain their status and establish
trends on their abundance, condition, distribution, or other characteristics.

prescribed fire: the application of fireto wildland fuels, either by natural or intentional ignition, to achieve
identified land use objectives[FWS Manual 621 FW 1.7].

priority general public use: acompatible wildlife-dependent recreational use of arefuge involving hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation and photography, or environmental education and interpretation.
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privateland: land owned by aprivateindividual or group or non-government organization.
private landowner: cf. “private land”.
private organization: any non-government organization.

proposed wilderness: an area of the Refuge System that the Secretary of the Interior has recommended to
the President for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.

protection: mechanismslike feetitle acquisition, conservation easements, or binding agreements with
landowners that ensure land use and land management practices will remain compatible with
maintai ning species populations at asite (cf. “long-term ).

public: individuals, organizations, and non-government groups; officials of Federal, State, and local government
agencies; Native American tribes, and foreign nations includes anyone outside the core planning team,
those who may or may not have indicated an interest in the issues, and those who do or do not redlize
that our decisions may affect them.

publicinvolvement: offering an opportunity to interested individual s and organizations whom our actions or
policiesmay affect to become informed; soliciting their opinions. We thoroughly study public input, and
giveit thoughtful consideration in shaping decisions about managing refuges.

publicinvolvement plan: long-term guidance for involving the public in the comprehensive planning process.
public land: land owned by thelocal, State, or Federal Government.

rare species. species identified for special management emphasis because of their uncommon occurrence
within a watershed.

rare community types: plant community types classified as rare by any State program; includes exemplary
community types.

recharge: refersto water entering an underground aquifer through faults, fractures, or direct absorption.

recommended wilderness. areas studied and found suitable for wilderness designation by both the Director
(FWS) and Secretary (DOI), and recommended by the President to Congress for inclusion in the
National Wilderness System [FWS Manual 610 FW 1.5 (draft)].

Record of Decision: (ROD) a concise public record of a decision by a Federal agency pursuant to NEPA.
[N.b. A ROD includesk (1) the decision; (2) al the aternatives considered; (3) the environmentally
preferable alternative;(4) a summary of monitoring and enforcement, where applicable, for any
mitigation; and (5) whether all practical means have been adopted to avoid or minimize environmental
harm from the alternative selected (or if not, why not).]

refuge goals. “descriptive, open-ended, and often broad statements of desired future conditions that convey a
purpose but do not define measurable units,” Writing Refuge Management Goals and Objectives. A
Handbook.

refuge purposes: “The terms ‘purposes of the refuge’ and ‘ purposes of each refuge’ mean the purposes
specifiedin or derived from the law, proclamation, executive order, agreement, public land order,
donation document, or admini strative memorandum establishing, authorizing, or expanding arefuge,
refuge unit, or refuge subunit” National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

refuge lands: landsin which the Service holds full interest in feetitle or partial interest like an easement.

relatively intact: the conservation status category indicating the least possible disruption of ecosystem
processes. Natural communities are largely intact, with species and ecosystem processes occurring
within their natural ranges of variation.
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relatively stable: the conservation status category between vulnerable and relatively intact in which
extensive areas of intact habitat remain, but local species declines and disruptions of ecological
processes have occurred.

restoration: management of a disturbed or degraded habitat that results in the recovery of its origina state.
[e.g, restoration may involve planting native grasses and forbs, removing shrubs, prescribed burning, or
reestablishing habitat for native plants and animals on degraded grassland.]

restoration ecology: the process of using ecological principles and experience to return a degraded
ecological systemtoitsformer or original state.

riparian: referring to the interface between freshwater habitats and the terrestrial 1andscape.

riparian agricultural land: agricultural land along a stream or river. [N.b. We normally base our CCP
analysis of impacts on an estimated 50 of land on both banks, unless otherwise stated.]

riparian forested land: forested land along a stream or river.
riparian habitat: habitat aong the banks of a stream or river [cf. note above].
riverine: within the active channel of ariver or stream.

riverine wetlands: generally, all the wetlands and deepwater habitats occurring within a freshwater river
channel not dominated by trees, shrubs, or persistent emergents.

runoff: water from rain, melted snow, or agricultural or landscape irrigation that flows over aland surface into
awater body (cf. “urban runoff”).

sandplain grassland: dry grassland that has resisted succession due to fire, wind, grazing, mowing, or salt
spray. [N.b. Characterized by thin, acidic, nutrient-poor soils over deep sand deposits, sandplains
primarily occur on the coast and off-coast islands, or inland, where glaciers or rivers have deposited
sands.]

scale: the magnitude of aregion or process. Refers to both spatial size, for example, a (relatively small-scale)
patch or a (relatively large-scale) landscape; and atemporal rate, for example, (relatively rapid)
ecological succession or (relatively slow) evolutionary speciation.

Service presence: Service programs and facilities that it directs or shares with other organizations; public
awareness of the Service as a sole or cooperative provider of programs and facilities.

shrublands: habitats dominated by various species of shrubs, often with many grasses and forbs.

siteimprovement: any activity that changes the condition of an existing site to better interpret events, places,
or thingsrelated to arefuge. [e.g, improving safety and access, replacing non-native with native plants,
refurbishing footbridges and trailways, and renovating or expanding exhibits.]

sour ce population: apopulation in ahigh-quality habitat where the birth rate greatly exceeds the death rate,
and the excess individuals emigrate.

special focus area: an area of high biological value. [N.b. We normally direct most of our resources to SFA's
that were delineated because of (1) the presence of Federa listed endangered and threatened species,
species at risk (formerly, “candidate species’), rare species, concentrations of migrating or wintering
waterfowl, or shorebird stopover habitat; (2) their importance as migrant landbird stopover or breeding
habitat; (3) the presence of unique or rare communities; or (4) the presence of important fish habitat.]

special habitats: wetlands, vernal pools, riparian habitat, and unfragmented rivers, forests and grasslands.
[N.b. Many rare species depend on specialized habitats that, in many cases, are being lost within a
watershed.]
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special riparian project: restoring, protecting, or enhancing an aquatic environment in a discrete riparian
corridor within a special focus area.

species assemblage: the combination of particular species that occur together in a specific location and have
areasonable opportunity to interact with one another.

species at risk: aspecies being considered for Federal listing as threatened or endangered (formerly, a
“candidate species’).

species of concern: species not Federal-listed as threatened or endangered, but about which we or our
partners are concerned.

species diversity: usually synonymous with “species richness,” but may also include the proportional
distribution of species.

species richness: a simple measure of species diversity calculated as the total number of species in a habitat
or community (Fiedler and Jain 1992).

Sate agencies: natural resource agencies of State governments.
Sateland: State-owned public land.
Sate-listed species: cf. “Federal-listed species’.

step-down management plan: aplan for dealing with specific refuge management subjects, strategies, and
schedules, e.g., cropland, wilderness, and fire [FWS Manua 602 FW 1.4].

stopover habitat: habitat where birds rest and feed during migration.

strategy: aspecific action, tool, technique, or combination of actions, tools, and techniques for meeting unit
objectives.

succession: the natural, sequential change of species composition of a community in a given area.

surface water: all waters whose surface is naturally exposed to the atmosphere, or wells or other collectors
directly influenced by surface water.

sustainable development: the attempts to meet economic objectives in ways that do not degrade the
underlying environmental support system. Note that there is considerabl e debate over the meaning of
this term and we define it as “human activities conducted in a manner that respects the intrinsic value
of the natural world, the role of the natural world in human well-being, and the need for humansto live
on the income from nature's capital rather than the capital iteself.”

telecommunications: communicating via electronic technology.

telecommunications project: any cooperative venture that combines financial and staff resources to develop
and use computer based applications for exchanging information about a watershed with others.

terrestrial: living onland.

threatened species: a Federal-listed, protected species that is likely to become an endangered speciesin all
or asignificant portion of itsrange.

tiering: incorporating by reference the general discussions of broad topics in environmental impact statements
into narrower statements of environmental analysis by focusing on specific issues [40 CFR 1508.28].

tributary: astream or river that flows into alarger stream, river, or lake, feeding it water.
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trust resource: aresource that the Government holds in trust for the people through law or administrative
act. [N.b. A Federal trust resource is one for which responsibility is given wholly or in part to the
Federal Government by law or administrative act. Generally, Federal trust resources are nationally or
internationally important no matter where they occur, like endangered species or migratory birds and
fish that regularly move across state lines. They also include cultural resources protected by Federal
historic preservation laws, and nationally important or threatened habitats, notably wetlands, navigable
waters, and public lands like state parks and national wildlife refuges.]

turbidity: refersto the extent to which light penetrates a body of water. Turbid waters are those that do not
generally support net growth of photo-synthetic organisms.

unfragmented habitat: large, unbroken blocks of a particular type of habitat.

unit objective: desired conditions that must be accomplished to achieve a desired outcome. [N.b. Objectives
are the basis for determining management strategies, monitoring refuge accomplishments, and
measuring their success. Objectives should be attainable, time-specific, and stated quantitatively or
qualitatively (FWSManua 602 FW 1.4).]

upland: dry ground (i.e., other than wetlands).

upland meadow or pasture: upland pastures are areas maintained in grass for livestock grazing; upland
meadows are hay production areas. [N.b. Meadows may occur naturally in tidal marshes and inland
flooded river valleys or, more frequently, at upland sites where vegetation has been cleared and grasses
planted. Eventually, meadows will revert to old fields and forest if they are not mowed, grazed, or
burned. Grasses in both managed meadows and pastures usually are similar, but pasture herbs often
differ because of selective grazing.]

upwelling: a process whereby nutrient-rich waters from the ocean depths rise to the surface; it commonly
occurs along continental coastlines.

urban runoff: water from rain, melted snow, or landscape irrigation flowing from city streets and domestic or
commercia properties that may carry pollutants into a sewer system or water body.

vernal pool: depressions holding water for atemporary period in the spring, and in which various amphibians
lay eggs.
vision statement: a concise statement of what the unit could achieve in the next 10 to 15 years.

warm-season grass. native prairie grass that grows the most during summer, when cool-season grasses are
dormant.

watchablewildlife: all wildlifeiswatchable. [N.b. A watchable wildlife program is one that helps maintain
viable populations of all nativefish and wildlife species by building an active, well informed
constituency for conservation. Watchable wildlife programs are tools for meeting wildlife conservation
goalswhile at the sametimefulfilling public demand for wildlife-dependent recreational activities (other
than sport hunting, sport fishing, or trapping).]

watershed: the geographic areawithin which water drains into a particular river, stream, or body of water. A
watershed includes both the land and the body of water into which the land drains.

water shedwide education networks: systems for sharing educational information, like curriculum
devel op-ment projects, student activities, and ongoing data gathering; acombination of
telecommuni cations and real-life exchanges of information.

well-protected: in CCP analysis, arare species or community type is considered well protected if 75 percent
or more of its occurrence sites are on dedicated open space.
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wet meadows: meadows located in moist, low-lying areas, often dominated by large colonies of reeds or
grasses. [N.b. Often they are created by collapsed beaver dams and exposed pond bottoms.
Saltmarsh meadows are subject to daily coastal tides.]

wetlands: lands transitional between terrestrial and aguatic systems where the water table is usually at or
near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. These areas are inundated or saturated by
surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted tolifein saturated soil conditions.

“Wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water tableis
usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water” Cowardin et a 1979.

wilderness study areas. lands and waters identified by inventory as meeting the definition of wilderness and
being evaluated for arecommendation they be included in the Wilderness System (cf. “recommended
wilderness’). [N.b. A wilderness study area must meet these criteria: (1) generally appears to have
been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s work substantially
unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunitiesfor solitude or aprimitive and unconfined type of
recreation; (3) has at least 5,000 contiguous, roadless acres, or sufficient size to make practicable its
preservation and use in an unimpaired condition (FWS Manual 610 FW 1.5 (draft)).]

wilderness: cf. “designated wilderness’.

wildfire: afree-burning fire requiring a suppression response; all fire other than prescribed fire that occurs on
wildlands[FWS Manua 621 FW 1.7].

wildland fire: every wildland fireis either awildfire or a prescribed fire [FWS Manual 621 FW 1.3].

wildlife-dependent recreational use: ause of anational wildlife refuge involving hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, or environmental education and interpretation (National Wildlife Refuge
System Administration Act of 1966).

wildlife management: manipulating wildlife populations, either directly by regulating the numbers, ages, and
sex ratios harvested, or indirectly by providing favorable habitat conditionsand alleviating limiting
factors.

wildlife-oriented recreation: recreational activitiesin which wildlifeis the focus of the experience [“The
terms ‘wildlife-dependent recreation’ and ‘wildlife-dependent recreational use’ mean a use of arefuge
involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, or environmental education and
interpretation.” National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997].

working landscape: the rural landscape created and used by traditional laborers. [N.b. Agriculture, forestry,
and fishing al contribute to the working landscape of awatershed (e.g., keeping fields open by mowing
or by grazing livestock).]
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Appendix A — Species of Conservation Concern

Shawangunk Grassland NWR Trust Species and other Species of Conservation Concern (see notes on next page*)

NY
State- [Global NABCI | PIF
FWS | listed | HP |NYNHP| BCR28 B PIF W
Scientific Name Common Name(s) |[BCC(1)| (2 3 (4 (5) (6) (6)
Carex frankii Frank's sedge E G5 S1
Clemmys guttata spotted turtle SC
Glyptemys insculpta wood turtle SC
Aix sponsa wood duck lIb
A. rubripes American black duck Ib I
Circus cyaneus northern harrier T G5 gssi \% llc
Accipiter striatus sharp-shinned hawk SC V
A. cooperii Cooper's hawk SC \'
A. gentilis northern goshawk SC \Y
Buteo lineatus red-shouldered hawk SC \'
Falco peregrinus peregrine falcon G4 232?' Y,
Bartramia longicauda upland sandpiper X G5 S3B X lic
Scolopax minor American woodcock la I
coccyzus black-billed cuckoo X X
erythropthalmus
Tyto alba barn owl G5 S3
Asio otus long-eared owl V
Asio flammeus short-eared owl X E G5 S2 X lic
Chordeilis minor common nighthawk SC Vv
Melanerpes red-headed X SC X b b
erythrocephalus woodpecker
. . yellow-bellied
Sphyrapicus varius sapsucker X X
Contopus virens eastern wood-pewee lla
Lanius ludovicianus loggerhead shrike X E G4 zéil Y
Eremophila alpestris horned lark SC \'
[Toxostoma rufum brown thrasher lla
Hylocichla mustelina wood thrush X X la
Vermivora pinus blue-winged warbler b
Dendroica discolor prairie warbler X X b
D. palmarum palm warbler G5 S1
Icteria virens yellow-breasted chat SC \%
Piranga olivacea scarlet tanager IIb
Pipilo erythropthalmus eastern towhee lla
Spizella pusilla field sparrow la
Pooecetes gramineus vesper sparrow SC V
Passerculus
sandwichensis savannah sparrow \%
Ammodramus
grasshopper sparrow SC lic
savannarum
A. henslowii Henslow's sparrow X T G4 ziBN X Ib
Dolichonyx oryzivorus bobolink b
Icterus galbula Baltimore oriole lla
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Trust Species and Other Species of Concern

Notes:
(1) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, region 5, Birds of Conservation Concern 2002

(2) New York State; E= endangered, T=threatened, SC= species of concern

(3) New York Natural Heritage Program: Global rank

G1 Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences), or very few remaining acres, or miles of
stream) or especially vulnerable to extinction because of some factor of its biology.

G2 Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or very vulnerable to
extinction throughout its range because of other factors.

G3 Either rare and local throughout its range (21 to 100 occurrences), or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locations)
in a restricted range (e.g. a physiographic region), or vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors.

G4 Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery.

G5 Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare

GH Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered.

GX Species believed to be extinct.

GU Status unknown.

(4) New York Natural Heritage Program: State Rank
S1 typically 5 or fewer occurrences
S2 typically 6-20 occurrences
S3 typically 21 - 100 occurrences
S4 apparently secure in NYS
S5 demonstrably secure in NYS
SA accidental species
SH historically known from NYS, but not seen in the past 15 years
SX apparently extirpated from NYS
SR reported to occur in NYS, but no specific locations documented
SU species unrankable due to uncertainty about number of occurrences
SZ speciesoccursin NYS, but generally not in specific locations
S? species not evaluated yet
NR not rated yet
Modifiers: (B) signifies that the species breeds instate, (N) signifies it does not breed instate

(5) North American Bird Conservation Initiative, Bird Conservation Region 28, species of concern
(6) Partnersin Flight, Area 17, (B) = breeding, (W) = wintering

Tierl.  High Continental Priority.

Tier IA.  High Continental Concern - High Regional Responsibility.
Tier IB.  High Continental Concern - Low Regional Responsibility.
Tier . High Regional Priority.

Tier lIA. High Regional Concern.

Tier 1IB. High Regional Responsibility.

Tier lIC. High Regional Threats.

Tier lll.  Additional Federally Listed.

Tier IV.  Additional State Listed.

Tier V.  Additional Stewardship Responsibility.

Tier VI.  Local concern - species of justifiable local concern or interest.

* There is no documentation that the Indiana bat occurs on the refuge; however, it is also true that no surveys have been conducted.

Itis possible they could be present due the proximity of the refuge to known roost sites (pers. comm. with Laury Zicary, NYFO) and
the presence on the refuge of trees in excess of 5 inches dbh.
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Public Fishing

COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Public Fishing
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use? Is the use a priority public use?

The use is public fishing. It is a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as amended
by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Where would the use be conducted?

The only practicable site on the refuge for public fishing is a 1/10-acre man-made pond located
approximately one quarter-mile from the refuge’s public parking area on Hoagerburgh Road. This
site is accessible from the refuge’s entrance road. This is the largest pond on the refuge and the only
pond open to public access. Further, it is the only aquatic habitat on the refuge capable of sustaining
a fishing program. Map 2-1, in Chapter 2 of the draft CCP/EA, illustrates the location of this pond on
the refuge.

When would the use be conducted?
Fishing would be permitted throughout the year from 1 hour before official sunrise to 1 hour after
official sunset, but would primarily occur from April to October.

How would the use be conducted?

All fishing would be in accordance with State regulations with additional refuge restrictions. We
would permit fishing by rod and reel or hook and line only. No bait trapping, stocking of non-native
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Appendix B — Compatibility Determinations

fish, and fishing competitions would be allowed. A refuge permit would not be required. The small
size and narrow width of this pond yields an approximate maximum of 5 anglers at any given time.
Given the length of the season, we estimate this would result in 52 fishing-days per year.

Why is the use being proposed?
Providing opportunities for visitors to fish will promote stewardship of our natural resources and
increase public appreciation and support for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge is an unstaffed satellite refuge
administered by Wallkill River Refuge. No additional equipment, facilities, or improvements will be
necessary to implement a fishing program. Further, existing facilities and access for fishing will be
maintained to facilitate other currently permitted uses, including wildlife observation, photography,
environmental education, and interpretation. A fishing program will create minor staff costs from
biological monitoring, law enforcement, and office administration. Staff time would be required to
develop the refuge’s fishing plan, maintain shoreline access, and contact and educate visitors. Of
the costs listed below, which reflect our current total operations costs associated with managing the
refuge, approximately 5% would be dedicated to managing a fishing program.

Staff costs $10,250 0.25GS 09 FTE

Vehicle fuel $175 ($1.40/gal) (2.5 gal/trip) (50 trips)
Equipment, facility use/replacement $ 1,000 vehicles, mowers, hand tools
TOTAL $11,425

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: Fishing will cause disturbance to wildlife that uses

the pond, including waterfowl and shorebirds. However, this very small pond is infrequently used

by a very small number of these birds. Discarded fishing line and other fishing litter can entangle
migratory birds and mammals and cause injury and death (Gregory 1991). Additionally, litter impacts
the visual experience of refuge visitors (Marion and Lime 1986). Law enforcement issues related to
fishing include illegal stocking of fish, littering, and fires.

The refuge believes that with the proper management, fishing will not result in any short or long-term
impacts that will adversely affect the purpose of the refuge or the mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a
45-day public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan/Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. It is part of
Appendix B — Compatibility Determinations in that document.
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Public Fishing

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Anglers must comply with all State and refuge
regulations. We would permit fishing by rod and reel or hook and line only. Use of lead sinkers would not
be permitted. Bait trapping, stocking and fishing competitions would not be permitted. A law enforcement
presence would be required to prevent illegal stocking of fish, littering and fires.

Justification: The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 identifies fishing as a priority
public use. Priority public uses are to receive enhanced consideration when developing goals and objectives
for refuges if they are determined to be compatible. This use can be conducted without inhibiting the
Service’s ability to sustain and enhance habitats for grassland-dependent migratory birds and wintering
raptors on the refuge. Further, providing fishing opportunities will promote public appreciation and support
for the refuge. This activity will not materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of the National
Wildlife Refuge System mission or the purposes of Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge.

P ] - ' '
Signature: Refuge Manager: T S _.tt"(_t"'—xi éﬁgjﬁb

(Signature m&l)%i
Concurrence: Regmnal Chief; % & \.—:B—% 5"—*—" 13, 200(

O (Signature and Daté) )

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date:?"“L /3, o2/

Literature Cited:

Gregory, M.R. 1991, The hazards of persistent marine pollution: drift plastics and conservation islands.
Journal of Royal Society of New Zealand 21(2):83-100.

Marion, J. L. and D. W, Lime. 1986. Recreational resource impacts: visitor perceptions and management
responses. Pages 229-235 in D, L., Kulhavy and R. N. Conner editors. Wilderness and natural areas in
the eastern United States: a management challenge. Center for Applied Studies, Austin State University,
Nacogdoches, Texas, USA.
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Haying

COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Haying
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use? Is the use a priority public use?

The use is haying. It is not identified as a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System
under the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as
amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Where would the use be conducted?
Haying would occur within the refuge’s 400 acre grassland. This activity would not occur on 135
acres of the refuge comprised of woodland, shrubland, or in administrative areas.

When would the use be conducted?
Haying would occur from mid-July to late-October.

How would the use be conducted?

Haying would be conducted through a program with cooperating farmers via special use permit.
Refuge grasslands would be divided into sections and hayed rotationally. Haying frequency and
intensity would be controlled to suppress broadleaf plant invasion and develop a mosaic of grassland
vegetation.

Why is the use being proposed?

The refuge was established to sustain and enhance habitats for grassland-dependent migratory birds.
Grassland birds have declined more consistently and over a wider geographic area than any other
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group of North American birds over the last 30 years (Robbins et al. 1986, Askins 1993, Knopf 1995,
Askins 1997, Sauer et al. 1997). As a result, most grassland birds appear on lists of rare and declining
species (NYSDEC 1997, Pashley et al. 2000, U.S. NABCI Committee 2000, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2002). Moreover, all of these species can be found at the refuge. In fact, Audubon New York
has designated the refuge as an Important bird Area because it is one of the most important grassland
bird nesting and wintering areas in the State (Wells 1998). However, without active management,
refuge grasslands will soon become dominated by purple loosestrife or dense shrubland (Mitchell

and Shryer 2000). Consequently, the refuge would no longer provide suitable habitat for grassland-
dependent birds.

Haying combined with mowing, is a useful and effective grassland management technique (U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service 1982). Mitchell et al. (2000) states that haying and mowing are economic
means of controlling invasion of grasslands by forbs and woody plants. Further, haying is generally a
more convenient technique to apply than prescribed fire or grazing. Herkert et al. (1993) recommend
rotational haying and mowing as a grassland management alternative with subunits left idle. This
strategy may provide a complex of grassland successional stages to meet the respective nesting
requirements of a diversity grassland bird species. More specifically, haying and mowing are
recommended techniques for managing grasslands used by nesting northern harrier (Berkey et al.
1993, Dechant et al. 2001a), upland sandpiper (Kirsch and Higgins 1976, Dechant et al. 2001b), short-
eared owl (Tate 1992, Dechant et al. 2001c), horned lark (Dinkins et al. 2001), grasshopper sparrow
(Dechant et al. 2001d, Vickery 1996), Henslow’s sparrow (Smith 1992, Herkert 2001), vesper sparrow
(Camp and Best 1993, Dechant et al. 2001e), savannah sparrow (Swanson 2001), bobolink (Bollinger
and Gavin 1992, Dechant et al. 2001e), and eastern meadowlark (Lanyon 1995, Hull 2000).

Availability of Resources: A haying program will create minor staff costs from biological
monitoring, law enforcement, and administration. No additional equipment, facilities, or
improvements will be required from the Service. Cooperators will be required to use their own
equipment. A permit fee may be required. The amount of this fee would be based on level of
demand from cooperators. Of the costs listed below, which reflect our current total operations costs
associated with managing the refuge, approximately 10% would be dedicated to managing a haying
program.

Staff costs $10,250 0.25GS 09 FTE
Vehicle fuel $175 ($1.40/gal) (2.5 gal/trip) (50 trips)
Equipment, facility use/replacement $1,000 vehicles, mowers, hand tools

TOTAL $11,425

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: A managed haying program would have positive impacts
to the refuge’s grassland habitat and wildlife. Haying suppresses invasion of grasslands by perennial
forbs and shrubs. Consequently, grass-dominated plant communities are maintained. Further,
rotational haying will help to develop a mosaic of grassland vegetation. Diverse grasslands provide
habitat for a greater diversity and abundance of grassland birds.
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Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a45-day
public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan/
Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. Itis part of Appendix B — Compatibility
Determinations in that document.

Determination:

__Useis Not Compatible
x Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Bollinger et al. (1990) estimated a 40% nest mortality
rate in bobolinks in central New York hayfields due to mowing and subsequent field operations. Haying or
mowing should be avoided during the early nesting season to avoid destruction to the nests, eggs, and young
of breeding grassland birds, including northern harrier (Berkey et al. 1993, Dechant et al. 2001a), upland
sandpiper (Lokemoen and Beiser 1997, Dechant et al. 2001b), short-eared owl (Tate 1992), grasshopper
sparrow (Dechant et al. 2001d, Vickery 1996), Henslow’s sparrow (Smith 1992, Herkert 2001), vesper
sparrow (Bryan and Best 1994, Dechant et al. 2001 ¢), savannah sparrow (Dale et al. 1997, Swanson
2001), bobolink (Bollinger and Gavin 1992, Dechant et al. 2001e), and eastern meadowlark (Granfors et al.
1996, Hull 2000). Most grassland birds have fledged young by mid-July in New York (Andrle and Carroll
1988).

Justification: A haying program will not materially interfere with or detract from the mission of the National
Wildlife Refuge System or the purposes of Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. Haying will contribute to the
purposes of the refuge by maintaining and enhancing the habitat for grassland-dependent migratory birds and
wintering raptors for which the refuge was established. Therefore, it is the determination of the Service that
haying is a compatible use of the refuge.

& L
Signature: Refuge Manager: LD N 1/ e &?([ 5/ O

(Signature zn’cf D te}
Concurrence: Regional Chief: % (;? szﬂ'w b/ -3A’4
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Wildlife Observation, Nature Photography, Environmental Education, and Interpretation
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use? Is the use a priority public use?

The uses are wildlife observation, nature photography, environmental education, and interpretation.
They are priority public uses of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the National Wildlife
Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as amended by the National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Where would the use be conducted?
All uses would be allowed only on designated refuge trails.

When would the use be conducted?
All uses would be allowed only when the refuge is open to the public from 1 hour before official
sunrise to 1 hour after official sunset.

How would the use be conducted?

Currently, the refuge is open to the public for wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education, and interpretation. Existing facilities to support these activities include a small parking lot
and an informational kiosk. Additionally, the closed runways and taxiways of the former Galeville
Army Training Site serve as the refuge’s trail system. Foot, snowshoe, or cross-country ski access is
allowed only on refuge trails from sunrise to sunset. No pets, jogging, horseback riding, bicycling, or
motorized vehicles are allowed.
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The Service’s preferred alternative in the refuge’s draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan would
enhance the infrastructure and programs to increase wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education, and interpretation opportunities at the refuge. The current trail system will be expanded to
a two-mile loop trail. New sections of trail will be constructed through wooded areas and along the
grassland perimeter. The trail will be supplemented with an observation platform, photography blind
and interpretive signs. The refuge trail may be connected to a nature trail proposed on the adjacent
Galeville Town Park. Facilities development will also include expansion of the existing parking area
and establishment of a visitor contact facility. Enhanced public use programs will include staff or
volunteer guided nature walks, teacher workshops, and outdoor classroom programs.

Why is the use being proposed?

Providing opportunities for visitors to engage in wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education, and interpretation will promote stewardship of our natural resources and increase public
appreciation and support for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: Estimates derived from the Service’s Region 5 Construction and
Rehabilitation Cost Estimating Guide in part.

Parking area expansion $16,500 increase from 10 space to 20 space lot; gravel,
($1,400/space) (10 spaces) = $14,000; round-rail
fence barrier = ($25/LN) (100 LN) = $2500

Trail expansion $54,000 1 mile foot trail

Blind $13,500 1 blind

Platform $27,000 1 platform

Interpretive signs $15,000 5 signs

Staff costs $20,500 law enforcement, biological monitoring,
administration, maintenance, programs; 0.5 GS
09 FTE

Vehicle fuel $ 700 ($1.40/gal) (2.5 gal/trip) (200 trips) = $700

Equipment use/replacement $ 5,000 vehicles, mowers, hand tools

TOTAL $152,200

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: Wildlife observation, photography, environmental
education, and interpretation activities on refuge trails will have minimal impacts upon the refuge’s
wildlife. These impacts will most likely be limited, short term disturbances to wildlife immediately
adjacent to trails during the activity. This level of disturbance should not decrease wildlife abundance
or inhibit the ability of wildlife to nest, rest, or feed at the refuge.

Opening a portion of the Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge may cause disturbance
to avian species. Some research suggests human intrusion in wildlife habitats, such as walking on
trails, can cause disturbance to wildlife. One example of this is a study done in 1997 (Gutzwiller, et.
al, 1997) that showed human intrusion influences avian singing behavior in some species. During
breeding season, the seasonal timing of male song affects the timing of territory establishments, male
attraction, pair formation, egg laying and transmission of information about breeding songs to young
(Gutzwiller, et. al, 1997). Therefore, if human
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intrusion affects singing, it could ultimately affect reproduction and survival of some species. Another study
conducted in 1996 (Riffell et. al) suggests that when repeated human intrusion recurs over an extended period
of time, impacts on avian reproductive fitness have the potential to accumulate temporally at the individual,
population and community levels.

Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a 45-day
public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan/
Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. Itis part of Appendix B —Compatibility
Determinations in that document.

Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Location of the expanded trail, kiosks, platform, and
blind will be planned to minimize disturbance to wildlife. Refuge visitors will only be allowed to participate in
these activities on designated trails from sunrise to sunsel. Trespass off refuge trails for these uses will not be
permitted.

Justification: The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 identifies wildlife observation,
photography, environmental education, and interpretation, as priority public uses. Priority public uses are to
receive enhanced consideration when developing goals and objectives for refuges if they are determined to be
compatible. These activities can be conducted without inhibiting the Service’s ability to sustain and enhance
habitats for grassland-dependent migratory birds and wintering raptors on the refuge. Further, providing
opportunities for visitors to engage in wildlife observation, photography, environmental education, and
interpretation will promote public appreciation and support for the refuge. These activities will not materially
interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of the National Wildlife Refuge System mission or the purposes of
Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge.

Signature: Refuge Manager: i e i ;1/( C,z,,_.\ b(l 3 / Ota

(Sig )nd Date)

Concurrence: Regional Chief: QC["M ‘ 9&4«.&« / 3, 008
Cislgnature and Dﬁe}

Mandatory 15-year Re-evaluation Date: C}itb-c/f 3, Adi/
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Grazing
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use?ls the use a priority public use?

The use is grazing. It is not identified as a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System
under the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as
amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Where would the use be conducted?
Grazing would occur within the refuge’s 400 acre grassland habitat. This activity would not occur on
135 acres of the refuge comprised of woodland, shrubland, or in administrative areas.

When would the use be conducted?
Grazing would occur from early July to mid-October.

How would the use be conducted?

Grazing would be conducted through a program with cooperating livestock owners via special use
permit. Refuge grasslands would be divided into sections and grazed rotationally. Grazing frequency
and intensity would be controlled to suppress broadleaf plant invasion and produce heterogeneous
vegetative structure.

Why is the use being proposed?

The refuge was established to sustain and enhance habitats for grassland-dependent migratory birds.
Grassland birds have declined more consistently and over a wider geographic area than any other
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group of North American birds over the last 30 years (Robbins et al. 1986, Askins 1993, Knopf 1995,
Askins 1997, Sauer et al. 1997). As a result, most grassland birds appear on lists of rare and declining
species (NYSDEC 1997, Pashley et al. 2000, U.S. NABCI Committee 2000, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 2002). Moreover, all of these species can be found at the refuge. In fact, Audubon New York
has designated the refuge as an Important bird Area because it is one of the most important grassland
bird nesting and wintering areas in the State (Wells 1998). However, without active management,
refuge grasslands will soon become dominated by purple loosestrife or dense shrubland (Mitchell

and Shryer 2000). Consequently, the refuge would no longer provide suitable habitat for grassland-
dependent birds.

With proper timing, stocking rate, and frequency, grazing can be used to achieve wildlife objectives
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1982). Mitchell et al. (2000) describe several benefits of grazing for
managing habitat for breeding grassland birds. These benefits include reduced thatch accumulation,
increased structural complexity, and suppressed plant succession. Smith (1997), states that grazing is
a cost-effective means of suppressing plant succession, which benefits grassland birds. Herkert et al.
(1993) recommend rotational grazing as a means to provide a structural mosaic of grasslands to meet
the respective nesting requirements of each grassland bird species.

Light to moderate grazing is beneficial to several grassland birds (Bollinger 1991, Jones and Vickery
1997), particularly those that prefer to nest in fields with short, sparse to intermediate height and
density vegetation (Mitchell et al. 2000). These species include upland sandpiper, grasshopper
sparrow, savannah sparrow, eastern meadowlark, and bobolink (Herkert et al. 1993). Kirsch and
Higgins (1976) indicate that periodic light grazing may be desirable for the long-term maintenance
of suitable upland sandpiper habitat and to maintain the best ecological condition of grasslands.
Dechant et al. (2001a) recommend moderate rotational grazing as a means of providing optimal
nesting habitat for upland sandpipers. Vickery (1996) states that light to moderate grazing is
beneficial to grasshopper sparrows in the Northeast. In central New York Smith and Smith (1990)
found Henslow’s sparrow and grasshopper sparrow nesting in lightly and moderately grazed pastures
respectively. Light to moderate grazing is recommended as a management technique for grasslands
used by nesting short-eared owl (Dechant et al. 2001b) and bobolink (Dechant et al. 2001c). Swanson
(2001) recommends light grazing as a technique to create medium height and density vegetation
preferred by nesting savannah sparrows.

Intensive grazing may benefit grassland birds that nest in fields with the shortest, sparsest vegetation,
including horned lark and vesper sparrow (Skinner et al. 1984, Herkert 1991, Herkert et al. 1993).
Wakeley (1978), Baker and Brooks (1981), and Bechard (1982) demonstrated that tall, dense
vegetation impedes the ability of several species of Buteo hawks to capture prey. Thus, higher
stocking rates may also benefit wintering raptors by increasing availability of rodent prey.

Availability of Resources: A grazing program will create minor staff costs from biological
monitoring, law enforcement, and administration. No additional equipment, facilities, or
improvements will be required from the Service. Cooperators will be required to provide, install,
and remove temporary fencing and transport livestock. A permit fee will be required. The amount of
this fee will be based on level of demand from cooperators. Of the costs listed below, which reflect
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our current total operations costs associated with managing the refuge, approximately 5% would be
dedicated to managing a grazing program.

Staff costs $10,250 0.25GS 09 FTE
Vehicle fuel $175 ($1.40/gal) (2.5 gal/trip) (50 trips)
Equipment, facility use/replacement $1,000 vehicles, mowers, hand tools

TOTAL $11,425

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: A managed grazing program would have positive impacts
to the refuge’s grassland habitat and wildlife. Grazing suppresses invasion of grasslands by perennial
forbs and shrubs. Consequently, grass-dominated plant communities are maintained and controlled
grazing yields greater vegetative structure complexity. Structurally heterogeneous grasslands provide
habitat for a greater diversity and abundance of grassland birds.

Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a
45-day public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan/Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. It is part of
Appendix B — Compatibility Determinations in that document.

Determination:

Use is not Compatible
___X__Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Nest trampling may be an important consideration
when choosing grazing as a management tool for refuge grasslands. Smith (1992) mentions this
potential threat to Henslow’s sparrows breeding in areas grazed by cattle. Livestock trampling has
damaged upland sandpiper nests (Ailes 1980). To prevent this damage grazing activities will not be

initiated on the refuge until most grassland birds have fledged young. This period begins in early July
in New York (Andrle and Carroll 1988).

Intensive grazing throughout the refuge would yield vegetation too denuded to provide habitat for
grassland birds that nest in tall, dense vegetation, including northern harrier, short-eared owl (Duebbert
and Lokemoen 1977), and Henslow’s sparrow (Smith 1992). This grazing regime would also be
detrimental to wintering short-eared owls and northern harriers at the refuge which rely on thick,
herbaceous vegetation to roost (Kahl and Holcomb, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2003, personal
observation). High stocking rates would similarly affect grassland birds that nest in intermediate height
and density vegetation, including upland sandpiper, grasshopper sparrow, savannah sparrow, eastern
meadowlark, and bobolink. Grassland areas would be managed as a complex and grazed rotationally
to provide heterogeneous grassland structure. This strategy would maximize the potential to provide
habitat for the greatest diversity and abundance of grassland bird species.
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Justification: A grazing program will not materially interfere with or detract from the mission of the National
Wildlife Refuge System or the purposes of Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. Grazing will contribute to the
purposes of the refuge by maintaining and enhancing the habitat for grassland-dependent migratory birds and
wintering raptors for which the refuge was established. Therefore, itis the determination of the Service that
grazing is a compatible use of the refuge.
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Archery Deer Hunting
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use?ls the use a priority public use?

The use is hunting. It is a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System under the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as amended
by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Where would the use be conducted?

Hunting would be allowed on the entire refuge, but is expected to primarily occur from tree stands
on 136 acres of woodland on the refuge. Specifically, this area includes the wooded and brush-
dominated west and north sides of the refuge. The refuge’s 400 acre grassland is not expected to be
desirable to archery hunters, who prefer to work from tree stands. However, hunters may retrieve
deer from this grassland area. Hunting will not be allowed in safety zones. These zones will be
established around the parking area, near private residences, and the Town Park that are adjacent to
the refuge.

When would the use be conducted?

Hunting will coincide with the State’s Southern Zone early archery season, generally from mid-
October to mid-November. Specific stipulations, including when hunters will be allowed on the refuge
during the season, will be developed in a separate Refuge Hunt Plan.
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How would the use be conducted?

All hunting will comply with State and Federal regulations. Further, hunters will be required to obtain
a refuge permit from the Wallkill River Refuge Headquarters. There will be a fee for the permit
consistent with the fee charged for hunting at Wallkill River Refuge (currently $10/permit). The
number of permitted hunters will be restricted to ensure safety and minimize impacts to grassland
birds, wintering birds of prey, and other priority public uses. Based on our best professional judgment
we predict between 15 and 50 hunters per season and estimate 43 hunting days per year. Hunters will
be required to report harvest data. Specific hunting regulations and procedures will be described in
the Hunt Plan. The refuge hunt program will be reviewed annually to ensure deer management goals
are achieved and that the program is providing a safe, high quality hunting experience for participants.

Why is the use being proposed?

Implementing a hunting program will help achieve the biological objective of reducing the density

of the refuge’s whitetail deer population. An overabundance of deer yields intensive browsing which
has direct negative impacts to plant communities. In particular, the structural complexity of the

forest understory and shrub-dominated areas is significantly decreased. Over-browsing also yields
vegetation monotypes composed only of the plants that are unpalatable to deer. In fact, deer over-
browsing may threaten several rare plants at the refuge, including Frank’s sedge (Carex frankii) which
is a State-listed endangered species. Over-browsing also causes indirect impacts to refuge fauna. The
decrease of species and structural diversity in refuge plant communities yields degraded habitat for

a wide diversity refuge wildlife. Further, providing an opportunity to hunt at the refuge promotes
stewardship of our natural resources and increase public appreciation and support for the refuge.

Availability of Resources: An archery deer hunting program will require development of
informational materials. Staff time for law enforcement, biological monitoring, and administration
will also be necessary. A permit fee would be implemented to offset costs. The fee will be consistent
with what is charged at Wallkill River Refuge.

Staff costs $ 9,737 0.20 GS 09 FTE (set-up, outreach, monitoring)
Informational materials $ 1,000 signs, brochures, maps

Vehicle fuel $ 87 ($1.40/gal) (2.5 gal/trip) (25 trips)

Equipment and facility use and

Replacement $ 500 vehicles

TOTAL $11,324

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: The impacts of allowing hunting may include
disturbance of non-target species in the course of tracking prey, trampling of vegetation, possible
creation of unauthorized trails by hunters, littering and possible vandalism and subsequent erosion.

Many landowners suffer landscape damage due to deer on a regular basis, transmission of Lyme
disease becomes a significant issue with large numbers of deer, starvation is a possibility when deer
numbers are high as food supplies dwindle in bad weather and deer-vehicle collisions become more
common and problematic.
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Archery deer hunting will cause inconsequential disturbance to wildlife not targeted for removal. Moreover,
we expect a beneficial overall impact to the plants and wildlife of the refuge.

Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a 45-day
public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan/
Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. Itis part of Appendix B — Compatibility
Determinations in that document.

Determination:

___Useis Not Compatible
x Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: Hunters will be allowed to install temporary blinds in
the forested areas of the refuge. We will assess after the program has been implemented at least 2 years,
whether to allow temporary blinds in the Refuge grasslands. The concern with placement in the grasslands is
the potential to disturb grassland birds and wintering birds of prey. Firearms hunting and deer drives will not
be permitted. Hunters must comply with all State and Federal regulations and possess a refuge permit.
Hunters will be required to report harvest data.

Justification: The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 identifies hunting as a priority
public use. Priority public uses are to receive enhanced consideration when developing goals and objectives
for refuges if they are determined to be compatible. This use can be conducted without inhibiting the
Service’s ability to sustain and enhance habitats for grassland-dependent migratory birds and wintering
raptors on the refuge. Further, providing hunting opportunities will promote public appreciation and support
for the refuge. This activity will not materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of the National
Wildlife Refuge System mission or the purposes of Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge.
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Research Conducted by non-Service Personnel

COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Research conducted by non-Service personnel
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)
was established with a no-cost transfer of the Galeville Army Training Site from the Department of
the Army in July 1999. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471et seq. repealed by Public Law 107-217, August 21, 2002), and
the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C.
667b; Public Law 80-537), as amended.

Refuge Purpose: The official purpose listed in the NWRS national database is to provide its ...
particular value in carrying out the national migratory bird management program (16 U.S.C. 667b, An
Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife).

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use:

What is the use?ls the use a priority public use?

The use is research conducted by non-Service personnel. It is not identified as a priority public use of
the National Wildlife Refuge System under the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd-668ee), as amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement
Act of 1997.This use is not a priority public use of the Refuge System.

Where would the use be conducted?

The location of the research will vary depending on the individual research project that is being
conducted. The entire refuge is open and available for scientific research. An individual research
project is usually limited to a particular habitat type, plant or wildlife species. On occasion research
projects will encompass an assemblage of habitat types, plants or wildlife. The research location will
be limited to those areas of the refuge that are absolutely necessary to conduct of the research project.

When would the use be conducted?

The timing of the research will depend entirely on the individual research project’s approved design.
Scientific research would be allowed to occur on the refuge throughout the year. An individual
research project could be short term in design, requiring one or two visits over the course of a few
days. Other research projects could be multiple year studies that require daily visits to the study site.
The timing of each individual research project will be limited to the minimum required to complete
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the project. If a research project occurs during the refuge hunting season, special precautions will be
required and enforced to ensure public health and safety.

How would the use be conducted?

The methods of the research will depend entirely on the individual research project that is conducted.
The methods of each research project will be scrutinized well before it will be allowed to occur on the
refuge. No research project will be allowed to occur if it does not have an approved scientific method,
negatively impacts grassland birds and wintering raptors, or compromises public health and safety.

Why is the use being proposed?

Research by non-Service personnel is conducted by colleges, universities, Federal, State, and
local agencies, non-governmental organizations, and qualified members of the general public.
This research would further the understanding of the natural environment and could be applied to
management of the refuge’s wildlife.

Availability of Resources: Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge is an unstaffed satellite refuge
administered by Wallkill River NWR. No additional equipment, facilities, or improvements will
be necessary to allow research by non-Service personnel. Staff time would be required to review
research proposals and oversee permitted projects. We expect that conducting these activities will
require less than one-tenth of a work-year for one staff member (0.1 FTE Wildlife Biologist GS 9 =
$4,093).

Anticipated Impacts of Proposed Actions: The Service encourages approved research to further
the understanding of the natural resources. Research by other than Service personnel adds greatly
to the information base for Refuge Managers to make proper decisions. Disturbance to wildlife and
vegetation by researchers could occur through observation, mist-netting, banding, and accessing
the study area by foot or vehicle. It is possible that direct mortality could result as a by-product of
research activities. Mist-netting for example, can cause stress, especially when birds are captured,
banded and weighed. There have been occasional mortalities to these birds, namely when predators
such as raccoons and cats reach the netted birds before researchers do.

Minimal impact will occur when research projects which are previously approved are carried out
according to the stipulations stated in the Special Use Permit issued for each project. Overall,
however, allowing well designed and properly reviewed research to be conducted by non-Service
personnel is likely to have very little impact on refuge wildlife populations. If the research project is
conducted with professionalism and integrity, potential adverse impacts are likely to be outweighed
by the knowledge gained about an entire species, habitat or public use.

Allowing research to be conducted by non-Service personnel would have very little impact on Service
interests. If the research project is conducted with professionalism and integrity, potential adverse
impacts can far outweigh the data and knowledge gained.

Public Review and Comment: This draft compatibility determination will be made available for a
45-day public review and comment period in conjunction with release of the draft Comprehensive
Conservation Plan/Environmental Assessment for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge. It is part of
Appendix B — Compatibility Determinations in that document.
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Determination:

Use is Not Compatible
Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: All researchers will be required to submit a detailed
research proposal following Service Policy (FWS Refuge Manual Chapter 4 Section 6). The refuge must be
given at least 45 days to review proposals before initiation of research. If collection of wildlife is involved, the
refuge must be given 60 days to review the proposal. Proposals will be prioritized and approved based on
need, benefit, compatibility, and funding required. Special Use Permits (SUP) will be issued for all research
conducted by non-Service personnel. The SUP will list all conditions necessary to ensure compatibility. The
SUP will also identify a schedule for annual progress reports and submission of a final report or scientific
paper. Refuge staff would consult with Regional refuge biologists, other Service Divisions, and State agencies
on research proposals. All researchers will be required to obtain appropriate State and Federal permits.

Any research project may be terminated at any time for non-compliance with the SUP conditions, or
modified, redesigned, relocated or terminated, upon a determination by the refuge manager that the project is
causing unanticipated adverse impacts to wildlife, wildlife habitat, approved priority public uses, or other
refuge management activities.

Justification: The Service encourages and supports research and management on refuges. This research
provides scientific data upon which decisions regarding management of the refuge may be based. Approved
research conducted by non-Service personnel will not materially interfere with or detract from the mission of
the National Wildlife Refuge System or the purposes for which the Refuge was established.
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Model airplane flying and model airplane competitive events.
Refuge Name: Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Establishing and Acquisition Authority: 16 U.S.C. Section 667b (An Act Authorizing the
Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife)

Refuge Purpose: To carry out the national migratory bird management program.

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission: 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.

Description of Use: This activity is the conduct of free flight and radio-controlled model
airplane flying and competitive events.

Model airplane flying was permitted for 26 years at the former Galeville Army Training Facility
in Ulster County prior to the acquisition of the site. This use was suspended by the West Point
Military Academy in 1995. In July 1999, 566 acres were transferred to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for the protection and management of migratory bird habitat, with a
special emphasis on grassland dependant birds. The site is now known as the Shawangunk
Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge).

Representatives from the East Coast Free Flight Conference and other model airplane
organizations, such as the Academy of Model Aeronautics, began asking for permission to
recommence model airplane flying and competitions as early as 1995. Congressman Benjamin
Gilman (R-NY) has asked the Service to allow model airplane flying and competitions at the
Refuge.

Use of the Refuge would range from a single individual to groups of people engaging in free
flight or radio-controlled model airplane flying during daylight hours, probably for a period of
several hours. Model airplane use would primarily occur from April through November, but
would also be possible through the rest of the year, depending upon the weather. The size of the
groups is unknown and accounts vary, but groups of six to twelve people engaging in
recreational flying or practicing for competition would not be unlikely. Most of the group flying
would likely occur on the weekends. Historically, six to seven two-day events were organized
each year at the facility, including special competitions that would attract 300 people.
Continuation of these events, which include qualifications for International Competition Classes,
is one of the major reasons why the interest in model airplane flying at this Refuge has not
abated. Given the size of the Refuge, model airplane flying would occur throughout the entire
Refuge.
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The launching of free flight and radio-controlled model airplanes would generally take place on
the existing runways, which are now used by the public for wildlife observation, nature
photography, and environmental education. Depending on the speed and direction of the wind,
modelers generally move to the furthest upwind area in the boundary of the flying site, as this
gives the model more room to drift downwind. Some free flight planes, known as gliders, are
towed to their initial starting altitude on a line as long as 50 meters. Modelers tow the plane to
the location with the best air (a thermal). Modelers launched planes from the fields as well as the
runways, particularly during competitions, in order to gain maximum time aloft.

Once launched, free flight planes cannot be controlled by the modeler. Thus, frequent retrieval
of the planes in the grasslands and surrounding forests is expected. Radio-controlled planes are
more likely to stay under the control of the modeler and will generally be able to return to the
launch site. However, both types of models will crash, and retrieval may occur anywhere on the
Refuge. Motorized vehicles and bicycles have been used in the past to retrieve models.

Models would fly over Refuge grasslands that are being managed for breeding and wintering
grassland birds. These grasslands and the associated woodlands are also heavily used by
migratory birds in the spring and fall.

Additional use of the area would require parking for upwards of 125 vehicles, including motor
homes, during competitive events. Currently, the only place to park vehicles is on the runways.
Competitions also draw family members and other spectators. Consequently, other incidental
uses that would likely occur that have detrimental impacts to wildlife and habitat include
picnicking, littering, and trespass.

Anticipated Impacts of the Use: The primary management objective of this Refuge is to
provide large expanses of undisturbed grasslands so that birds may nest, incubate their eggs, rear
their young, rest, and feed. Disturbance in winter is minimized to increase the survival of raptors
and other species during periods of scarce food resources. Current public use activities are
designed to minimize impacts. Only foot traffic is allowed on existing paved or concrete
surfaces and visitors are prohibited from entering the grasslands.

The National Audubon Society of New York State has identified this site as an “Important Bird
Area”, a designation given only to places that support a significant abundance and diversity of
birds (Wells 1998). In particular, the Refuge is among a dwindling number of sites in New York
State and one of only two sites in the Hudson Valley large enough to support the entire
assemblage of grassland birds (New York State Department of Environmental Conservation and
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 2001). Grassland dependant birds have
declined more consistently and over a wider geographic area than any other group of North
American birds over the last 30 years (Robbins et al. 1986, Askins 1993, Knopf 1995, Askins
1997, Sauer et al. 1997). Grassland birds nest, roost, and forage on the ground and are especially
susceptible to human disturbance.
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Several grassland birds that use the Refuge are on lists of rare or declining species, including
northern harrier, upland sandpiper, short-eared owl, horned lark, bobolink, grasshopper sparrow,
Henslow’s sparrow, and vesper sparrow. The Service Northeast Region list of Birds of
Conservation Concern (draft) includes upland sandpiper, short-eared owl, and Henslow’s
sparrow. Partners In Flight (PIF) lists upland sandpiper, Henslow’s sparrow, and bobolink as
high conservation priority species in the Northern Ridge and Valley physiographic region in
which the Refuge lies (Pashley et al. 2000). The North American Bird Conservation Initiative
(NABCI) ranks Henslow’s sparrow as a priority species in the Appalachian Mountain Bird
Conservation Region (U.S. NABCI Committee 2000). The New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (1997) lists short-eared owl as an endangered species, northern
harrier, upland sandpiper, and Henslow’s sparrow as threatened species, and horned lark,
grasshopper sparrow, and vesper sparrow as species of special concern.

The Refuge is one of the most important grassland bird nesting and wintering areas in the state
(Wells 1998). Grassland dependant birds that nest at the Refuge include northern harrier, upland
sandpiper, grasshopper sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow, savannah sparrow, vesper sparrow, eastern
meadowlark, and bobolink. Evidence of breeding short-eared owl has been observed, but nesting
has never been confirmed. Grassland birds that find valuable wintering habitat at the Refuge
include northern harrier, short-eared owl, and horned lark. According to Wells (1998) up to 16
short-eared owls and six northern harriers have been observed at the Refuge in winter, as well as
flocks of 60 to 80 horned larks. However, Refuge winter raptor surveys frequently document 12
to 17 northern harriers (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2002, unpubl. data) and Alfred Ott (2002)
of the Queens County Bird Club reports a maximum of 35 northern harriers.

The Refuge also provides important habitat for migrant grassland birds in spring and fall.
Northern harriers migrating along the Shawangunk Mountains often stop at the Refuge to rest
and forage. Migrant short-eared owls arrive at the Refuge in early November and depart in late
April. Flocks of up to100 bobolinks gather at the Refuge in August and September and flocks of
up to 50 eastern meadowlarks are found at the Refuge in April, October, and November. Up to
19 vesper sparrows have been counted at the Refuge in October (Kahl 2001, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, pers. obs).

The Refuge offers sanctuary to several other birds that are on lists of rare or declining species.
Loggerhead shrikes (state endangered) use the extensive grassland habitat during both
southbound and northbound flights. Large flocks of common nighthawks (state special concern)
forage over the Refuge and use the runways as daytime roosting areas before continuing their
flights. Sharp-shinned hawks, Cooper’s hawks, northern goshawks, and red-shouldered hawks
(state special concern) rest and forage at the Refuge in winter, spring, and fall. Peregrine falcon
(state threatened) has been seen at the Refuge during fall migration. Other birds that nest at the
Refuge or stop during migration that are on the Service list of Birds of Conservation Concern,
PIF list of high conservation priority species, and NABCI priority species list include; black-
billed cuckoo, red-headed woodpecker, yellow-bellied sapsucker, black-capped chickadee, wood
thrush, prairie warbler, bay-breasted warbler, and Canada warbler.
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Fifty-eight bird species nest on the Refuge. These include American kestrel, killdeer, American
woodcock, willow flycatcher, eastern kingbird, eastern bluebird, brown thrasher, chestnut-sided
warbler, blue-winged warbler, field sparrow, and chipping sparrow. Many of these species nest
near the edge of the runways and are especially susceptible to disturbance. Although the Service
intends to remove the runways, the area will be re-vegetated with a plant community suited to
these birds.

Hudsonia, a non-profit organization affiliated with Bard College, studied this site in 1992
(Stevens). Hudsonia found that, “(i)n spite of its generally disturbed condition, the importance
of this site to native biological diversity may exceed that of many more pristine areas of equal or
larger size. The design of any development or land use change contemplated for this property
should incorporate the preservation of adequate habitat and buffer zones for the rare plant and
animal species known to occur there.”

Impacts to migratory birds from model airplane flying and competitions are both direct and
indirect. These impacts stem both from the act of model airplane flying and its associated
activities, such as retrieval of planes. There are no specific studies that describe the impact of
model airplane disturbance to grassland birds. However, there has been research showing that
response to aircraft is influenced by many variables, including aircraft size, proximity, flight
profile, engine noise, and sonic booms (Smith et al. 1988). Piping plovers have been observed to
modify their behavior in the presence of kite-flying activities. Loons have been observed to
engage in avoidance behavior when small airplanes are near. Gladwin et al. (1987) surveyed
Service Endangered Species and Ecological Services Field Offices, National Wildlife Refuges,
Hatcheries, and Research Centers to determine the nature and extent of aircraft impacts on fish
and wildlife. Small propeller aircraft caused disturbance at 50% of the installations. Bélanger
and Bédard (1995) described aircraft overflights as the most important cause of disturbance to
migrant snow geese in Quebec. Bélanger and Bédard suggested that aircraft flights should be
strictly regulated over snow goose staging areas with flights below 500 meters prohibited.
Owens (1977) found that slow, noisy aircraft were most disruptive to brant. In fact, brant flew
away in response to aircraft below 500 meters and up to 1.5 kilometers. Owens suggested that
the strong response was partly due to the visual resemblance of planes to large predatory birds.
Knight and Cole (1995) state that smaller fixed-winged aircraft may be more likely to disturb
wildlife because they fly slower and at lower altitudes.

These authors describe the effects of passenger aircraft upon mainly waterfowl. Still, these
examples are most relevant because they demonstrate that small, loud planes flown at low
altitudes, low speeds, and unpredictable intervals cause the most disturbance to birds. These
aircraft are most similar to model airplanes. In fact, model airplanes are a tool used to deter birds
from occupying airport runways and flight paths (Transport Canada 1994).

Some airports, if managed properly, do provide important habitat for grassland birds. Examples
include Logan Airport and Westover Air Reserve Base in Massachusetts (Jones and Vickery
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1997) and Bradley International Airport in Connecticut (Crossman 1989) to name a few. At
these sites, however, air traffic is dominated by large planes flown at frequent, predictable
intervals that enable wildlife to become habituated. Also, the general public is not allowed to
traverse the fields surrounding the runways. Model airplane flying at the Refuge would not have
the same characteristics.

Direct impacts from modelers include the destruction of nests or the modification of feeding and
nesting behavior during the retrieval of stray models. Modelers prefer to walk in a straight line to
the point where the model airplane lands to increase the chance that the model will be
successfully retrieved. A model can often be unseen even when a person is only a few feet away.
Therefore, modelers will want to walk through grasslands and wetlands that may have nesting,
resting, or feeding birds to retrieve their planes. Additionally, individuals will enter grassland
areas and disturb wildlife to launch free flight models when winds do not parallel the runways.

Scarlatelli (1996) of Northeast Environmental Management Systems, in a report prepared at the
request of the East Coast Free Flight Conference, concluded that model airplane flying would be
compatible with efforts to preserve the area’s ecological importance. This recommendation is
based partly on the deduction that ground nesting birds of concern, including upland sandpiper,
short-eared owl, vesper sparrow, savannah sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow,
bobolink, and eastern meadowlark, present distraction displays in response to predators near their
nests. Hence, the birds would be conspicuous to model airplane enthusiasts traversing fields to
retrieve stray airplanes and the nests would be easy to avoid.

This reasoning ignores the fact that individuals walking through grassland areas to retrieve or
launch model planes create a direct liability for breeding grassland birds. While adult birds are
engaged in attempting to lure a perceived predator from their nests, the eggs and young are
exposed to increased risk of nest predation and exposure to adverse temperatures. Lanyon
(1995) relates that adult eastern meadowlarks become wary and delay visits back to nests with
young after disturbance. Further, predation of eggs, young, and attendant adults can occur as a
result of nest predators following scent paths and disturbed vegetation to the nest area. Predation
of northern harrier young has occurred when predators followed humans to nests (Watson 1977,
Toland 1985). At a minimum, adult birds that are attempting to divert humans from nests, or are
simply frightened from nests, are unnecessarily expending energy and time during a critical
period in their annual cycle.

Moreover, the conclusion that virtually all the breeding grassland birds of the region display
diversionary behaviors near the nest is only partly accurate and misses the point. If the modeler
can see that the bird is disturbed, which is not always obvious, then the disturbance has already
occurred and the bird has expended energy in nest defense that is best used either incubating or
rearing young.

In fact, the behavior of these birds from disturbance varies greatly between species, between

individuals within species, and throughout the stages of the nesting cycle. This pattern is well-
documented. Townsend (1961) gives the accounts of Saunders (1913), Urner (1921), and Urner
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(1923), of “wounded bird” acts of short-eared owls stimulated by humans near nests with young.
These accounts sometimes include adult birds stooping or diving at the intruder. Tate (1992) and
Clark (1975) also describe elaborate distraction displays, most often used by the male. However,
Tate also states that both male and female short-eared owls often vacate the vicinity of the nest
while an intruder is present. Thus, this species does not always make its nest location easy to
determine and avoid.

Similarly, adult upland sandpipers sometimes feign injury, give alarm calls, and even fly directly
at human intruders near fledglings (Coues 1874, Forbush 1912) or nests with eggs (Coues 1874,
Bowen 1976). However, this behavior was not observed by Sordahl (1981). Indeed, the former
description reflects a significant diversion of resources that should be prevented.

Adult savannah sparrows respond to predators within 10 to 15 meters of the nest by giving alarm
calls, fanning tails, raising crests, and making short nervous flights (Wheelwright and Rising
1993), not a conspicuous display to the unpracticed eye. Furthermore, Potter (1974) describes
only about 25% of females flushed from nests giving a conspicuous distraction display of
scurrying and crouching with quivering wings.

Berger (1968) gives the account of Roberts (1932) of dramatic injury feigning by vesper
sparrows flushed from the nest. Contrastingly, Roberts also states that vesper sparrows more
commonly fly “directly away, low over the ground.” Berger states that female vesper sparrows
will respond to humans near nests with young by running along the ground conspicuously, with
tail spread and wings raised. Berger further states that the same stimulus near nests with eggs
consistently cause the female to fly 50 to 60 yards away without feigning injury or giving alarm
notes.

Vickery (1996) states that grasshopper sparrows give a broken-wing distraction display at the
nest and probably near fledged young. Smith (1968) states that female grasshopper sparrows
flushed from the nest may give a distraction display or may fly 25 to 30 feet away and hide in the
grass. Smith also gives Nicholson’s (1936) description that some female grasshopper sparrows
“will run off the nests before they are found” while others gave conspicuous distraction displays.

Both bobolink sexes perform diversionary displays in response to humans near their nests
according to Martin and Gavin (1995). Martin and Gavin further state that, if pursued, these
behaviors may proceed until the intruder is more than 100 meters from the nest.

Lanyon (1995) states that male and female eastern meadowlarks may attempt to lure humans
from nests through distraction displays of spread wings and tail. Lanyon further states that
females may also explode off the nest causing injury to eggs and young. Arbib (1988) noted that
bobolink was confirmed in far more New York State Breeding Bird Atlas blocks by observation
of distraction displays than eastern meadowlark, although the two species were found in a similar
number of blocks.
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Response of Henslow’s sparrows to human intruders near their nests is not described. However,
Smith (1968) characterizes the species as “a shy and retiring inhabitant of open fields and
grasslands.” Smith further writes of “its custom of skulking or running mouselike through the
grass at the approach of an intruder.” Eaton (1988a) calls Henslow’s sparrow “one of the most
inconspicuous land birds in the Northeast.”

This variation in response indicates that displays of disturbance may not be sufficient to protect
nests from direct impacts associated with the inadvertent trampling of vegetation.

Scarlatelli (1996) also concluded that individuals searching fields for errant model airplanes
would not impact ground-nesting birds, including northern harrier, upland sandpiper, short-eared
owl, vesper sparrow, savannah sparrow, grasshopper sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow, bobolink, and
eastern meadowlark, because these species are “well-adapted to minor, temporary disturbances.”
This conclusion fails to acknowledge that there are significant differences in the sensitivity of
ground-nesting birds to disturbance between species, between individuals within species, and
through the stages of the nesting cycle.

Upland sandpipers and savannah sparrows seem least disturbed by human presence near the nest.
Bowen (1976) states that repeated flushing during nest checks does not cause nest desertion by
upland sandpipers. Baird (1968) and Welsh (1975) indicate that breeding savannah sparrows are
tolerant of human disturbance near the nest.

In contrast, Northern harriers are sensitive to nest disturbance. Macwhirter (unpubl. data) found
that none of 15 northern harrier nests with three or more eggs were abandoned after discovery.
However, nine of 20 nests with two or fewer eggs were subsequently abandoned, and only four
pairs re-nested within their territory. Simmons (1983) found that harriers rarely deserted nests
with young when observation blinds were placed within five to eight meters, but found the
opposite when nests contained eggs. Saunders (1986) found that 25% of harrier adults behaved
erratically in response to an occupied blind near nests with young. Serrentino (1992) suggests
that suitable northern harrier breeding habitat in coastal New England is vacant in part because
of heavy use by humans. In fact, volunteers field observers working on the New York State
Breeding Bird Atlas project were warned to avoid disturbing the nest of this species (Smith
1988).

Leasure and Holt (1991) state that short-eared owls are generally not sensitive to human activity
near the nest. However, they base this on the fact that short-eared owl nests are difficult to find.
Further, Holt (1992) found that three of four female short-eared owls abandoned nest scrapes
after being flushed by researchers and re-nested nearby. New York State Breeding Bird Atlas
volunteers were advised against attempting to locate the nest of this species also (Eaton 1988b).
Both this species and northern harrier are also sensitive to winter roost disturbance.

Eastern meadowlarks are particularly sensitive to human disturbance near their nests, especially

before hatching. Lanyon (1995) states that a female flushed from the nest during incubation
“invariably aborts.” Lanyon also states that desertion of nests with young is less likely.
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Furthermore, the frequency of disturbance to breeding grassland birds should not be considered
temporary or minor. Scarlatelli (2002) gives Jean Pailet’s (ex-officer of the Academy of Model
Aeronautics and member of the Skyscrapers Club) account of two to 12 individuals using the site
on a typical weekend day and competitions rarely attended by more than 100 people. According
to Langelius (1998 and 2002, ECFFC, pers. com.), the Galeville Army Training Facility was
used daily by modelers. In addition, six to seven two-day events were held annually from May
to October, drawing up to 125 modelers and 150 family members per event. Thus, the
disturbance to wildlife would be very significant, even if only a fraction of these users walked
across the fields to retrieve or launch model airplanes, or used loud, radio-controlled models.

The impact of model retrieval to nesting birds is compounded when modelers use all terrain
vehicles (ATVs) or other motorized vehicles to cross through fields. Scarlatelli (2002) states that
modelers typically used two-wheeled, powered motor bikes or motor scooters and that a minority
used three- or four-wheeled vehicles. Scarlatelli further states that vehicles were primarily used
on runways and “established paths” to approach the vicinity of the stray aircraft, but final
retrieval was done on foot. Conflictingly, correspondence from Refuge neighbors and bird
watchers describe ATVs frequently being driven throughout the grassland interior by modelers,
sometimes becoming stuck.

Nor is the level of noise generated by radio-controlled planes a minor disturbance. The noise is
high-pitched, irregular, random, and fluctuates with the aeronautic maneuvering of the model.
The Radio Control Club of Rochester (AMA Charter 465), New York recommends a 95 decibel
(dBA) maximum for radio-controlled planes at nine feet at full power on the ground (Radio
Control Club of Rochester 2001). This level exceeds the noise produced by a chainsaw,
lawnmower, or air compressor. Under certain atmospheric conditions, this noise can carry more
than one mile. In addition, radio-controlled planes with 0.09cc internal combustion engines can
produce sound levels up to 115 dBA. The noise generated from radio-controlled model airplane
competitions has been described as like “an angry swarm of bees” (Madison Radio Controlled
Airplane Society 2001).

Currently, parking for 125 cars would only be possible if the existing runway system in the
middle of the Refuge were used. This accommodation would create disturbance from vehicles
driving into the grasslands, hydrocarbon pollution from emissions and oil leaks, and litter
associated with the parking area. It would also displace visitors on the nature trail, which is
currently comprised of the entrance road and runways. Moreover, the Service intends to remove
these runways, except for an approximately eight-foot wide strip for the nature trail and
administrative access. Consequently, approximately 30 acres of grassland habitat will be
restored. Allowing model airplane use would create an incentive to preserve the runways, halt
the Service’s plan to restore wildlife habitat, and is contrary to the mission of the Refuge and the
National Wildlife Refuge System.

The runways are in the least desirable area of the Refuge to accommodate parking, as they are
located in the center of the field. Hence, a new parking area would have to be constructed on a
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location where the negative impacts to wildlife and visitors will be less. The most likely place
would be along the current access road into the Refuge. Although the detrimental effects would
be less than parking on the runways, construction of a new 125 car parking lot will create a direct
negative impact to wildlife through conversion of natural habitat to pavement.

Individuals crossing grassland areas on foot or with motorized vehicles could also negatively
impact the Refuge’s flora. Five state-listed rare plant species occur on the Refuge (Stevens
1992). These include small-flowered agrimony (Agrimonia parviflora), small white aster (Aster
vimineus), purple milkweed (Asclepias purprascens), Bush’s sedge (Carex bushii), and Frank’s
sedge (Carex frankii). ldentification of these protected species is quite difficult to the untrained
eye. Any unnecessary disturbance from people and motorized vehicles traversing areas off
designated trails could harm or eliminate the habitat of these plants.

Purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) and common reed (Phragmites australis) are invasive,
exotic plant species that occur on the Refuge and significantly degrade wildlife habitat (Smith
1964, Stuckey 1980, Rawinski and Malecki 1984, Malecki 1987, Thompson et al. 1987,
Baldassarre and Bolen 1994). Purple loosestrife has undoubtedly become so well established
because of previous degradation of the site, including clearing, filling, road and runway
construction. Allowing motorized vehicles to access the grasslands to launch or retrieve models
could exacerbate the spread of purple loosestrife and common reed due to soil disturbance.

In an update commissioned by the Academy of Model Aeronautics, Scarlatelli (2002) states that
model airplane flyers have pursued their hobby on “conservation lands” with positive outcomes,
citing Hambly (1996) of the Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife, Buffington (1989) of
the Colorado Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, and personal observation at the
Hackensak Meadowlands of New Jersey. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (2002)
reported a good relationship with model airplane organizations using lands the agency
administers. Additionally, Knetzger (2002) listed several sites in Wisconsin and Illinois that
modelers have used, including county parks, village parks, state recreation areas, and state forest
preserves. However, all of these examples are from areas administered by agencies that include
provision of recreational opportunities as equal or higher in priority than management for
wildlife.

Moreover, conflict between model airplane use, wildlife, and outdoor enthusiasts does occur at
some locations. Scarlatelli (2002) gives the account of Porutski (1996) of the New Jersey
Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife on model airplane use at Assunpink Wildlife Management
Area entailing few, minor problems that were easily resolved. However, Porutski further states
that:

“the most difficult issue to deal with is the noise associated with this type of activity and its
effect on wildlife, sportsmen and the general public. Sportsmen and the general public seek to
enjoy the outdoors and wildlife in a quiet and serene environment. Model airplane flying in this
type of environment represents a very serious conflict. 1 would
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recommend that this type of activity take place in a park which accommodates a diversity
of recreational uses such as picnicking, ball fields and swimming.”

Dorosh (2002) of the Brooklyn Bird Club cites model airplane use as one of the contributing
factors causing a virtual extirpation of breeding grassland birds at Floyd Bennett Field, New
York. Neuendorffer (2001) describes a severe negative impact of model airplane activities at
Latadomi Nature Center in Pennsylvania, including trampled vegetation, soil erosion and
compaction, excessive noise, and decreased wildlife. The model airplane group no longer uses
this site.

Further, 32 local and national organizations submitted comments (Appendix) on the draft
Compatibility Determination expressing strong concern over the negative impact of model
airplane flying upon grassland birds and the ability of the public to enjoy priority wildlife-
dependant uses at the Refuge. Certainly, the ability of a bird watcher to hear bird vocalizations
is directly impaired by the noise of radio-controlled planes, motorized vehicles, and crowds at
competitive events. Likewise, their ability to observe wildlife is diminished due to the avoidance
behavior of wildlife in this environment. Thus, permitting model airplane flying would prevent
the Refuge staff from providing a high quality experience for the wildlife-dependant visitor.
Additionally, residents near the Refuge have applauded our decision to not issue special use
permits for model airplane flying.

Hunting is not currently allowed on the Refuge, but alternatives being considered as part of the
Refuge’s Comprehensive Conservation Plan open some hunting seasons. Hunting has been
established as a priority public use through the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement
Act of 1997. Moreover, hunting will be a vital tool for controlling the Refuge’s deer population.
This control is critical, for an overabundant deer population has adverse impacts on the Refuge’s
plant community, and therefore the rest of the Refuge’s wildlife. Model airplane activities
conducted in the fall would interfere with hunting. However, restrictions will be implemented on
hunting seasons and techniques to minimize disturbance to migrant or wintering birds.

Availability of Resources: If allowed, this use would increase maintenance, law enforcement,
biological monitoring, and administrative costs. The Refuge currently has a four-car parking lot,
which will be expanded in 2002 to accommodate ten cars. Facilities do not exist to
accommodate the 125 cars likely associated with competitive events (Langelius, ECFFC, 1998,
pers. com.). In the past, modelers parked on the runways. These runways are now accessible by
foot only. While a small portion of the runways will be retained for use as a nature trail, the
majority of the runways will be removed and the area restored to native grasslands. Therefore,
allowing competitive events would require the construction of a 125-car parking lot.

If model airplane flying were allowed, a monitoring program would have to be developed and
implemented to determine the impacts of model airplane flying and its associated activities on
wildlife and visitors seeking a wildlife-oriented experience. A law enforcement presence would
be required for all competitive events and at other times to ensure compliance with stipulations
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and Refuge regulations. The issuance of special use permits and the development of stipulations
would entail administrative costs.

Anticipated annual costs to allow model airplane flying on an individual basis, through special
use permit, are estimated below. These numbers assume that individual modelers use the Refuge
four days per week from May through September, and weekends from April through October.
This estimation is based on personnel communication (1998 and 2002, Langelius, East Coast
Free Flight Conference), Scarlatelli’s (2002) figures, and correspondence from individuals who
used the site when it was in the ownership of West Point Military Academy. The estimation that
individual modelers would use the Refuge 101 days per year is conservative.

Biological monitoring oversight: $21,008 ($26/hour @ 8 hours/day for 101 days)

Law enforcement: $26,260 ($32.5/hour @ 8 hours/day for 101 days)

Administrative: $ 5,000 ($25/hour @ 200 hours, assumes 400
individual permits issued and processed
annually; per Ross, ECFFC, 1996,
correspondence to Senator D’ Amato)

Fuel/Vehicle: $ 683 ($1.30/gallon @ 2.6 gallons/trip for 202
trips)

Equipment Use/Replacement: $ 5,000 (wear on vehicles)

Total costs: $57,951

In order to hold seven competitive events annually (Langelius, 1998, ECFFC, pers. com.), the
following additional costs would be necessary:

Parking area development: $345,000 (costs from Construction and
Rehabilitation Cost
Estimating Guide, 1999, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service)

Additional law enforcement: $3,640 ($32.5/hour @ 8 hours/day
for 14 days)

Additional biological monitoring: $2,912 ($26/hour @ 8 hours/day for
14 days)

Administrative: $ 980 ($35/hour average cost for 28

hours to develop agreements,
Issue permits, and process
payments)

Total additional costs for competitive events: $352,532
The combined expense to the Service to allow model airplane flying and competitive events at

the Refuge would be $410,483 the first year that competitive events were allowed, and $65,483
annually thereafter (not adjusted for inflation and cost of living increases in salaries).
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Annual user fees of $250 per individual or $5,000 per competitive event could be collected to
help offset the costs of administering this program. However, the parking area would need to be
constructed prior to the holding of competitive events. Expending $345,000 to build a parking
lot to support model airplane competitions, while decreasing migratory bird habitat, increasing
impacts to grassland birds, and decreasing or preventing wildlife observation and photography
opportunities for priority public users, is not an appropriate or legitimate use of resource dollars.

Public Review and Comment: The draft Compatibility Determination was advertised with a
public notice in two daily and one weekly newspaper with wide local distribution. The draft
determination was posted on the Refuge web site <http://shawangunk.fws.gov> until the
Department of the Interior was disconnected from the Internet on December 5, 2001, due to a
court order. Notices of the determination were also posted at the Refuge kiosk, the Shawangunk
Town Supervisor’s office, and the Wallkill Library. Copies of the draft Compatibility
Determination were mailed to stakeholders, Congressman Benjamin A. Gilman, and
Congressman Maurice D. Hinchey. The draft determination was available for public review for
75 days.

A total of 2,343 written comments were received. Of these, 222 were in favor of the Service
position and 2,121 were opposed. Approximately 1,650 comments received were form letters
expressing dissatisfaction with the content of the draft determination and requesting
reconsideration of the Service’s position.

Comments addressed 14 primary issues, including concern over the impact of model airplane
activities to wildlife, impact of model airplane flying on the quality of experience for Refuge
visitors, diversion of Service resources to accommodate use, precedent set for model airplane
flying throughout the National Wildlife Refuge System, and effect of model airplane flying on
Refuge neighbors. Other issues addressed included contention over model plane flying practices
or techniques and intensity of past use by modelers.

Several comments described observations of wildlife using flying areas simultaneous with model
airplane enthusiasts. However, the vast majority of these observations were of species that are
very adaptable and tolerant of human disturbance, including Canada goose, red-tailed hawk,
American kestrel, turkey vulture, wild turkey, killdeer, barn swallow, raccoon, red fox, coyote,
woodchuck, and whitetail deer.

Many comments disputed the anticipated impacts of model airplane flying upon wildlife, stating

that the Galeville Army Training Facility supported a thriving bird community during the 26 year
period that the site was used for model airplane flying, including the assemblage of grassland
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bird species that currently occurs on the Refuge. However, model airplane advocates have not
proven that negative impacts, such as decrease in nest productivity, did not occur. Presence of
an adult alone is not an indication of successful nesting or undisturbed feeding or resting.

Several individuals questioned the calculation of costs associated with individual use and model
airplane competitions. The cost of these calculations has been modified to increase the cost of
biological monitoring and law enforcement and the size of the parking area needed, based on a
more accurate, though probably still conservative, estimate of the level of use (based on
information received from model airplane representatives). The cost has been decreased to
eliminate charges for garbage collection and port-a-potty rentals during competitive events.
These costs have historically been paid by the model airplane clubs and would continue to be the
responsibility of the organizing club.

Many comments related cooperative use of areas administered by agencies or organizations with
missions similar to the National Wildlife Refuge System. These comments are reviewed on
pages 9 and10. Several comments questioned the allowance of hunting while disallowing model
airplane use. This topic is discussed on page 10.

A portion of the comments described illegal activities. Some described poor behavior or
offenses of model airplane enthusiasts, including trespass onto private property, and destruction
of private property. Some comments expressed that the Service is not enforcing current
regulations prohibiting hunting and ATVs on the Refuge and that these abuses are more harmful
to wildlife than model airplane activities. However, the Refuge is regularly patrolled by law
enforcement staff and these violations are rare. Further, this disturbance is minor compared to
historic use of the site for model airplane activities and competitive events.

Determination:

___X___Useis Not Compatible
Use is Compatible With the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: No stipulations can be developed to ensure
compatibility of this activity with the purpose of the Refuge or the National Wildlife Refuge
System.

Justification: Model airplane flying and competitions are not compatible uses and will not be
allowed on the Refuge. Both have direct and indirect effects on the wildlife being managed at
the Refuge and the visiting public seeking a wildlife-dependant experience. More importantly,
no evidence exists that the activities of modelers had no impact upon the nesting productivity of
these grassland birds or wintering raptors. Clearly, sound professional judgment indicates that
hundreds of people using the site through the nesting season, flying predator-shaped objects, and
walking and riding motorized vehicles through fields would have a negative impact upon the
breeding productivity of grassland birds. Several of the species using this Refuge are state-listed
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endangered, threatened, or special concern species. Some of these are also tﬂ:get. species for
population stability and enhancement under the Partners in Flight program. This Refuge is one
of the largest and most productive grasslands in the Northeast. The restoration and management
of the site into a mosaic of grasslands to benefit a variety of grassland species and to facilitate
wildlife observation, photography, interpretation and environmental education is the highest
priority of this Refuge. Therefore, it 1s the determination of the Service that this use will
materially interfere with and detract from the fulfillment of the National Wildlife Refuge System
mussion and the purposes of the Refuge.

Signature: Refupe Manager: dﬁ’hﬂk”’n & le ".r?;JLQ 2 h‘[’jf_,__h
{Stguaturc and Date)
Concurrence: Regional Chief: c:ﬁﬂ?—\ ajéle ,éu)dd;l.
Eure aud"[}ate}
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APPENDIX: Organizations and agencies submitting comments on the draft Compatibility
Determination on model airplane flying and model airplane competitive events at Shawangunk
Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge.

Supporting
Audubon New York

American Birding Association

Buffalo Audubon Society

Brooklyn Bird Club

Defenders of Wildlife

Edgar A. Mearns Bird Club

Federation of New York State Bird Clubs

Friends of the Shawangunks

Fyke Nature Association

Genesee Valley Audubon Society

Great South Bay Audubon Society

John Burroughs Natural History Society

The Linnaean Society

Lyman Langdon Audubon Society

National Audubon Society

National Wildlife Refuge Association

New Jersey Audubon Society

New Jersey Department of Environmentat Protection
Division of Fish and Wildlife, Endangered and Nongame Species Program

New Jersey Environmental Lobby

New York City Audubon Society

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources, Region 3
Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine Resources, Endangered Species Unit

North Shore Audubon Society

Northern Catskills Audubon Society

Orange County Audubon Society

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

Putnam Highlands Audubon Society

Queens County Bird Club

Ralph T. Waterman Bird Club

Rockland Audubon Society

SUNY - College of Environmental Science and Forestry Birding Club

Wallkill River Task Force

Webster Groves Nature Study Society

189 letters from individuals
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Opposed
Academy of Model Aeronautics

Auburn - Finger Lakes Radio Control Club
Barons Model Club

Brooklyn Skyscrapers Model Aeroplane Club
Button Valley Bombers

The Charles River Radio Control Club

East Coast Free Flight Conference
Englewood Flyers

Flying Dutchmen Aeromodelers

Hillsdale Flyers

Hilltop Radio Control Club

International Miniature Aircraft Association
Islip Model Aviation Society

Kent County Aeromodelers

Keystone Radio Control Society

Meroke Radio Club

Milwaukee Association of Radio Control Clubs
New England Sport Scale Association

Ocean County Modelers

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Pennsylvania Fun Flyers

Pinkham Field Irregulars

Rondout Valley Flyers

Society of Antique Modelers

Spirits of St. Louis Radio Control Flying Club
Sullivan Orange Ulster Radio Society

Top of New Jersey

Tuscon Free Flight Club

Valley Radio Control Flying Club

Vidalia Sky Vikings Radio Control Club
York Area Radio Control Club

1650 form letters from individuals

440 individual letters
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View of the refuge
Photo courtesy of Ed Henry, USFWS
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Documentation of Wilderness Inventory

The wilderness review process consists of three phases: inventory, study, and recommendation. The purposes
of the wilderness inventory phase are:

m to identify areas of System lands and waters with wilderness character and establish these areas as
Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs);

m toidentify areas of Refuge System lands and waters that do not qualify as WSAs; and

m document the inventory findings for the planning record.

Inventory Criteria

WSASs are areas that meet the criteria for wilderness identified in the Wilderness Act. Section 2(c) provides
the following definition.

A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his works dominate the landscape, is hereby
recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself
is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an area of
undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or
human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions, and which: (1)
generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s work
substantially unnoticeable; (2) has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preser-
vation and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geological or other features of
scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.

Permanent roads are prohibited in wilderness under Section 4(c) of the Act, so WS As must also be roadless.
For the purposes of the wilderness inventory, a “roadless area” is defined as: “A reasonably compact area of
undeveloped Federal land that possesses the general characteristics of a wilderness and within which there is
no improved road that is suitable for public travel by means of four-wheeled, motorized vehicles intended
primarily for highway use. A route maintained solely by the passage of vehicles does not constitute a road.”

In summary, the inventory to identify WSAs is based on an assessment of the following criteria: absence of
roads (roadless); size; naturalness; and either outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and uncon-
fined recreation.
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Inventory Conclusions

The Shawangunk Grasslands NWR was initially assessed based on the size criteria. The size criterion is
satisfied for areas under Service jurisdiction in the following situations:

B Anarea with over 5,000 contiguous acres (2,000 ha). State and private land inholdings are not included in
calculating acreage.

m Aroadlessisland of any size. Aroadlessisland is defined as a roadless area that is surrounded by
permanent waters or that is markedly distinguished from surrounding lands by topographical or ecological
features such as precipices, canyons, thickets, or swamps.

m Anarea of less than 5,000 contiguous acres that is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation
and use in an unimpaired condition, and of a size suitable for wilderness management.

B Anareaof less than 5,000 contiguous acres that is contiguous with a designated wilderness, recommended
wilderness, or area of other Federal lands under wilderness review by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS),
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), or National Park Service (NPS).

Inventory Conclusions

The 566 acre Shawangunk Grasslands NWR does not meet the size criteria fora WSA.
Please see the attached Map C-1.
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Map C-1 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
Ulster County, New York
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Standing on the refuge runway facing the Shawangunk Ridge
Edward Henry/ USFWS photo
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System (RONS) and
Maintenance Management
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Table D-1: Refuge Operations Needs (RONS) Projects for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge

Project | Project Description [Refuge | Tier** | Regional | FTEs*** First Recurring | Duration
No. Rank* Rank (personnel) | Year Cost years
Cost ($1000)
($1000)
00007 | Design and construct 1 Not 280 2 15
interpretive trail # ranked
00013 Provide Kiosk, 2 1 137 0 23 0 1
Information and
Entrance Signs
99002 Conduct Wildlife 3 1 123 1 65 86 15
Inventory and Develop
Management Plans
(Biologist)
00006 | Evaluate the Effects 4 1 183 0 151 0 1
of Invasive Plant
Biological Control
on Grasslands and
Grassland-dependent
Species
02002 Improve Grassland 5 2 55 0 264 40
Management Program
00002 | Provide Environmental 6 1 100 1 65 73 15
Education and
Interpretation (Visitor
Services Specialist)
00201 Enhance Grassland 7 1 104 1 65 66 15
and Shrubland
Management
(Maintenance Worker)
02001 | Enhance Refuge Daily 8 2 56 1 65 73
Operations
02003 Study Collapsing 9 2 62 0 55 0
Drainage System
00003 | Survey Vegetation 10 1 141 0 49 0 1
and Invertebrate
Communities
Totals - - - 4 $1,082 $340 -
NOTES

*Refuge ranking is independent of other stations in the complex.

**Tier 1 projects identify essential staff and mission-critical activities; Tier2 are all other priority projects.

***ETE: full- time equivalent; refers to the proportion of a full time employee. An FTE of “1.0” means one person is
needed full-time

#: Estimates from Regional Office Engineering for designing and constructing an interpretive trail is $280,000. This
estimate is based on construction occurring in phases and may overlap with Project #00013 and MMS project 01001.
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Refuge Operations Needs (RONS) and Maintenance Management System (MMS) Projects

Table 2: Maintenance Management System (MMS) Projects for Shawangunk Grasslands Refuge

Project Project Title Refuge Regional Cost
No. Rank* Rank Estimate
($1000)
01001 | # Partially Restore/ Recycle Runways and Taxiways Phase 1 1 1,000
| - (Restore/Recycle Asphalt and Concrete)
01001 | # Develop Visitor Services Infrastructure using sections of 2 1 20
Runways and Taxiways - Phase I1
00001 Replace Trailer: Construct Small Office/ Visitor Contact 3 New 200
Facility construction
(not ranked)
00020 CN Widen, Repave Roadway (.2 mi.) and Public Use 4 2 432
Parking Area
00017 Remove remnants of FBI compound 5 3 39
Totals - - $1,691
NOTES

*Refuge ranking is independent of other stations in the complex.

# Phase I - Estimates from Regional Office Engineering and Facilities Specialist for runway and taxiway restoration;
Phase II - Includes use of runways for interpretative trail. It is difficult to get an accurate estimate until the project is fully
designed and goes out for bid.
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Meadow hawk dragonfly
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Wallkill River and Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuges

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Staffing

Refuge Manager
GS-0485-12 52610

Forestry Tech (Fire)
GS-0426-5 52610

Fire Management Officer
GS-0401-11 52610

* Essential Staff
** New/Expanded Staff

Office Automation Assistant
GS-0326-4 52610
(vacant) (.5 FTE)

Maintenance Worker
WG-4749-8 52610
_ y,

s N
Shawangunk Grasslands NWR
** Maintenance Worker

WG-4749-952610

* Visitor Services Professional
GS-0023-11 52610

~
* Maintenance Worker
WG-4749-10 52610
J
I 1
R
Park Ranger/LE Officer
GS-0025-9 52610
J L
1 1
N
* Biologist
GS-0486-12 52610
J

_f

hawangunk Grasslands NW
** Biologist
(GS-0486-11 52610

7

_[

Biologist
GS-0486-7/9 52610

J

All position stationed at the Wallkill NWR office
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** Visitor Services Professional

[Shawangunk Grasslands NW
GS-023-9 52610




Prescribed fire is an important tool for reducing hazardous fuels while maintaining
refuge grasslands to benefit the refuge’s primary wildlife resources
USFWS photo

Fire Management Plan

Signatures
m  Introduction
m  Relationship to Land Management Planning/Fire Policy

m  Wildland Fire Management Program Options, Goals, Objectives, and
Strategies

m  Wildland Fire Management Program Components
m  Organization and Budget

m  Definitions

m  Literature Cited

m  Attachment A: Cooperative Agreements

m  Attachment B: Fire and fuel treatment occurrence at Shawangunk
Grasslands NWR

m  Attachment C: Behave Runs

m  Attachment D: Stepup Plan

m  Attachment E: Delegation of Authority

m  Attachment F: FMIS Wildland Fire Report
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FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN

SHAWANGUNK GRASSLANDS
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

U.S,
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May 2006

Shawangunk Grasslands NWR
c/o Wallkill River NWR
1547 County Route 565

Sussex, NJ 07461
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Introduction

A. Need and Reason for the Plan

The Department of the Interior (DOI) fire management policy requires that all refuges with
vegetation that can sustain fire must have a Fire Management Plan (FMP) that details fire
management guidelines for operational procedures and values to be protected / enhanced. The
FMP for the Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) will provide guidance
on preparedness, wildfire suppression, prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatments, and
prevention in an expanding wildland urban interface (WUI) area. Values to be considered in
the FMP include: protection of refuge and neighboring private properties to include structures
and improvements, endangered, threatened and special concern species, cultural and historical
sites, and enhancement of Refuge habitats. The FMP will be reviewed periodically to ensure
the fire program advances and evolves with the U.S. Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS), and the Shawangunk Grasslands NWR mission.

. Fire Management Plan as related to Refuge Management Objectives.

m  Uncontrolled wildfire has the potential for negative impacts (out of season, wind events,
fire trespass, destruction of real property, burning onto neighboring properties...).

m  Prescribed fire and non-fire treatments are important tools for reducing hazardous fuels
while maintaining refuge grasslands to benefit the primary wildlife resources which the
refuge was established to protect, including grassland birds and wintering birds of prey.

. National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) Requirements

This plan meets NEPA requirements. A specific Environmental Assessment (EA) will

not be completed for this plan. An EA is being developed as part of the Comprehensive
Conservation Planning (CCP) process and will address fire management planning to include
fire suppression, prescribed fire, and mechanical treatment operations.

Regulations published in the Federal Reqister (62 FR 2375) January 16, 1997, categorically
exclude prescribed fire when used for habitat improvement purposes when conducted in
accordance with local and State ordinances and laws. Wildfire suppression and prescribed fire
are both categorically excluded, as outlined in 516 DM 2. Regulations published on June 5,
2003 (68 FR 33813) also categorically exclude certain hazardous fuels reduction activities and
rehabilitation activities for lands and infrastructure impacted by fires or fire suppression.

The Refuge will circulate drafts of this plan to its cooperators and other interested parties for
review and comment.

. Collaborative Development and Implementation Opportunities

Development of the Plan has been a collaborative process with New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and Shawangunk Valley Volunteer Fire Department
(VFD). Public involvement in the form of public meetings has been conducted as part of the
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NEPA process for the refuge CCP which this document will be a step down from. Partner
involvement will continue to be critical to implementing successful wildland fire prevention,
suppression, prescribed fire, and other non-fire fuels treatments.

. Authority and Guidance for Implementation

m  Protection Act of September 20, 1922 (42 Stat. 857; 16 U.S.C.594): authorizes the

Secretary of the Interior to protect from fire, lands under the jurisdiction of the Department
directly or in cooperation with other Federal agencies, states, or owners of timber.

m  Economy Act of June 30, 1932: authorizes contracts for services with other Federal
agencies.

m  Reciprocal Fire Protection Act of May 27, 1955 (69 Stat. 66, 67; 42 U.S.C. 1856, 1856a
and b): authorizes reciprocal fire protection agreements with any fire organization for
mutual aid with or without reimbursement and allows for emergency assistance in the
vicinity of agency lands in suppressing fires when no agreement exists.

m Disaster Relief Act of May 22, 1974 (88 Stat. 143; 42 U.S.C. 5121): authorizes Federal
agencies to assist state and local governments during emergency or major disaster by
direction of the President.

m National Wildlife Refuge System Administrative Act of 1966 as amended by the National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997, 16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.: defines the
National Wildlife Refuge System as including wildlife refuges, areas for the protection
and conservation of fish and wildlife which are threatened with extinction, wildlife
ranges, game ranges, wildlife management areas and waterfowl production areas. It also
establishes a conservation mission for the Refuge System, defines guiding principles and
directs the Secretary of the Interior to ensure that biological integrity and environmental
health of the system are maintained and that growth of the system supports the mission.

m Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of October 29, 1974 (88 Stat. 1535; 15
U.S.C.2201): provides for reimbursement to state or local fire services for costs of
firefighting on federal property.

m  Wildfire Suppression Assistance Act of 1989. (P.L. 100-428, as amended by P.L 101- 11,
April 7, 1989).

m Departmental Manual (Interior), Part 620 DM, Chapter 1, Wildland Fire Management
General Policy and Procedures (April 10, 1998): defines Department of Interior Fire
Management Policies.

m National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: regulations implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) encourages the combination of environmental
comments with other agency documents to reduce duplication and paperwork (40 CFR
1500.4(0) and 1506.4).
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Clean Air Act (42 United State Code (USO) 7401 et seq.): requires states to attain and

maintain the national ambient air quality standards adopted to protect health and welfare.
This encourages states to implement smoke management programs to mitigate the public
health and welfare impacts of Wildland and prescribed fires managed for resource benefit

Endangered Species Act of 1973.

Federal Fire Management policy of 1995

ll.  Relationship to Land Management Planning/Fire Policy

A. Agency Specific Policies Related to Fire Management.

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service fire policy is tiered to 620 DM 1 of the Departmental Manual
(April 1998) and is contained in 621 FW 1 of the Service Manual (February 2000) and the Fire
Management Handbook. The following key points summarize the information contained in
these manuals:

Firefighter and public safety is the first priority of the Fire Management Program.
Only trained and qualified people will conduct fire management duties.

Trained and certified employees will participate in the wildland fire management program
as the situation demands. Agency administrators are responsible and accountable, and will
make employees available to participate in the program.

Fire management activities will be conducted on an interagency basis with the involvement
of all partners when appropriate.

An approved Fire Management Plan must be in place for all of our lands with burnable
vegetation.

We will integrate fire as an ecological process into resource management plans and
activities on a landscape scale, across bureau boundaries, based on the best available
science.

We will use wildland fire to meet identified resource management objectives when
appropriate and the Fire Management Plan contains such direction.

We will employ prescribed fire whenever it is an appropriate tool for managing our
resources, and will protect against unwanted wildland fire whenever it threatens human
life, property, and natural or cultural resources. Once we commit people to an incident,
these human resources become the highest value we protect. If we must prioritize between
property and natural or cultural resources, we will base the decision on relative protection
values, commensurate with fire management costs.
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m  Regions will provide safe, cost-effective fire management programs in support of land,
natural, and cultural resource management plans through appropriate planning, staffing,
training, and equipment.

m  Management actions we take on wildland fires will consider firefighter and public safety,
be cost effective, consider benefits and protection values, and be consistent with natural
and cultural resource objectives.

B. Relationship of FMP to Enabling Legislation and Purpose

Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge is managed as an unstaffed satellite of
Wallkill River NWR in NJ and is located in the Town of Shawangunk, Ulster County, New
York (see Chapter 1, Map F-1 and F-2).

The refuge was established in July 1999 through a no-cost transfer of 566 acres of the former
Galeville Army Training Facility from the Department of the Army to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. This transfer was authorized under the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (U.S.C. 471531 and other U.S.C. sections), as amended and the Transfer
of Certain Real Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 (16 U.S.C. 667d,;
Public Law 80537), as amended. The purpose of the refuge is to sustain and enhance habitats
for grassland dependent migratory birds and wintering raptors.

C. Significant Resources and Values

Audubon New York has identified this site as an “Important Bird Area”, a designation given
only to places that support a significant abundance and diversity of birds. In particular, the
refuge is among a dwindling number of sites in New York State and one of only two sites in
the Hudson Valley large enough to support the entire assemblage of grassland birds. Grassland
dependent birds have declined more consistently and over a wider geographic area than any
other group of North American birds over the last 30 years. Additionally, the refuge is one of
the most important sites for wintering birds of prey in New York, especially northern harrier
and short-eared owl.

Several grassland birds that use the refuge are on lists of rare or declining species, including
northern harrier, upland sandpiper, short-eared owl, horned lark, bobolink, grasshopper
sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow, and vesper sparrow. The Service Northeast Region list of
Birds of Conservation Concern includes upland sandpiper, short-eared owl, and Henslow’s
sparrow. Partners In Flight lists upland sandpiper, Henslow’s sparrow, and bobolink as high
conservation priority species in the Northern Ridge and Valley physiographic region in which
the Refuge lies. The North American Bird Conservation Initiative ranks Henslow’s sparrow
as a priority species in the Appalachian Mountain Bird Conservation Region. The New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) lists short-eared owl as an
endangered species, northern harrier, upland sandpiper, and Henslow’s sparrow as threatened
species, and horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, and vesper sparrow as species of special
concern.
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Map F-1
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Map F-2

Relationship to Land Management Planning/Fire Policy

Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
Focus Area

Liister County, New York
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Several rare or uncommon plants occur on the refuge. Most noteworthy is Frank’s sedge
(Carex frankii). This species is ranked as endangered by NYDEC and S1 by the New York
Natural Heritage Program. Other uncommon plants include small-flowered agrimony
(Agrimonia parviflora), purple milkweed (4sclepias purpurascens), small white aster (Aster
vimineus), Bush’s sedge (Carex bushii), coontail (Ceratophyllum echinatum), and watermeal
(Wolffia brazilinsis).

D. Refuge Management Purpose and Goals.
1. Purpose

The FMP is being co-written with the CCP to ensure it is compatible with the refuge’s
purpose to sustain and enhance habitats for grassland dependent migratory birds and
wintering raptors.

2. Goals

The primary goals for the refuge under the Service’s proposed alternative in the CCP are
to:

m Protect and enhance habitats for Federal trust species and other species of special
management concern, with particular emphasis on grassland-dependent migratory birds
and wintering raptors;

m  Manage to enhance regionally-significant ecological communities, including large
grassland complexes;

m  Promote actions which contribute toward a healthier Wallkill River;

m  Continue land acquisition and land management partnerships to support
accomplishment of species, habitat, and ecosystem goals;

m Increase opportunities for environmental education and other priority, wildlife
dependent public uses;

m  Cultivate an informed and conservation-educated public that works to support the goals
of the refuge and the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System;

m  Provide refuge staffing, operations, and maintenance support to effectively accomplish
refuge purposes and legal mandates.

lll.  Wildland Fire Management Program Options, Goals, Objectives, and Strategies

A. General Management Considerations

1. The 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy
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The National Fire Plan identifies the three core principles of collaboration, priority setting,
and accountability. This Plan addresses these principles in the following manner:

Collaboration -

The land area portion of Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge directly abuts or
is interspersed with both interagency and private lands. The planning for and implementation
of wildland fire management activities will be a collaborative effort with NYSDEC- Forest
Rangers, Shawangunk VFD, and Town of Shawangunk Government and community
representatives.

The refuge recognizes that the key to successful fire management activities (suppression and
prevention) lies with the surrounding fire departments. The fire departments provide the
closest forces capable of responding safely to a wildland fire incident, since the Refuge itself
does not maintain an initial attack suppression force. The Refuge and the Region will continue
to support and foster these relationships by encouraging collaborative meetings for training
and information sharing, and requesting their input into the fire management decision-making
process.

Fire suppression for the Refuge will be covered under several cooperative agreements
(Attachment A). The Service agrees to delegate responsibility and authority of Incident
Command to the Departments, in consultation with the refuge designated resource advisor,
to suppress wildland fires on NWR lands. The Service agrees to reimburse the Departments
for suppression costs based on a rate schedule agreed to on an annual basis. The Cooperative
agreement is effective for five years from date of signing.

Surrounding Fire Departments that provide for the suppression of all wildland fires at
Shawangunk Grasslands NWR:

Eire Department or District Agreement Date

Priority Setting

The safety and property of private citizens and incident personnel are paramount concerns.
Provided there is minimal threat on human life, suppression methods (direct vs. indirect
attack) that impact fragile habitats should be weighed carefully against the need to protect
property within and adjacent to the Refuge.

Emphasis of the fire management program will be protection of human life and property,
specifically the local community. Other priorities include:

m Protection of watersheds, such as the various tributaries of the Wallkill and Hudson Rivers,
from the undesirable effects of wildland fire.

m  Hazard fuel treatments to reduce fire prone invasive vegetation and maintenance of roads
and trails for equipment access.

m  Wildland fire prevention and education programs.
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Accountability -

Establish uniform and cost-effective measures, standards, reporting processes, and budget
information in implementation plans that will fold into the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) process.

2. Safety

The Refuge manager and Zone Fire Management Officer (FMO) will ensure that all fire
management actions and activities are completed with safety being the first priority.

3. Endangered Species Act

A programmatic section 7 will be completed as part of the Shawangunk Grasslands CCP.
All fuels projects and wildland fires should include an assessment of the threat to state and
federally-listed endangered, threatened, and special concern species and their habitats from
the fire and suppression measures. A project level section 7 consultation may be conducted
for any planned activity that could affect a listed or threatened species.

4. Clean Air Act

Refuge fire management activities which result in the discharge of pollutants (smoke,
carbon monoxide, particulate, and other pollutants from fires) are subject to and must
comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local air pollution control requirements as
specified by Section 118 of the Clean Air Act, as amended 1990. Any planned activity
requires a permit from the NYDEC Air Pollution Division through the State Forest
Rangers.

5. Clean Water Act

Fire inhibiting chemicals (e.qg., aerially applied retardants and Class A foam solutions)
may be used with the concurrence of the Refuge Manager. Direct application of these
chemicals into waterways such as impoundments, inflows, stream channels, or drainage
ditches must be avoided. Federal guidelines implemented in June 2000 require that
application of retardants and Class A foams be avoided within a 300 foot buffer zone of
waterways.

6. National Historic Preservation Act

Wildfire size-up requires an assessment of the threat to cultural resources from the fire
itself or suppression actions. In the event that a new sensitive resource is discovered
during any fire activity, the area will be noted and protected from further disturbance. A
report will be made and the proper agencies notified. Any preplanned activities causing
significant ground disturbance will require a consultation with the Regional Historic
Preservation Office.

B. Wildland Fire Management Goals

The goals of the Shawangunk Grasslands NWR fire management program support the goals
and objectives of the Refuge as outlined in I1.D., and also support the principles outlined in the
USDA/DOI National Fire Plan, 10 Year Comprehensive Strategy, and Cohesive Strategy:
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Ensure firefighter and public safety is the highest priority of all fire and fuels management
activities.

Suppress all wildland fires in a safe and cost effective manner consistent with resources
and values at risk.

Develop and implement a comprehensive non-fire fuels/vegetation management program
to reduce hazardous fuels and invasive species, and restore or maintain habitats for
declining grassland breeding birds.

Protect sensitive biological communities from the effects of wildfire.

Utilize Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) whenever feasible, commensurate
with firefighter safety and resources to be protected to minimize opportunities for invasive
species introductions when utilizing heavy equipment on wildfires, or when assessing
rehabilitation and restoration needs following wildfire occurrence.

Collaborate with local, state, and federal partners when planning and implementing
wildland fire preparedness, prevention, and suppression actions.

Educate employees and the public about the scope and effect of wildland fire management,
including fuels management, resource protection, prevention, hazard/risk assessment,
mitigation and rehabilitation, and fire’s role in ecosystem management.

Identify fire management research needs, work with partners to develop proposals
and obtain funding, and apply research results to fire planning through the adaptive
management process.

. Wildland Fire Management Options

Normally a fully-evolved fire management program on Department of Interior lands includes a
variety of options for dealing with wildland fire:

Wildland Fire — Full Suppression.

Wildland Fire Use - Allow fire to assume its natural role in a fire-adapted ecosystem or to
achieve resource benefits.

Prescribed Fire - Intentionally igniting fire under carefully controlled conditions and
according to an approved plan, to achieve a management objective.

Hazard Fuels Reduction - Reduction of fuel accumulations around structures or other
values at risk by mechanical, herbicide, or fire means.

The fire management program at Shawangunk Grasslands NWR will concentrate the
following:

Wildland Fire — Full Suppression.
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m  Prescribed Fire - Intentionally igniting fire under carefully controlled conditions and
according to an approved plan, to achieve a management objective.

m  Hazard Fuels Reduction - Reduction of fuel accumulations around structures or other
values at risk by mechanical, herbicide, or fire means.

Associated actions needed to take effective wildfire suppression include: preparedness,
prevention, and operational planning meetings with cooperators. These will be discussed in
some detail later in the Plan.

Wildland fire use is not considered an appropriate fire management option at Shawangunk
Grasslands NWR due to urban interface, fuel type, and low frequency of natural caused fire.

D. Fire Management Unit (Zone) (FMU/FMZ)

A Fire Management Unit (FMU) can be defined as “any land management area definable

by objectives, management constraints, topographic features, access, values to be protected,
political boundaries, fuel types, major fire regime groups, and so on, that set it apart from the
management characteristics of an adjacent FMU.” Shawangunk Grasslands NWR is identified
as a component of the New England and New York Fire Planning Unit (FPU) which includes
all National Park Service, Forest Service, and Fish & Wildlife Service lands in New England
and New York for the Fire Program Analysis (FPA).

Shawangunk Grasslands NWR will be managed as a single FMU. Suppression and
prescribed fire, and non-fire strategies, management restrictions, fuels, fire environment, and
values at risk are similar throughout the Refuge. Wildland fires will be suppressed using the
appropriate suppression response. Prescribed fires and non-fire treatments will be used to
reduce hazardous fuels and to meet resource and habitat improvement objectives. Due to staff
limitations, relatively small land management parcels, valuable resources, and values at risk
on neighboring lands, this plan does not recommend wildland fire use as an option.

1. Obijectives
m  Strive to contain 95% of all fires during initial response with no firefighter or public
injuries.
m  Acquire resources for a maximum response time of one half hour from time fire is

reported.

m  Employ MIST tactics when possible, with special consideration given to protecting
sensitive habitat and biological communities from suppression activities and fire
encroachment.

m  Utilize prescribed fire and non-fire (mechanical/chemical) treatments to reduce
hazardous fuel loadings where appropriate while maintaining habitat and controlling
the encroachment of invasive species.

m  Prepare and implement an effective fire prevention plan to minimize fires and prevent
human-caused wildland fires
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Prepare and present programs to educate the public regarding fire management
practices and prevention within the Refuge and system wide.

Strategies

Conduct all fire management programs in a manner consistent with applicable laws,
policies and regulations.

The Incident Commander, working in collaboration with the Refuge Manager or
Resource Advisor, will determine the appropriate level of suppression and tactics to be
employed based on considerations of human safety, actual and potential fire behavior,
values to be protected, access, and expected suppression costs.

Maintain Cooperative Agreements with the NY DEC and Shawangunk Valley

\olunteer Fire Department to promote cooperative prevention and suppression
activities. Provide assistance to local or federal cooperators under the “closest
resources” principles in accordance with Service policy.

Identify areas of concern and develop response plans and tactics to expedite the initial
attack and full suppression of the fire.

MIST tactics will be employed to the maximum extent possible, given the
considerations of safety, fire behavior, values, access, and cost.

Use of dozers, skidders, and other heavy equipment will be undertaken only with the
consent of the Refuge Manager.

Avoid use of chemical retardants and Class A foams near waterways and wetland areas.
Develop a fuels treatment plan annually.

Utilize prescribed fire as a management treatment for achieving hazard fuel and
resource management objectives.

Initiate cost effective fire monitoring to ensure burn objectives are being met and
conduct an investigation into the historical role of fire in the Refuge.

Use monitoring data to refine burn prescriptions to better achieve objectives.

Use non-fire mechanical methods, and/or herbicide treatments in combination to
reduce hazardous fuels and protect and restore wetlands for migratory birds.

In collaboration with local and other partners prepare and implement a fire prevention
program to inform the public about wildland fire.

Integrate fire ecology, management, and prevention themes into existing interpretive
and education programs.
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3. Fuel/Habitat, Weather, and Fire Behavior Characteristics
a. Fuel/Habitat Types

The generalized vegetation map (map F-3) and table offers some indication of the
Northern Forest Fire Laboratory (NFFL) fuel models used to estimate potential fire
behavior on a localized scale, and corresponding National Fire Danger Rating System
(NFDRS) fuel models used for fire danger purposes. Particularly for the NFFL fuel
models, this discussion is intended only to give a very generalized idea of the type of
fire behavior which can be expected; the actual fuel model appropriate for a given acre
of ground requires first hand observation of the conditions present on the scene.

Table 1: Fuel/Habitat Types — Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Fuel/Habitat Types Acres Percent

Tall Grasslands (NFFL Model 3) 259 46

Short Grasslands (NFFL Model 1) 172 30

Hardwood Forest 135 24

Total 566 100
b. Weather and Climate Patterns

The Hudson River moderates the area’s micro-climate, and the Atlantic Ocean
influences the overall weather pattern for all of southeastern NY creating a humid,
temperate climate. Days below zero degrees and above 100 degrees Fahrenheit (F) are
rare. The average frost-free period runs from late April to early October. Precipitation
averages about 41 inches annually, and snowfall averages about 51 inches. Rainfall is
heaviest during July, August, and September. Prevailing winds are from the northwest
during the winter and from the southwest during the summer. Annual wind speed
averages 9.3 mph with March the windiest month and July, August, and September

the least windy months. Generally, the area’s weather diminishes the likelihood of

a catastrophic wildfire with its high humidity, moderate rainfall, and relatively calm
winds.

c. Fire Season (occurrence) and Fire Danger Indices

The largest number of fires occur in the fall (late Sept. to Dec.) and early spring (Feb.
to April). However there is potential for wildland and prescribed fires year-round. No
fire history exists for this unit due to the recent acquisition of the property. History is
being developed for all fuel treatments occurring. (Attachment B)

National Fire danger Rating System (NFDRS) data is compiled by the NY Department
of Environmental Conservation (NYDEC) for daily fire danger levels. Shawangunk
Grasslands NWR will use this information to set the daily fire danger levels. No
historical weather data is available from a refuge NFDRS weather station. Future
historical weather data will be compiled and averaged using the zone and NY State
NFDRS stations
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d. Fire Regime

A natural fire regime is a general classification of the role would play across a
landscape. The five natural (historical) fire regimes are classified based on the average
number of years between fires (fire frequency) combined with the severity (amount

of replacement) of the fire on the dominant overstory vegetation. These five regimes
include:

m |- 0-35 year frequency, low to mixed severity (<75% overstory replaced)

m [I - 0-35 year frequency, high severity (>75% overstory replaced)

m [l -35-100 year frequency, low to mixed severity (<75% overstory replaced)
m [V —35-100 year frequency, high severity (>75% overstory replaced)

m  V-200+ year frequency, high severity (>75% overstory replaced)

Using the FIREMONVL1.1, Fire Regime and Condition Class Field Procedures-
Standard & Scorecard Methods, Shawangunk Grasslands NWR has two fire regime
classes.

For the grasses the fire regime is II.
The hardwood forests have a regime of I11.
e. Potential Fire Behavior

The following fire behavior outputs are based on the average conditions found during
a normal fire season using the 14:00 weather observations. These averages ranges
include: temp — 55-70 degrees Fahrenheit, relative humidity — 25%-35%, mid-

flame wind speed of 6 mph, and 6% average lhr (< 1/4 * diameter) fine dead fuel
moisture. The slope is 0 to 2% and the rate of spread is for a head fire. The outputs are
calculated from the BEHAVE - Fire Behavior Prediction Models (v. 2.2) algorithms.
(Attachment C)

Fuel Model 1 (A) 40% - Field Grasslands: Fire spread is governed by the fine and
continuous herbaceous fuels that have cured or are nearly cured. Fires are surface fires
that move rapidly through the cured grass and associated material. The fire behavior

is directly related to the fuel moisture and windspeed. Fuel loading is 0.74 tons/acre
and consists of 1/4” or smaller (1 hr) dead fuel component. Spot fires are generally

not produced because fuels are consumed too quickly and thoroughly. Resistance to
control is low to moderate, depending on windspeed. The behavior output includes:

Rate of Spread - 135 chains/hr (1.7 mph)
Flame Length - 5.4 feet

Fuel Model 3 (N) 60% - Field Grasslands: Fires in this model display high rates
of spread under the influence of wind. Wind may drive fire into the upper heights
of the grass and across standing water. Stands are tall, averaging about 3’ to 6’,
but considerable variation may occur. Approximately 1/3 or more of the stand is
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considered dead or cured and maintains the fire. Fuel loading is 3.0 tons/acre and
consists of up to 1/4”-1 and 10 hr) dead fuel component. Fire behavior is directly
related to the fuel moisture and windspeed. Short-range (up to 100’) spotting usually
occurs and causes high to extreme control problems. The behavior output includes:

Rate of Spread — 148.4 chains/hr (1.9 mph)
Flame Length — 14.9 feet

Fuel Model 9 (E/R) - Deciduous Hardwood Forest: Fires are carried by dead, loosely
compacted leaves and understory grasses. Wind tumbled leaves and torching trees
may cause short to mid-range spotting that may increase the rate of spread above the
predicted value. Fuel loading is 3.5 tons/acre and consists of <3”of dead and live fuel.
Fire behavior is directly related to the fuel moisture and fuel loading with windspeed
in exposed areas. Resistance to control is moderate except during drought conditions
when extreme fire conditions are present. The behavior output includes:

Rate of Spread — 11.7 chains/hr (0.2 mph)
Flame Length — 3.4 feet
4. Management Considerations Affecting Operational Implementation
a. Safety

Firefighter and public safety (urban interface) is always of the highest priority when
determining suppression strategy and tactics. No natural resource or property value is
worth exposing humans to high risk situations. Fuels in the grasslands are light and
flashy (models 3 and 1) and can pose a significant danger and is one factor of fatality
fires.

b. Values at Risk

Once human safety is assured, the values to be protected play into the decision of the
strategy and tactics to be employed. The most significant values at risk are the adjacent
private properties. These properties include multiple single homes, a large horse
facility, Town of Shawangunk Recreation area, refuge structures and improvements,
and wildlife habitat.

c. Protection of Resources

Natural and cultural resources will be protected to the maximum extent feasible, but
their protection will not be the highest priority. Appropriate suppression action will
first and foremost ensure firefighter and public safety. When no threat to human life
or damage to improvements and private property exists, protection of natural and
cultural resources from fire or suppression damage will be the next highest priority.
Foam suppressants or retardants should not be used within 300 feet of waterways to
protect various water related resources. If new natural or cultural resources of concern
are discovered during fire suppression activities, the Refuge Manager/Resource
Advisor will ensure, to the extent appropriate and possible, their protection from
damage related to fire suppression activities. The Refuge Manager will consult with
the Regional Historic Preservation Officer to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential or
actual damage to cultural resources.
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d. Wildlife:

Wildlife will be protected to the maximum extent feasible, but their protection will

not be the highest priority. Appropriate suppression action will first and foremost
ensure firefighter and public safety. When no threat to human life or damage to
improvements and private property exists, protection of natural and cultural resources
from fire or suppression damage will be the next highest priority. Once these concerns
are protected, wildlife will be protected to the extent possible. Both birds and reptiles
nest on the refuge and the areas in which the nests occur will be protected to the extent
appropriate and possible. The adult birds would fly away, but the eggs and chicks still
in the nests would be vulnerable to fire. Adult and hatchling turtles would most likely
be in or near the water resources on the refuge, but again, the eggs in the nests would
be vulnerable to the heat from the fire. Nesting for all of these species occurs primarily
in spring and summer months. Mammals also breed on the refuge, but they would
hopefully be able to move their young out of danger. The Refuge Manager and Wildlife
Biologist would advise the Incident Commander of the areas of concern.

e. Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics Guidelines (MIST)

All personnel involved with fire management are expected to have an understanding

of minimum impact suppression tactics Suppression efforts can sometimes cause
more resource damage than the actual fire. Efforts to minimize resource damage

must be a consideration with all suppression actions and shall be outlined in the
cooperative agreements or delegation of authority. As a general rule, the assigned
Incident Commander, with the input from a resource advisor, while minimizing the
threat to human life and property will evaluate the suppression resource needs and seek
alternatives to mechanized equipment, limit soil movement, maintain natural water
courses, and minimize land degradation. Further guidelines can be found in the Fire
Management Handbook.

The Resource Advisor should be an employee with resource management knowledge
to advise the IC on issues related to mitigating the affects of suppression operations on
cultural and natural resources.

f. Air Quality

Visibility and clean air are valued natural resources for Shawangunk Grasslands NWR
and the protection of them will be given full consideration in fire management planning
and operations. The station will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local air
pollution control requirements, as specified within Section 118 of the Clean Air Act,

as amended (42 USO 7418). Further guidance is in the Services Fire Management
Handbook.

Shawangunk Grasslands NWR has not been designated as a Federal area where
visibility is an important issue (Federal Class | Area) under the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977. Smoke issues must be considered during the planning and
implementation of any burn projects to lessen the potential impact to the surrounding
community and area.
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g. Access

Vehicular access to Shawangunk Grasslands is possible in most areas of the refuge.
Before sending vehicles off the main access road or trails (old runways), ground
conditions need to be assessed and considered in the initial size-up. Areas off the
roads can be wet or not support heavy vehicles, and in such cases tracked low ground
pressure vehicles or indirect tactics should be considered.

h. Barriers

Barriers to fire spread exist on the refuge as roads, trails (old runways), wetland, and
fuel type changes and can be used effectively to hasten construction of control lines
and minimize the impacts of constructed lines. Barriers can also be used effectively
for indirect attack, as a safe location to make a stand or as a secure place to burn out by
removing fuels in front of an advancing fire.

i. Cost

The Refuge Manager with input from the Zone Fire Management Officer or Incident
Commander should weigh the relative costs of various suppression and fuel treatment
strategies in comparison to values at risk, being sure not to compromise safety
concerns. Too many resources on an incident can elevate the costs unnecessarily.
Aircraft can be an effective resource under some circumstances, but may also be
unnecessary or ineffective in many situations and can greatly escalate the cost of
suppression operations. The Zone FMO should be consulted prior to the major
expenditures of fire operation funds.

Wildland Fire Suppression actions require a cost code from FIRECODE. Those
numbers will be generated by the Zone FMO and activated by the Denver Finance
Center.

The Refuge manager is responsible to assure the costs of all fire operations are
properly spent and accounted for through the Federal Financial System (FFS) and
Budget Tracking System (BTS) accounting systems. A quarterly expenditure report
should be submitted to the Zone FMO for tracking and accountability of fire operation
funds.

j. Regional and National Concerns

The regional preparedness level tends to follow the national preparedness level unless
the eastern seaboard is experiencing very dry conditions and a high potential for

wildfire. Expect normal refuge operations to occur through National Preparedness
Level IV.

At National Preparedness Level V, when local fire conditions permit, and subject
to supervisory approval, all qualified individuals should be made available to meet
regional and national needs.
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IV. Wildland Fire Management Program Components

The full range of fire management program elements were reviewed and considered when
developing this fire management plan. These include wildfire suppression (and with it the
associated elements of preparedness, training, prevention, and detection), wildland fire use,
prescribed fire, non-fire fuel applications, and emergency rehabilitation and restoration. As
outlined in 111.C, Shawangunk Grasslands will implement the following elements:

m  Wildland Fire — Full Suppression.

m  Prescribed Fire - Intentionally igniting fire under carefully controlled conditions and according
to an approved plan, to achieve a management objective.

m  Hazard Fuels Reduction - Reduction of fuel accumulations around structures or other values at
risk by mechanical, herbicide, or fire means.

A. Wildland Fire Suppression
1. Suppression/appropriate management response.

All Wildland fire regardless of cause will be suppressed. The local incident commander
will determine the appropriate response based on local and FWS policies.

Collaboration with the NYDEC - Forest Rangers and Shawangunk Valley VFD will

be utilized for suppression operations on the refuge with procedures for the responding
agencies to report the incident to the Refuge Manager at the Wallkill River NWR office.
All suppression efforts will be dictated by the following priorities:

m Life and Safety
m  Refuge Resources and Property

Although resource impacts of suppression alternatives always must be considered

in selecting a fire management strategy, resource benefits will not be the primary
consideration. Appropriate suppression action will be taken to ensure firefighter safety,
public safety, and protection of the resources.

Suppression strategies should be applied so that the equipment and tools used to meet

the desired objectives are those that inflict the least impacts upon the natural and cultural
resources. Minimum impact suppression tactics (MIST) will be employed to protect all
resources. Natural and artificial barriers will be used as much as possible for containment.
When necessary, fire line construction will be conducted in such a way as to minimize
long-term impacts to resources.

2. Preparedness.
a. Readiness

The Refuge staff should meet with area fire department personnel semi-annually to
review cooperative agreements, contact information, and fire suppression policies and
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procedures. Refuge staff should also meet with the Zone FMO yearly to review and
update fire management activities, plans, and updated fire program information.

(1) Cooperative Agreements

Agreements are being written with the NYDEC and Shawangunk Valley VFD to
provide protection for the refuge wild lands. These agreements will be reviewed
annually to ensure currency.

m  Updated costs for equipment and personal.
m  Update phone contact numbers.
m  Review communications and assigned frequencies.
m  Coordinate prescribed burn schedule.
(2) Community assistance and grant programs (RFA)

The Shawangunk VFD will be notified of any program opportunities, deadlines,
and procedures.

(3) Pre-Attack Plan

Pre-attack planning data will be updated annually by the refuge fire staff. Pre-
attack plans will be placed in the Zone Engine, the Fire Management Office, and at
the Refuge Headquarters. A copy of the plan will be forwarded to the Shawangunk
Valley VFD. Pre-attack plans should include:

m  Response map(s): roads, gates, trails, water sources.
m  Mutual aid zones / fire cooperator districts (include map with boundaries).
m Hazard/Risk map: rivers and streams, power lines, main ditches and canals.

m  Natural and Cultural Resources map: sensitive zones, non-sensitive zones,
restricted vehicle access areas.

m  Structure list.
b. Step-Up Actions

Due to the low level of fire occurrence and the lack of historic archived weather data
upon which to calculate NFDRS indices and breaking points, the preparation of a site
specific step-up plan is not essential. However, a calculation of NFDRS indices and
step-up plan break points is implemented throughout the Central Fire Management
Zone (section 111 D 4 c.) (Attachment D).

c. Detection

Most fires on the Refuge will be discovered and reported by local residents and
members of the public using the area for recreation. These may or may not be reported
directly to the Refuge Manager; it is expected that often the individual will contact the
local fire department or 911 directly and Refuge staff may not find out about the fire
until after it has already been attacked.
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Response and coordination will be a part of the cooperative agreements with the
NYDEC and Shawangunk Valley VFD. Contact and response information will be a
part of the agreement process as well as the delegation of authority.

d. Communication

Interagency- The refuge radio system is the primary communication link. This is
linked to the Delaware Water Gap NRA and the Wallkill River NWR Office. Cell
phones will be used as a back-up to the radio system. During fire operations, radios
will be issued to the overhead staff and at least 1 radio to each crew.

Local - Most of the local agencies have capability to communicate using a local
frequency. For those local cooperators that do not have that capability, a Service radio
will be provided and cell phone information exchanged to ensure communication
during the incident.

e. Prevention and community education

Human caused fires have the potential to be the most damaging because they can occur
at a time of the year when fewer initial attack resources are available and fuels are
drier.

Due to the low occurrence of natural fire starts in the Hudson River and Catskill
Regions of NY, it is assumed that most of the fires in the area are human caused. No
documented fire history exists for the Shawangunk Grasslands prior to and after FWS
acquisition.

Fire prevention programs will be a collaborative effort with the NYDEC-Forest
Rangers and Shawangunk Valley VFD to protect human life and property, and prevent
damage to natural and cultural resources or physical facilities. Public outreach using
bulletin board materials, handouts, and interpretive programs should be utilized to
increase visitor and neighbor awareness of fire hazards. Trained employees need to
relate to the public the beneficial effects of prescribed fires as opposed to unwanted
human-caused fires, with emphasis on information essential to understanding the
potential severity of human-caused wildland fires and how to prevent them.

It is essential that employees be well informed about fire prevention and the objectives
of the refuge’s fire management program. Further, employees must be kept informed
about changes in existing conditions throughout the fire season.

During periods of extreme or prolonged fire danger emergency restrictions regarding
refuge operations or area closures may become necessary. Such restrictions, when
imposed, will be consistent with those implemented by the Local and State Fire
Officials. Closures will be authorized by the Refuge Manager.

f. Training & Qualifications

The Refuge will conform strictly to Service-specific guidelines as well as the National
Wildfire Coordinating Group (NWCG) Publication 310-1, “Wildland Qualification
System Guide” (January 2006). Service employees participating in any wildland fire
activities on Fish and Wildlife Service lands must meet these requirements as well as
those for fitness, and personal protective equipment (PPE). More information about
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training, fitness and PPE is provided in the FWS Fire Management Handbook, and the
Central Zone Fire Management Officer at Wallkill River NWR. Consult with the Zone
FMO on arranging fire training for Refuge staff.

The Refuge relies on Shawangunk Valley VFD for initial attack response, and all
department members may not meet NWCG standards. The Shawangunk Valley

VFD is in the process of training their members to the NWCG standards through the
NYDEC-Forest Rangers. This will not be a limiting factor for the first burning period
of initial attack, as Federal agencies have agreed to honor the qualifications standards
of assisting entities during this initial phase. Should the fire extend into additional
burning periods, then by policy, all suppression personnel will need to meet NWCG
standards.

g. Aircraft operations

All aircraft operations, other than initial attack, will follow the interagency aircraft

use regulations and policies. During initial attack the closest resource including state
owned aircraft may be used. After the first burn period or if needed for extended attack
contractors must be used.

Aircraft used in prescribed fire and non-fire treatments will meet the interagency
standards and an aircraft use plan will be required as part of the project plan.

3. Initial Attack

All wildland fires will be suppressed with fire fighter and public safety as the highest
priority. Fires will be suppressed in a prompt, safe, aggressive, and cost-effective
manner to produce smallest resource/acreage adverse impacts. Generally direct attack
is the most cost effective tactic, provided it can be done safely. Otherwise indirect
tactics are necessary, as determined by the Incident Commander (IC). In most cases,
the Shawangunk Valley VFD will be the primary initial attack responder to wildfires on
the Refuge as covered under the Cooperative Agreements.

a. Refuge Response

Once notified of a fire the Refuge Manager or designee will contact the Shawangunk
Valley VFD with a request to respond or confirmation of response. The Refuge
Manager or designee will also inform the Zone FMO. Qualified and available refuge
staft should respond as well, performing such tasks as securing the fire origin, fire
suppression, checking for visitors at risk, and implementing public closure at the scene.
If the fire threatens to burn outside the Refuge boundary, the Manager and/or the
Incident Commander will notify adjacent landowners.

b. Incident Commander

The Refuge will use the Incident Command System (ICS) as a guide for suppression
organization. When the responding Fire Department arrives, the senior officer of that
Department will serve as the Incident Commander responsible for the fire. The IC will
brief the Refuge Manager on the location and status of the fire. The Refuge Manager
will provide pertinent details on location and protection of special natural or cultural
resources.
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The Incident Commander will:

Locate, size-up, and coordinate suppression actions, including briefing
subordinates, directing their actions and providing work tools.

Provide public and firefighter safety.

Considering current and predicted fire conditions, assess need for additional
suppression resources and estimate the final size of the fire. The potential for
spread outside of the refuge should be predicted, as well as the total suppression
force required to initiate effective containment action.

Assess the need for law enforcement personnel for traffic control, investigations,
evacuations, etc,

Keep the Refuge Manager informed.

Provide information to the Refuge Manager so that a fire report can be prepared
and provided to the Zone FMO.

Notify Refuge Manager when initial attack is not successful, so that planning for
extended attack can begin and a Wildland Fire Situation Analysis (WFSA) can be
developed for the next operational period.

Other duties of the Incident Commander are described in the National Wildfire
Coordinating Group Fireline Handbook.

c. Public Safety

Public safety will require coordination between all Refuge staff and the Incident
Commander. Notices should be posted to warn visitors, areas may be closed, and
traffic control will be necessary if smoke crosses roads. Where wildland fires cross
or burn areas adjacent to the road, mopped up and felling dangerous snags will

be completed. If needed, individuals not involved in suppression efforts may be
evacuated.

4. Extended Attack

The IC will notify the Refuge Manager whenever it appears that a fire will exceed initial
attack efforts, threaten Service/private lands, or when fire complexity will exceed the
capabilities of command or operations. The Refuge Manager will be responsible for
coordinating with the IC all extended attack actions including:

Notifying the Zone Fire Management Officer

Completion and daily review of a wildland fire situation analysis (WFSA)(Zone FMO
to be contacted for software and participation)

Assignment or ordering of appropriate resources

Completion of Delegation of Authority (Attachment E)
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5. Fire Investigation

After a wildland fire has been detected, responding personnel should be wary of suspicious
individuals or vehicles. Personnel should not disturb a fire location in the event an
investigation is needed. Personnel responding should attempt to locate and protect the
probable point of fire origin and record pertinent information required to determine fire
cause. They will be alert for possible evidence, protect the scene, and report findings to
the Incident Commander. All suspicious fires will be promptly and efficiently investigated.
Individuals should not question suspects or pursue the fire investigation unless they are
commissioned law enforcement officers.

Personnel from other agencies may investigate wildland fire arson or fire incidents
involving structures. All fire investigations should follow guidelines in the Services Fire
Management Handbook. The Central Zone Fire Management Officer should be contacted
if needed.

6. Required Reporting

The Refuge Manager must report all wildland fires to the Central Zone Fire Management
Officer, who will issue a project cost code number from the FIRECODE system and add
the fire to the Fire Management Information System (FMIS). The Incident Commander
will be responsible for documenting decisions and completing a fire report (e.g., [CS-214,
Agency Wildland Fire Report). Fire reviews will be documented and filed with the final
fire report (Attachment F). The Zone Fire Management Officer will retain a copy and will
be responsible for additional required reports such as an annual regional fire summary
report and meeting national fire performance measures. This report will document fires by
type, acres burned by fuel type, cost summary, personnel utilized, and fire effects.

. Wildland Fire Use

As mentioned previously under section III.C, Wildland fire use is not considered a viable
management option.

. Prescribed Fire
1. Obijectives

Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge has identified prescribed burning as
part of the overall management of the resources. The prescribed fire activity is established
and coordinated yearly as part of each Refuge’s Habitat Management Plan. The use of
prescribed fire to remove excess vegetation in grasslands and hardwood forests creates

a mosaic that reduces fuel loading while providing quality habitat desirable for many
wildlife species.

m Hazard fuel reduction should occur within or near wildland urban interface, refuge
development zones, sensitive natural resources, and boundary areas. These areas are
used to reduce the risk from wildland fire, and to the greatest extent possible hazard
fuel burns should compliment habitat/resource management objectives. Goals of
hazard fuel reduction for prescribed burning include:
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m Establish defensible space along urban interface boundary and around refuge
improvements and structures.

m Protect habitat from wildfire trespass.
m  Maintain fuel loadings within the natural ranges (determined by fuel type).
m Aid in control of invasive plants and weeds that contribute to the fuel load.

m Habitat/resource management prescribed fire is used to restore, create, or maintain a
diversity of plant communities in order to restore and perpetuate native wildlife species.
The frequency of achieving many of the goals requires repeated prescribed burns. Goals of
resource management burns include:

m  Control woody plants

m  Maintain dominance by graminoids.

2. Annual Preparation

The Refuge Manager, in consultation with the Wildlife Biologist and Zone Prescribed Fire
Specialist or Fire Management Officer will formulate the annual prescribed fire program.
The results of this planning effort will be:

m The designation of Burn Units.

m The preferred treatment interval (this can vary by fuel type).

m  The recommended method of treatment (fire, fire/mechanical/chemical, etc).

m  The recommended treatment sequence (rotation).

m The annual target acreage scheduled for treatment.

m  The total target acreage to be treated annually refuge-wide.

m  Type of monitoring and frequency needed.

The Zone FMO/Prescribed Fire Specialist or Burn Boss will write individual prescribed

fire plans for the units to be treated.

Prescribed fire plans are submitted to the NYSDEC-Forest Rangers for review. Due to the
review process, plans should be submitted as early as possible. Following the review, the
NYSDEC-Forest Rangers will issue a burn permit. A smoke management plan is required
by the State and the prescribed fire plans include adequate information to meet the State
requirement. The Air Quality permit is issued as part of the prescribed fire permit.

3. Recommended Fire Qualified Staffing

The Zone Fire Management Officer or Prescribed Fire Specialist shall assign the Burn
Boss of the appropriate level to implement the burn. The Burn Boss will follow all the
guidelines and procedures that are contained in the prescribed fire plan.

Shawangunk Grasslands is an unstaffed satellite of the Wallkill River NWR.
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Position Location Minimum Qualifications
Fire Management Officer and/or Prescribed Fire Specialist ~ Zone RXB2 or 1, TFLD, ICT3
Burn Boss Zone RXB3. FFT1

The Refuge will meet or exceed standard and qualification requirements as outline

in Service Fire Management Handbook and Interagency prescribed fire qualification
(NWCG publication 310-1). The Refuge Manager, with consultation from the Zone Fire
Management Officer/Prescribed Fire Specialist, will be responsible for ensuring Refuge
personnel maintain the qualifications necessary to implement the growing fire program.

4. Sensitive Resource Considerations (T&E, Cultural Resources, Smoke targets, etc.)

There are two critically important constraints/limitations to consider, when prescribing fire
as a habitat management tool for the refuge:

m  Fire is not recommended as a tool on the site in areas of extensive invasion of Purple
Loosestrife (PL). According to Malecki and Rawinski (1985) and Malecki (pers.
communication), fire does not carry through PL and does not affect belowground
tissues. Thompson (1987) reports that prescribed spring fire at Montezuma Refuge
resulted in less than 10% plant mortality. More importantly, Purple Loosestrife
requires bare substrate for germination. In areas infested with the invasive plant,
up to 38,090 seeds can exist per square foot, in the top 2 inches of soil (Welling and
Becker 1990). Since PL seeds are viable for 2 or more years, prescribed fire would
likely provide a substrate for extensive PL germination at Shawangunk NWR If,
however, the Refuge has made/makes significant progress in controlling/eradicating
Purple Loosestrife in the open habitats on the site, then fire may be a viable tool for
controlling woody plant invasion, and maintaining grassland cover.

m  As previously mentioned, the silt loam soils observed on-site, especially in “pit and
hummock” wetlands, can be compacted easily by heavy equipment, and potentially
rendered less suitable for the rare grassland/wetland plants documented on the Refuge.
Therefore, any work requiring heavy equipment, such as mowing, constructing
firebreaks, etc. should be done with low ground-pressure vehicles, when the site is
extremely dry.

5. Prescribed Fire Plan and Prescription Requirements

Prescribed fire plan contents are provided in the FWS Fire Management Handbook. All
burn plans must be reviewed and signed by the designated Burn Boss and the Regional
Fire Management Branch Chief prior to Refuge Supervisor approval.

6. Required Reporting
a. Reporting and Documentation

The Refuge Manager will report all prescribed fires to the Zone FMO who will add the
fire to the Fire Management Information System (FMIS) and the National Fire Plan
Operations and Reporting System (NFPORS). The burn boss will be responsible for
providing input to and documenting decisions for completion of the fire report (e.g.,
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ICS-214, Agency Wildland Fire Report). Fire reviews will be documented and filed
with the final prescribed fire report.

The Zone Fire Management Officer will retain a copy and be responsible for additional
required reports such as an annual regional fire summary report and meeting national
fire performance measures. This report will document fires by type, acres burned by
fuel type, cost summary, personnel utilized, and fire effects.

b. Cost Accounting

All prescribed fire costs will be tracked using the Specific fire project code generated
from the FMIS and opened from the Denver finance Center. The Wallkill River
Refuge Manger will be responsible to accurately track and document the costs and
expenditures associated with the prescribed burn. The Refuge Manager will keep the
Zone Fire Management Officer informed as to the expenditures and costs for inclusion
in the annual regional fire management summary report and meeting national fire
performance measures.

D. Non-Fire Fuel Applications (mechanical/chemical)
1. Obijectives

Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge has identified mechanical and chemical
applications as part of the overall management of the resources. The activities are
established and coordinated yearly as part of each Refuge’s Habitat Management Plan.

The use of non-fire activities is to remove excess vegetation in grasslands and hardwood
forests creating a mosaic that reduces fuel loading while providing quality habitat desirable
for many wildlife species.

Hazard fuel reduction should occur within or near wildland urban interface, refuge
development zones, sensitive natural resources, and boundary areas to reduce the risk from
wildland fire, and hazard fuel treatments should compliment habitat/resource management
objectives when possible. Goals of non-fire hazard fuel reduction include:

m Establish defensible space along urban interface boundary and around refuge
improvements and structures. Per Departmental direction, WUI treatments should
involve collaboration with local communities and partners, and development of risk
assessment and hazard mitigation plans.

m  Protect habitat from wildfire trespass.
m  Maintain fuel loadings within the natural ranges (determined by fuel type).
m Aid in control of invasive plants and weeds that contribute to the fuel load.

2. Annual Preparation

The Refuge Manager, in consultation with the Wildlife Biologist and Zone Prescribed Fire
Specialist or Fire Management Officer will formulate the long term non-fire treatment
program.
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Following the approval, the planning team will designate units and a long-term treatment
strategy will be developed. The results of this planning effort will be:

m  The designation of units (priority to urban interface).

m The preferred treatment interval (this can vary by fuel type).

m  The recommended method of treatment

m  The recommended treatment sequence (rotation).

m The annual target acreage scheduled for treatment.

m  The total target acreage to be treated annually refuge-wide.

3. Restrictions

a.

Any work requiring heavy equipment, such as mowing, constructing firebreaks,
etc. should be done with low ground-pressure vehicles, when the site is extremely

dry.
Seasonal

The only time that non-fire treatments will be precluded is during the nesting
season from early may to early July. During that time no unnecessary activity
should occur.

4. Required Reporting

a.

Documentation and Reporting

The Refuge Manager will report all non-fire treatments to the Zone FMO who

will add the information to the Fire Management Information System (FMIS) and
the National Fire Plan Operations and Reporting System (NFPORS). The project
manager will be responsible for providing input to and documenting decisions for
completion of the treatment report (e.g., ICS-214, Agency Wildland Fire Report).

The Zone FMO will retain a copy and be responsible for additional required
reports such as an annual regional fire summary report and meeting national fire
performance measures. This report will document treatment by type, acres treated
by fuel type, cost summary, personnel utilized, and effects.

Cost Accounting

All non-fire treatment costs will be tracked using the Specific fire project code
generated from the FMIS and opened from the Denver finance Center. The
Wallkill River Refuge Manger will be responsible to accurately track and document
the costs and expenditures associated with the treatment. The refuge manager

will keep the Zone FMO informed as to the expenditures and costs for inclusion

in the annual regional fire management summary report and meeting national fire
performance measures.
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E. Emergency Rehabilitation and Restoration

Post-fire repairs will fall into one of three categories: fire suppression activity damage,
emergency stabilization, and rehabilitation (620 DM 3). Fire suppression activity damage is
damage to resources, lands, and facilities resulting from wildland fire suppression actions, in
contrast to damages resulting from the fire itself. Repair actions are planned and performed
primarily by the suppression incident organization as soon as possible prior to demobilization.
The incident management team, during transition back to the local unit, must document the
fire suppression activity damage repair actions accomplished and those which are still needed.
Fire suppression activity damage is paid by the same Wildland Fire Suppression Operations
subactivity (9141) and project code as the fire suppression effort.

Emergency stabilization may be defined as planned actions to stabilize and prevent
unacceptable degradation to natural and cultural resources, to minimize threats to life

or property resulting from the effects of a fire, or to repair/replace/construct physical
improvements necessary to prevent degradation of land or resources. Emergency stabilization
actions must be taken within one year following containment of a wildland fire. Stabilization
actions must be documented in an approved plan which will describe in detail the actions
proposed and costs, provision for monitoring of results, delineation of funding, and
responsibilities for implementation. Funding is provided under the Wildland Fire Suppression
Operations account, but using a different subactivity (9142, Emergency Stabilization) than
suppression only. Plans are jointly reviewed by the Regional Fire Management Coordinator
and the National Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation Coordinator. Funding up to
$500,000 may be approved at the Regional Director level. Larger requests must be approved
by the Fire Management Branch Chief. Examples of emergency stabilization actions that may
be permitted include replacing or repairing minor facilities essential to public health and safety
when no other options are available; placing structures to slow soil and water movement;
stabilizing soils; increasing road drainage frequency and/or capacity to handle additional
post-fire runoff; installing protective fences or barriers to protect treated or recovering areas;
seeding to prevent establishment of invasive plants, and direct treatment of invasive plants;
using integrated pest management techniques to minimize the establishment of non-native
species within the burned area; and monitoring of treatments and activities for up to three
years.

Rehabilitation efforts are undertaken within three years of containment of a wildland fire to
repair or improve fire-damaged lands unlikely to recover naturally to management approved
conditions, or to repair or replace minor facilities damaged by the fire. These are long-term
actions that have been already identified in approved land management plans. A rehabilitation
plan will be written as a separate plan, independent of an emergency stabilization plan.
Funding must be approved on a priority basis by the National Burned Area Emergency Rehab
(BAER) Coordinators in consultation with the Office of Wildland Fire Coordination. Funds
will fall under a burned area rehabilitation subactivity, not the Wildland Fire Operations
account. Allowable actions may include chemical, manual, and mechanical removal of
invasive species, and planting of native species to restore or establish a healthy, stable
ecosystem; tree planting to reestablish burned habitat, reestablish native tree species lost in
fire, and prevent establishment of invasive plants; and repair or replace fire damage to minor
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operating facilities such as campgrounds, interpretive signs and exhibits, and fences. Funding
for rehabilitation treatments falls under the 9262 subactivity.

V. Organization and Budget

A. Fire Management Team Responsibilities

m  Refuge Manager: The Refuge Manager is responsible for the full range of management
duties within the Refuge including fire management activities that implement an effective
fire management program. Appropriate action will be taken by the Refuge Manager for
fires on or adjacent to Refuge lands. Related fire management activities include delegation
of authority, designation of resource advisors on incidents, implementing extended initial
attack organizations, developing cooperative agreements with local fire departments and
state agencies, and authorizing the use of vehicles and heavy equipment within designated
resource sensitive areas of the Refuge.

m Refuge Wildlife Biologist: Acts as Resource Advisor on initial and extended attack or
project size wildfires.

m  Regional Fire Management Branch Chief (RFMC): Provides coordination, training,
evaluation, and technical guidance, as requested, to the Refuge staff, approves fire
preparedness and fuels treatment budget requests. The RFMC will be informed of all
wildfire suppression activity occurring on the Refuge through the Zone FMO.

m  Zone Fire Management Officer (Zone FMO): The Region 5 Central Zone FMO, stationed
at Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge, advises the Refuge Manager or staff on matters
relative to fire planning, fire preparedness, suppression, and prescribed burning. The Zone
FMO supplies technical assistance and experience relative to fire management activities
and also advises the Refuge Manager on priorities, strategies, and tactics to reduce adverse
fire impacts. The Zone FMO coordinates fire training for Refuge staff, enters fire reports
into the computerized database, maintains staff qualifications through the IQCS system,
and enters Refuge base information and requests into the FireBase/Fire Program Analysis
(FPA) workload analysis and budgeting systems. The Zone FMO makes recommendations
to the Regional Fire Management Branch Chief on fire budget allocations to the Refuge
and provides guidance to the refuge on proper fire expenditures. The Zone FMO may be
called upon to gather additional resources necessary to implement this Plan.

B. Budget
1. Refuge Fire Funding

No fire funds are specifically earmarked to conduct fire management activities at

Shawangunk Grasslands NWR. Funds can be requested to meet wildland urban interface/
hazard fuel treatment, prevention, or minor equipment and personal protective equipment
needs through the Zone FMO on an annual basis. Other funds from regional fire program
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sources are available to cover training associated travel and physical exams. In addition,
costs of emergency suppression to local cooperators are reimbursable from the national

fire management emergency operations fund. Cooperating fire departments close to the
Refuge serve to meet suppression needs and suppression objectives of this Plan.

2. Fire Program Analysis (FPA)

Fire Program Analysis (FPA) is an interagency fire management workload analysis and
budgeting system that will replace the existing FireBase system beginning in fiscal year
2008. All federal land ownerships within a given Fire Planning Unit (FPU) will be subject
to a common optimization model that will determine optimum levels of resources by unit
for a given funding level. Shawangunk Grasslands NWR is part of the Northeast Compact
FPU which includes all National Park Service, Forest Service, and Fish & Wildlife Service
land in New England and NY. It is unknown at this time what effect, if any, FPA will have
on allocation of fire resources to Shawangunk Grasslands and other area refuges.

VI. Monitoring and Evaluation

The following Fire Research is needed at Shawangunk Grasslands NWR:
m  Comprehensive inventory and assessment of the Refuge’s hazard fuels, and the identification

and prioritization of hazard fuel units.

m  Assessment of hazard fuel management options, and their effects upon Refuge resource
objectives

m  Assessment of long and short term fire effects in the habitats of the Refuge with
recommendations for treatment activities.

m  Assessment of treatment affects monitoring needs and preparation of monitoring plan.

A. Monitoring and Research

The effects of fuel treatments upon the Refuge’s plant and animal population’s needs to be
better understood. Through applied research and careful application non-fire treatments, data
collected can provide managers with a better understanding of the natural ecological effects,
and the information needed to refine treatment types to meet resource objectives.

Monitoring will comply with accepted scientific methods. This data, along with information
gathered through research studies, will be used to improve the effectiveness of the fire
management program. Levels of data collection, from least expensive and intensive to the
most elaborate, are as follows:

= Minimum levels (photopoints)
m Intermediate (NPS Fire Effects Monitoring Handbook)

m  \Volume/weight removed measurements
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m  Maximum levels — integrate with other refuge monitoring programs to support adaptive
management.

B. Evaluation
1. After Action Review

Wildland and Prescribed fire activities with be evaluated by the IC and the Refuge Manger
in the form of an After Action Review (AAR) as outlined in the Incident Response Pocket
Guide.

2. Significant Wildland Fire Event Review

The Regional Fire Management Branch Chief, Refuge Manager, Incident Commander, and
Zone FMO will conduct formal fire reviews in the event of:

m significant injury/accident
m significant property or resource damage
m significant safety concerns

3. National Wildland Fire Performance Measures

The Refuge Manger and Zone FMO will conduct a yearly review of the overall fire
management program. The review will cover project funding and expenditures, non-fire
treatment accomplishments, and program review. This information will be compiled for
inclusion in the yearly Regional Fire Management Government Performance Results Act
(GPRA) goals.
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Definitions

Agency Administrator. The appropriate level manager having organizational responsibility for
management of an administrative unit. May include Director, State Director, District Manager or
Field Manager (BLM); Director, Regional Director, Complex Manager or Project Leader (FWS);
Director, Regional Director, Park Superintendent, or Unit Manager (NPS), or Director, Office of
Trust Responsibility, Area Director, or Superintendent (BIA).

Appropriate Management Action. Specific actions taken to implement a management strategy.

Appropriate Management Response. Specific actions taken in response to a wildland fire to
implement protection and fire use objectives.

Appropriate Management Strategy. A plan or direction selected by an agency administrator which
guide wildland fire management actions intended to meet protection and fire use objectives.

Appropriate Suppression. Selecting and implementing a prudent suppression option to avoid
unacceptable impacts and provide for cost-effective action.

Bureau. Bureaus, offices or services of the Department.

Burning Index (BI). A number combining the spread and energy release component related to the
contribution of fire behavior to the effort of containing a fire.

Class of Fire (as to size of wildland fires):
Class A - Y acre or less.
Class B - more than % but less than 10 acres.
Class C - 10 acres to 100 acres.
Class D - 100 to 300 acres.
Class E - 300 to 1,000 acres.
Class F - 1,000 to 5,000 acres.
Class G - 5,000 acres or more.

Emergency Fire Rehabilitation/Burned Area Emergency Rehabilitation (EFR/BAER).
Emergency actions taken during or after wildland fire to stabilize and prevent unacceptable
resource degradation or to minimize threats to life or property resulting from the fire. The scope of
EFR/BAER projects are unplanned and unpredictable requiring funding on short notice.

Energy Release Component (ERC). A number related to the available energy (BTU) per unit
area (square foot) within the flaming front at the head of a fire. It is generated by the National
Fire Danger Rating System, a computer model of fire weather and its effect on fuels. The ERC
incorporates thousand hour dead fuel moistures and live fuel moistures; day to day variations are
caused by changes in the moisture content of the various fuel classes. The ERC is derived from
predictions of (1) the rate of heat release per unit area during flaming combustion and (2) the
duration of flaming.

Extended attack. A fire on which initial attack forces are reinforced by additional forces.

Fire Suppression Activity Damage. The damage to lands, resources and facilities directly
attributable to the fire suppression effort or activities, including: dozer lines, camps and staging
areas, facilities (fences, buildings, bridges, etc.), handlines, and roads.
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Fire effects. Any consequences to the vegetation or the environment resulting from fire, whether
neutral, detrimental, or beneficial.

Fire intensity. The amount of heat produced by a fire. Usually compared by reference to the length
of the flames.

Fire management. All activities related to the prudent management of people and equipment to
prevent or suppress wildland fire and to use fire under prescribed conditions to achieve land and
resource management objectives.

Fire Management Plan. A strategic plan that defines a program to manage wildland and prescribed
fires and documents the Fire Management Program in the approved land use plan. The plan is
supplemented by operational procedures such as preparedness plans, preplanned dispatch plans,
prescribed fire plans and prevention plans.

Fire prescription. A written direction for the use of fire to treat a specific piece of land, including
limits and conditions of temperature, humidity, wind direction and speed, fuel moisture, soil
moisture, etc., under which a fire will be allowed to burn, generally expressed as acceptable range
of the various fire-related indices, and the limit of the area to be burned.

Fuels. Materials that are burned in a fire; primarily grass, surface litter, duff, logs, stumps, brush,
foliage, and live trees.

Fuel loadings. Amount of burnable fuel on a site, usually given as tons/acre.

Hazard fuels. Those vegetative fuels which, when ignited, threaten public safety, structures and
facilities, cultural resources, natural resources, natural processes, or to permit the spread of
wildland fires across administrative boundaries except as authorized by agreement.

Initial Attack. An aggressive suppression action consistent with firefighter and public safety and
values to be protected.

Keetch - Byram Drought Index (KBDI). An indicator of drought on the availability of fuel to burn
in the heavier fuels and litter and duff layers.

Maintenance burn. A fire set by agency personnel to remove debris; i.e., leaves from drainage
ditches or cuttings from tree pruning. Such a fire does not have a resource management objective.

Natural fire. A fire of natural origin, caused by lightning or volcanic activity.

NFDRS Fuel Model. One of 20 mathematical models used by the National Fire Danger Rating
System to predict fire danger. The models were developed by the US Forest Service and are
general in nature rather than site specific.

NFFL Fuel Model. One of 13 mathematical models used to predict fire behavior within the
conditions of their validity. The models were developed by US Forest Service personnel at the
Northern Forest Fire Laboratory, Missoula, Montana.

Prescription. Measurable criteria which guide selection of appropriate management response
and actions. Prescription criteria may include safety, public health, environmental, geographic,
administrative, social, or legal considerations.

Prescribed Fire. A fire ignited by agency personnel in accord with an approved plan and under
prescribed conditions, designed to achieve measurable resource management objectives. Such a
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fire is designed to produce the intensities and rates of spread needed to achieve one or more planned
benefits to natural resources as defined in objectives. Its purpose is to employ fire scientifically

to realize maximize net benefits at minimum impact and acceptable cost. A written, approved
prescribed fire plan must exist and NEPA requirements must be met prior to ignition. NEPA
requirements can be met at the land use or fire management planning level.

Preparedness. Actions taken seasonally in preparation to suppress wildland fires, consisting of hiring
and training personnel, making ready vehicles, equipment, and facilities, acquiring supplies, and
updating agreements and contracts.

Prevention. Activities directed at reducing the number or the intensity of fires that occur, primarily
by reducing the risk of human-caused fires.

Rehabilitation. (1) Actions to limit the adverse effects of suppression on soils, watershed, or other
values, or (2) actions to mitigate adverse effects of a wildland fire on the vegetation-soil complex,
watershed, and other damages.

Spread Component (SC). A rating of the forward rate of spread of a head fire

Suppression. A management action intended to protect identified values from a fire, extinguish a fire,
or alter a fire’s direction of spread.

Unplanned ignition. A natural fire that is permitted to burn under specific conditions, in certain
locations, to achieve defined resource objectives.

Wildfire. An unwanted wildland fire.
Wildland Fire. Any non-structure fire, other than prescribed fire, that occurs in the wildland.

Wildland Fire Situation Analysis (WFSA). A decision-making process that evaluates alternative
management strategies against selected safety, environmental, social, economical, political, and
resource management objectives as selection criteria.

Wildland/urban interface fire A wildland fire that threatens or involves structures.
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Consultation and Coordination

All fire management program activities will be implemented in cooperation and coordination
with federal, state, county, and local agencies. The following individuals were contacted and
contributed during the development of this plan:

Allen Carter, RFMC - Region 5, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Michael Durfee, Region 5 Central Zone FMO, Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge

Steve Kahl, Refuge Manager, Shiawassee National Wildlife Refuge

William Koch, Project Leader, Great Swamp, Wallkill River, Shawangunk Grasslands NWRC
Kevin Holcomb, Refuge Biologist, Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge

Ed Henry, Refuge Manager, Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge

Laura Mitchell, Regional Fire Ecologist, Region 5, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Cooperative Agreement No.:
DCN:

COST CODE:
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
AND
THE TOWN OF SHAWANGUNK, NEW YORK

PURPOSE

This Cooperative Agreement is made and entered into by and between the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service, hereinafter referred to as the “Service,” and the Town of Shawangunk for the
Shawangunk Valley Volunteer Fire Department, hereinafter referred to as “Shawangunk FD,”
under authority of the Reciprocal Fire Protection Act of May 27, 1955 (69 Stat. 66, 67; 42 U.S.C.
1856a. and b.). The purpose of this Agreement is to facilitate cooperation between the two parties
in the prevention, detection, and suppression of wildland fires on the Shawangunk Grasslands
National Fish and Wildlife Refuge (hereinafter referred to as the “Refuge”) within the Town of
Shawangunk and adjoining lands. The Service provides maximum protection for the Refuge, its
lands, wildlife, personnel, and facilities from fire in compliance with 620 Departmental Manual
1.4.H. which states in part, that it is policy “to (1) protect human life and (2) property and natural/
cultural resources ... commensurate with fire management costs.” Likewise, the Shawangunk FD
is responsible for providing the Town of Shawangunk with fire protection for its lands, citizens,
and buildings

The objectives of this cooperative effort are to ensure that Shawangunk FD is authorized to: 1)
suppress wildland fires on the Refuge; and, 2) cooperatively work with the Refuge to plan and
implement prescribed fire for the purposes of managing fire risk.

This Agreement provides for the limited interchange of services, personnel, equipment, funds and
facilities to achieve this goal.

. SCOPE OF WORK

For the period hereinafter set forth, Shawangunk FD and the Service will jointly provide, to
the extent practicable, necessary personnel, materials, services, facilities, funds, and otherwise
perform all things necessary for, or incidental to, the performance of this Cooperative Agreement.

Specifically, the Shawangunk FD agrees to do the following.

A. To provide, as is available, the qualified personnel and equipment necessary to suppress
wildland fires on Refuge lands in the Town of Shawangunk, New York, under the direction
of the Fire Chief or other superior officer of the Shawangunk FD and the supervision of the
Refuge Manager or his designated representative.
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B.

To notify the Refuge Manager when suppression equipment and personnel are not available
for any wildland fire response on Refuge lands.

To notify the Refuge Manager, as soon as practicable, when the Shawangunk FD is notified of
a fire incident on the Refuge.

Specifically, the Service agrees to do the following.

A.

To provide, when available, the qualified personnel and/or equipment necessary and available
for use, upon request by the Fire Chief, to suppress fires on Refuge lands.

During wildland fire suppression activities on Refuge lands by the Shawangunk FD, to
delegate the authority to the Shawangunk FD necessary to put the Fire Chief, or his designee,
in command of the firefighting effort, in consultation with the local New York Department of
Environmental Conservation Forest Ranger (NYDEC).

Consult with the Shawangunk FD and local NYDEC Forest Ranger on prescribed fire projects
on the Refuge.

Provide funds to the Shawangunk FD as detailed in Appendix B, for cost reimbursement of
fire suppression and any other fire management related activities authorized and approved by
the Refuge Manager.

PERIOD OF AGREEMENT

This Cooperative Agreement will be effective for five years from the signature date of both

parties. The Agreement may be modified, extended, or terminated in writing at any time by
mutual consent of the parties hereto, or may be terminated by either party by giving 60 days
written notice to the other party.

FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION

A.

If the Shawangunk FD requests reimbursement for specific actions or activities, it will submit
to the Service statements of reimbursement, detailing what charges were incurred for specific
items and units of work (see Appendix B for the rate schedule), for appropriate expenditures
covered by this Agreement as necessary. Invoices will include the name and address of the
Shawangunk FD, the project name, and the invoice amount. The Service will reimburse
Shawangunk FD via Electronic Funds Transfer.

Reimbursement of Shawangunk FD expenses by the Service will be contingent upon the
availability of funds and shall not obligate the Service in the event of unavailability of funds
resulting from failure to appropriate by the U.S. Congress.

The Service and Shawangunk FD will annually agree on the rates of reimbursement for
activities under this Agreement.
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D. The Service and Shawangunk FD will meet at least annually, prior to April 1, to review
operations and planning. It is agreed that the Refuge Manager shall be responsible for setting
a mutually convenient date, time, and place for said meeting.

PROJECT OFFICERS

Project Officers, for the purpose of administering this Agreement, including the receiving and
reviewing of reports and the handling of termination notices are:

For the Service: William Koch, Refuge Manager
U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Service, Great Swamp NWR

For Shawangunk Valley VFD: Chief
Shawangunk Valley Volunteer Fire Department
Shawangunk, NY

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Liability. Each party agrees that it will be responsible for its own acts and the results thereof
and shall not be responsible for the acts of the other party and the results thereof. Each party,
therefore, agrees that it will assume all risk and liability to itself, its agents or employees, for
any injury to persons or property resulting in any manner from conduct of its own operations,
and the operations of its agents or employees, under this Agreement, and for any loss, cost,
damage, or expense resulting at any time from any and all causes due to any act or acts,
negligence, or the failure to exercise proper precautions, of or by itself or its own agents
or its own employees, while occupying or visiting the premises under and pursuant to this
Agreement. Each party shall waive all claims against the other party for compensation for
any loss, damage, personal injury, or death occurring as a result of or in consequence of the
performance of this agreement.

B. During the performance of this Agreement, the cooperatives agree to abide by the terms of
Executive Order 11246 on non-discrimination and will not discriminate against any person
because of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. The cooperatives will take affirmative
action to ensure that applicants are employed without regard to their race, color, religion, sex,
or national origin.

C. No member of, or delegate to the Congress, or resident Commissioner, shall be admitted to
any share of this Agreement, or to any benefit that may arise therefrom; but this provision shall
not be construed to extend to this Agreement if made with a corporation for its benefit.

D. It is hereby certified that Shawangunk FD and the Service will comply with all applicable
Federal, State, and local laws, ordinances and regulations with respect to the care, handling,
storage and disposal of any materials furnished by the Service or purchased as a result of this
Agreement. It is further certified that Shawangunk FD is the user of such materials and is
capable of complying with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws.
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E. This agreement and the obligations of the Service hereunder shall be subject to the availability

of funding and nothing herein contained shall be construed as binding the Service to expend in
any one fiscal year any sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress or administratively
allocated for the purpose of this Agreement for the fiscal year, or to involve the Service

in any contract or other obligation for the further expenditure of money in excess of such
appropriations or allocations.

Nothing herein contained shall be construed as binding the Shawangunk FD to expend any
sum, or to involve the Shawangunk FD in any contract or other obligation for the further
expenditure of money.

Lobbying with appropriated funds — No part of the money appropriated by any enactment

of Congress shall, in the absence of express authorization by Congress, be used directly or
indirectly to pay for any personal service, advertisement, telegram, telephone, letter, printed
or written matter, or other device, intended or designed to influence in any manner a Member
of Congress, a jurisdiction, or an official of any government, to favor, adopt, or oppose, by
vote or otherwise, any legislation, law, ratification, policy or appropriation, whether before

or after the introduction of any bill, measure, or resolution proposing such legislation, law,
ratification, policy or appropriation; but this shall not prevent officers or employees of the
United States or of its departments or agencies from communicating to Members of Congress
on the request of any such Member or official, at his request, or to Congress or such official,
through the proper official channels, requests for any legislation, law, ratification, policy or
appropriations which they deem necessary for the efficient conduct of the public business, or
from making any communication whose prohibition by this section might in the opinion of
the Attorney General, violate the Constitution or interfere with the conduct of foreign policy,
counter-intelligence, intelligence or national security activities. Violations of this section shall
constitute violations of section 1352(a) of title 31.

VII.GENERAL PROVISIONS

This Agreement shall be subject to the following Appendices which are incorporated by reference
herein:

1.

2.

Appendix A -43 C.FR. § 12

Appendix B- Certifications Regarding Debarment, Suspension and Other Responsibilities
matters, Drug Free Workplace Requirements and Lobbying, DI-2010

Appendix C - Civil Rights Assurance, DI-1350 (See attachment A-1)

Appendix D — Schedule of Suppression Reimbursement
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VIIl. MODIFICATIONS

The scope of work and terms of Agreement may be modified or amended in writing at any time by
mutual consent of the signatory parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Cooperative Agreement on the day,
month and year indicated:

Chief Chair Fire Chief
Contracting and General ServicesTown Supervisor Shawangunk Valley Fire
Department
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Shawangunk, New York Shawangunk, New York
Region 5
Date Date Date
Attachment A-2

SCHEDULE OF SUPPRESSION REIMBURSEMENT

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will reimburse the Shawangunk Fire Department (Shawangunk
FD), for services as listed below to be paid in half hour increments calculated from the time the
suppression unit departs the station and until it returns. Equipment costs listed below do not
include operators. In addition, upon return to the station, the Shawangunk FD will be reimbursed
for personnel (only) time used to restore the responding equipment to proper readiness status. This
schedule is updated annually (on or about April 1) and applies throughout the current year.

Engine PUMPEr.......cccoovvvveiiieciceee $150.00 per hour
TANKET .o $100.00 per hour
Special Services Vehicles (support)........ $100.00 per hour
Ladder TruCKS .....ccevveveereieirrieseeeeienes $200.00 per hour
Fire Officers .....ocouvvviiinniniiieniee e $20.00 per hour
Personal Labor .........ccccevevvieieieeinnnnnn, $15.00 per hour
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Attachment B:
YEAR WF | ACRES RX ACRES | HF/WUI | ACRES (m,c,f)
2002 250 (m)
2003 125 (m)
2004 200 (m)

* Hazard Fuel/Wildland Urban Interface Treatment Types (WUI) Codes - (m) - mechanical (c) - chemical (f)
— fire
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Direct Inputs

Dominant fuel model

Percent cover

Other fuel model

1-h fuel moisture (%)

10-h fuel moisture (%)

100-h fuel moisture (%)
Herbaceous fuel moisture (%)

Woody fuel moisture (%)

Mid flame wind speed (mph)
Cardinal wind direction (°)
Terrain slope (%)

Aspect of slope (°)

Calc maximum spread rate
Directions are relative to the
Dir.for spread calculation (°)

Direct Inputs

Dominant fuel model

Percent cover

Other fuel model

1-h fuel moisture (%)

10-h fuel moisture (%)

100-h fuel moisture (%)
Herbaceous fuel moisture (%)

Woody fuel moisture (%)

Mid flame wind speed (mph)
Cardinal wind direction (°)
Terrain slope (%)

Aspect of slope (°)

Calc maximum spread rate
Directions are relative to the
Dir.for spread calculation (°)

Direct Inputs

Dominant fuel model

Percent cover

Other fuel model

1-h fuel moisture (%)

10-h fuel moisture (%)

100-h fuel moisture (%)
Herbaceous fuel moisture (%)

Woody fuel moisture (%)

Mid flame wind speed (mph)
Cardinal wind direction (°)
Terrain slope (%)

Aspect of slope (°)

Calc maximum spread rate
Directions are relative to the
Dir.for spread calculation (°)

NwW

SE
Yes

NwW

SE
Yes

100

=Y
Hoow

NwW

SE
Yes

Direct Outputs

Rate of spread (ch/hr)

Heat per unit area (Btu/ft?)
Fireline intensity (Btu/ft/s)

Flame length (feet)

Reaction intensity (Btu/ft3/m)
Effective windspeed (mph)
Direction of maximum spread (°)

Direct Outputs

Rate of spread (ch/hr)

Heat per unit area (Btu/ft?)
Fireline intensity (Btu/ft/s)

Flame length (feet)

Reaction intensity (Btu/ft2/m)
Effective windspeed (mph)
Direction of maximum spread (°)

Direct Outputs

Rate of spread (ch/hr)

Heat per unit area (Btu/ft?)
Fireline intensity (Btu/ft/s)

Flame length (feet)

Reaction intensity (Btu/ft3/m)
Effective windspeed (mph)
Direction of maximum spread (°)
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148.4
742
2,019
14.9
2,900

135

135
91
224
54
826

135

11.7
370
79
23091

135
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Attachment D: Step-up Plan

Daily fire danger indices will be compiled and averaged using the NFDRS stations located at Forsythe NWR in New Jersey and Prime
FHook NWR in Delaware, then compared to the indices used by the NJ State Forest Fire Service.

Fuel Model R - May 15 to October 15

Adjective Class KDBI Burning Index
Low <140 0-10
Moderate 141-260 11-15
High 261-380 16-20
Very High 381-500 21-25
Extreme 500+ 25+

Fuel Model E - October 15 to May 15

Adjective Class KDBI Burning Index

Low <140 0-30

Moderate 141-260 31-38

High 261-380 39-47

Very High 381-500 48-53

Extreme 500+ 54+

PREPAREDNESS ACTIONS STAFFING LEVELS
Low and High Very High
Medium and
Extreme

REFUGE STAFF/COLLATERAL FIREFIGHTERS
Carry PPE with them while on duty (Including Nomex and X X
boots)
May be assigned to an engine at a station or patrol X
Work weeks and/or tours of duty may be extended X
FIRE EQUIPMENT
Engines in ready status (15 min or less) 0 1 1
FIRE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES
Post fire danger signs at high public use areas X
Restrict vehicles to paved/gravel parking areas, remain X
within boats and close select trails and public use areas
MISCELLANEOUS EMERGENCY PRESUPPRESSION ACTIONS
Notify Zone FMO and open emergency preparedness X
account
Preposition FWS and interagency resources as needed X
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Attachment E: Delegation of Authority

Name of Incident Commander 1s assigned as Incident Commander of the Name of Incident, Name
of Refuge or Unit for the US Fish and Wildlife, effective Time and Daie.

The Incident Commander has full authonty and responsibility for managing the fire suppression activities
within the framework of the law and Fish and Wildlife Service policy and direction as provided by this
office. The Resource Advisor will provide habitat Management Plans and other appropriate documents.

Names of Resources Advisors and contact Information are assigned as Resource Advisors. They or
the Refuge Manager will be consulted in siations where natural resource decisions or trade offs are
involved unless life cafety issues require immediate attention and those actions will be documented.

Specific direction and fire suppression priorities for the Name of Fncideni are as follows, and are in
pricrity order;

l. Provide for firefighter and public safety.

2. Use of minimal impact technigques should be emploved to reduce habitat damage. Use natural barriers
and roads if possible for bumnout operations.

3. Use of dozers or tractors requires approval of the Refuge manager of their designaie (resource
advisors) prior o implementation,

Turmn Back Standards

1. All Name af Incident contracts, agreements, bills, medical problems, equipment repairs, and fire
cache re-supply shall be closed out prior 1o team being released.

[ ]

Road or leves damage duning suppression efforts will be repaired prior to the teams departure.
3. Fire perimeter mopped-up Specify and all lines checked for heat and integnty.

4. Rehabilitation Plan will be completed in Coordination with the Refuge Biologists and resource
Advisors,

5. Fire perimeter mapped by GPS and loaded into the Refuges GIS Database.
6. Tort claims reviewed by Refuge Manager or their designes.

The Deputy Refuge Manager, Fire Program Manager, or their designate will represent the Refuge Man-
ager on any occasion where Refuge Manager is not immediately available.

Refuge Manager, ?‘.“I‘#-__‘n— i{[l___,_ o
Name of Refuge or Unit, Date and Thme.,)
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Appendix F Fire Management Plan

Attachment F: FMIS Wildland Fire Report

GENERAL TAB

(1) Fire Type:

(2) Org. Code:

(3) Fire Name:

(4) Discovery Date:
(5) County: Code:
(6) Cong. District:

(14) Burn State:
Burn State:

(17) Management Level:

(18) Resource Type

Values at Risk
(20) Type

(22) Discovery Date:

(26) Control Date:

LOCATION TAB
(30) Latitude:

(32) Aspect:
(35) Position of Slope:
(37) Special Area Type:

EMISSIONS TAB
(38) Fire Danger Index:

FINAL TAB

(40) Person Completing Form:

3)1.C.:

(44) Narrative:

(15) Burn Owner:
Burn Owner:

(19)Quantity

(21) Subtype

(23) Time:

(27) Time:

(7) Fire Subtype:

(8) Measurement Method:
(9) Ignition Owner:

(10) Ignition State:

(11) Ignition Cause:

(12) WFSA? Yes or No
(13) If WFSA = yes, Date:

(16) Burn Acres:
Burn Acres:

Resource Type

(24) Initial Attack Date: (25) Time:

(28) Out Date:  (29) Time:

(31) Longitude:
(33) Lay of Land: (34) Slope:
(36) Elevation:

(39) Value:
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(41) Title:

Quantity

(42) Date:
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Appendix G

INTRA-SERVICE SECTION 7 BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION FORM

Originating Person: Nancy McGarigal, Refuge Planner
Telephone Number 413-253-8562
Date: October 12, 2005

I

IL.

I1I.

Iv.

Region: Region 5
Service Activity (Program): National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS)
Pertinent Species and Habitat:

A. Listed species and/or their critical habitat within the action area
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis; Federal endangered species)

B. Proposed species and/or proposed critical habitat within the action area
None documented

C. Candidate species within the action area:
None documented

Geographic area or station name and action:
Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR); Development of a Draft
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Assessment (EA);
implementation of Alternative B (Service-preferred alternative)

Location (attach map):
A. Ecoregion Number and Name: #37, Hudson River/New York Bight
B. County and State: Ulster County, New York

C. Section, township, and range (or latitude and longitude):
41° 38’ 10.54” north latitude
74° 12 36.85” west longitude

D. Distance (miles) and direction to nearest town: 10 miles northeast to New
Paltz, New York

E. Species/habitat occurrence: Of the 566 total refuge acres, 400 acres are in old
fields or grasslands dominated by Kentucky bluegrass and invasive plants,
including purple loosestrife and Phragmites; 30 acres are in asphalt or concrete
runway and taxiway; and, 136 acres are in successional mixed oak-hardwood
forest dominated by red, white, pin and/or black oak, and red maple. The refuge
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VI.

ESA Section & Consultation

is known for its breeding and wintering grassland bird species, some of which are
state-listed. Breeding grassland birds of note include: northern harrier, upland
sandpiper, grasshopper sparrow, Henslow’s sparrow, savannah sparrow, vesper
sparrow, eastern meadowlark, and bobolink. Wintering grassland birds of note

include: short-eared owl, and northern harrier, eastern meadowlark, and horned
lark.

There is no documentation that Indiana bat occur on the refuge; however, it is also
true that no surveys have been conducted. It is possible they could be present due
the proximity of the refuge to known roost sites (pers. comm. with Laury Zicary,
NYFO) and the presence on the refuge of trees in excess of 5 inches dbh.

Description of proposed action (attach additional pages as needed): The Draft
CCP, and accompanying EA, for Shawangunk Grasslands NWR evaluates 3
alternative scenarios for managing the refuge over the next 15 years. The CCP
Planning Team and NWRS Senior Leadership have identified Alternative B as the
Service-preferred alternative. The primary biological emphasis of this alternative is
enhancing the existing grasslands, including the removal and restoration of the
runways and taxiways. We also propose to restore the natural stream hydrology on
the refuge to the extent it does not impact our grassland management objectives. No
habitat conversions are proposed. We are seeking informal consultation on
Alternative B. The Draft CCP/EA document is an attachment to this biological
evaluation form.

VII. Determination of effects:

A.

Explanation of effects of the action on species and critical habitats in items
IIL. A, B, and C (attach additional pages as needed): We predict no adverse
impacts on Indiana bats with implementing Alternative B for several reasons: 1)
we do not plan to convert, or otherwise disturb, the 136 acres of woodland forest
which could potentially serve as summer roosting or maternity colonies; 2) the old
field/grasslands management identified in the plan would maintain foraging
habitat; 3) the proposed restoration of the asphalt runways and the plans to
improve natural hydrology would increase preferred foraging habitat; 4) the old
field/grassland management activities (e.g. mowing, haying, grazing, etc) would
primarily occur between July 15 and October 31, the exception being burning,
which would occur during February and April (re: NYFO Fact Sheet, August
2005); and 5) there are no mines or caves on the refuge.

Explanation of actions to be implemented to reduce adverse effects: N/A
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VIIL. Effect determination and response requested: [* optional]

A. Listed species/critical habitat:

Determination Response requested
no effect
(species: ) ___*Concurrence
is not likely to adversely affect XX Concurrence
(species: Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)) ___ *Formal Consultation

is likely to adversely affect
(species: ) ____Formal consultation

B. Proposed species/proposed critical habitat:

Determination Response requested
no effect
(species: No species known ) *Concurrence

is not likely to adversely affect
(species: ) Concurrence

is likely to adversely affect
(species: ) Informal conference

is likely to jeopardize/adverse modification of
critical habitat
(species: ) Conference

C. Candidate species:

Determination Response requested
no effect
(species: No species known ) *Concurrence

is likely to jeopardize
(species: ) Conference

[ AHA lo/ig i2005
Signature and Da (

Regional Chief, Division of Conservation Planning and Policy, NWRS
G-4 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
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IX. Reviewing ESO Evaluation:
A. Concurrence __K
B. Formal consultation required
C. Conference required

D. Remarks (attach additional pages as needed):

R alhuse. W-gos

Signature U date
[Title/office of reviewing official]

ik Sgp boolegist
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Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Focus Area
Ufter ounty, New York

Refuge Boundary

Focus Area Boundary

[Cata Source: ] 025 05 oars 1 15
New ‘York State DOCO.

LEFWS refuge boundaries & other Mies
refugs information,

Mg prepared for Stuvangurk Grassiands Nationat Wiskte 0
orrprehenve Conservanon Plas, Cecembes 2005

2 [ ' 2 1
Ties g is tor plarevng purpases sefy e 1
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Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Existing Land Use and Land Cover
Ulster County, New York

[_] Developed - 30 acres
B Woodlands - 110 acres
[ Shrublands - 26 acres S
(] Managed Grassland - 400 acres
[] Water - 0.14 acres

(Total Refuge Acres = 566) N
[ Town of Shawangunk Park A

i i :
Data Source: N
USGS 1:100,000 roads and hydrology 8 000 2000 3,000 4.000

USFWS refuge boundaries & other E Fost

refuge information,

Map preparad for Showangunk Grossiands National Vidife o 50 500 = 1,000

Rehuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan, May 2005, E

This map is for planning purposes cnly. Meters
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Consultation and Coordination with Others

Background

Public Outreach

Meeting our
refuge neighbors at
open houses

Updating various
constituencies on our
progress

We presented in Chapter 2, figure 2-1, the stepsin the comprehensive conser-
vation planning processand how it integratesNEPA requirements, including
publicinvolvement. What followsisthechronology of public outreach activities
we conducted while preparing thisdocument.

In November 2002, we determined that it would be moreefficient to plan
separately for the Wl lkill River and Shawangunk Grassandsrefuges. We
selected thelatter asour first priority.

In November 2005, we compl eted and rel eased the Draft CCP/EA for a45-
day publicreview and comment.

May 18, 1999
Number of non-FWS attendants: 4
L ocation: Sparta, NJ

May 19, 1999
Number of non-FW S attendants; 20
Location: Vernon, NJ

June 9, 1999
Number of non-FW S attendants; 25
Location: Walkill, NY (Ulster County)

June 17,1999
Number of non-FW S attendants; 25
Location: Warwick, NY

November 1, 2000

Number of non-FWS attendants: 10
Location: Goshen, NY

Audience: Orange County Audubon Society

March 7, 2001

Number of non-FWS attendants: 25

Location: Wallkill, NY

Audience: Shawangunk-Gardiner Historical Society

April 24,2001

Number of non-FWS attendants: 25
Location: Wallkill, NY

Audience: Wallkill Women'sClub

July 11, 2001

Number of non-FWS attendants: 40
Location: New Paltz, NY

Audience: Wallkill River Task Force
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Working meetings with
conservation experts

September 21, 1999

Reaching Out to the Public

October 20, 2001

Number of non-FWS attendants: 10
L ocation: Shawangunk, NY
Audience Wallkill River Task Force

December 7, 2001

Number of non-FWS attendants: 35
Location: West Nyack, NY
Audience: Rockland Audubon Society

April 13,2002

Number of non-FWS attendants: 36

L ocation: Middletown, NY

Audience: Edgar A. MearnsBird Club

May 1, 2002

Number of non-FWS attendants: 16

L ocation: Goshen, NY

Audience: Orange County Audubon Soci ety

September 28, 2002

Number of non-FWS attendants: 60
Location: Monticelo, NY

Audience: Audubon Council of NY S

October 16, 2002

Number of non-FWS attendants: 18

L ocation: Hackensack, NJ

Audience: Bergen County Audubon Society

We a so organi zed working meetingsin fall 1999 and 2000 to synthesize expert
opinions, bothinsde and outsidethe Service, on creating effective strategiesfor
preservation.

OutreachActivity: PanningMeeting

Purpose: Update the status of the CCPfor theWallkill and
Shawangunk Effectson Cultura and Historic Resources
refugesand discussgoalsand objectivesfor future

development of the CCP
Non-FWSattendants. 6
Audience: LedieFisheries, DEC Biologist; Glen Cole, DEC

Wildlife; Mark King, TNC Hudson River; Ted Kerpez,
DEC Endangered Species; Al Breisch, DEC
NonGame;, Bruce MacMillan, DEC Lands
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Topics.

October 13-14, 1999 OutreachActivity:
Purpose:

Non-FWS attendants;
Audience

Topics.

October 3, 2000 OutreachActivity:
Purpose:

Non-FWS attendants;
Audience

Topics.

October 4, 2000 OutreachActivity:

Purpose:
Non-FWS attendants;
Audience

H-4 Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge

Speciesof concern; ecological communities; water
qudity inWallkill River; land protection; wildlife-
dependent use; working with the public; budget and
SE ji

PanningMesting

Updatethe status of the CCPfor theWallkill and
Shawangunk refugesand discussaternatives

3

Jm Sciascia, Principal Biologist, NJDEPFish, Game&
Wildlife; Joe Penkala, Regiond Superintendent, NJ
DEPFish, Game& Wildlife; Ted Kerpez, Endangered
Species Coordinator, NY DEC

Focusareas, marsh and grassland bird nestingin
Wallkill; speciesof concern; land prioritization; public
use; dternatives

CCPPlanning Meseting, New York Focus

Discusshunting aternatives, examinefiremanagement
recommendationsfor the Shawangunk grasdands.

1

Ted Kerpez, NY DEC, Non-Game Coordinator for
Northern Region

How the New York Open Space Conservation Plan,
the Biodiversity Project, and the Hudson River Estuary
Management Program rel ate to and affect therefuge,
firemanagement on therefuge; theissue of theexisting
concreterunways, theimpact of hunting on therefuge

CCPPlanning Meeting, New Jersey Focus
Update the CCP process, discussthedraft PPP proposal
6

MikeVaent, NJDEPNon-Game Program; John
Garcia, NJDEP Parksand Forestry, Chief of Capital
Planning and Programming; Lou Cherapy, NJDEP
Parksand Forestry, Regiona Superintendent; Paul
Stern, NJDEP Superintendent, Northern Regional
OfficeNJDEP Parksand Forestry; Terry Caruso, NJ
GreenAcresProgram; Beverly Muzalla, NJNatural
Lands Trust/NJParksand Forestry



Briefing elected officials

and others

Planning updates and

other newsletters

Release of Draft

CCP

Topics.

June 20, 2001
June 20, 2001

March 12, 2002
March 12, 2002
July 30, 2002

March 27, 2003

May 17, 2004

May 1999

October 1999

January 2002

November 2005

Reaching Out to the Public

Variousland protection programs; how cooperation can be
achieved; local responsesto stateland acquigition

Representative BenjaminA. Gilman at Washington, DC.

Aidesto Representative Maurice D. Hinchey at Washing-
ton, DC.

Aidesto Representative Gilman at Washington, DC.
Aidesto Representative Hinchey at Washington, DC.

Representative Hinchey’s Chief of Staff, Paul Brotherton,
at therefuge.

SteveKahl, Kevin Holcomb and Beth Goldstein brief Ted
Kerpez, Regiond Wildlife Manager, Bill Rudge, Natura
Resources Supervisor, and Ledlie Zucker, Hudson River
Estuary Program, NY SDEC.

Shawangunk Ridge Biodiversity Partnership

Distributed an | ssuesWorkbook to all 3,000 nameson our
malingligt

Distributed our “ Fall 1999 Planning Update” to everyone
onour malinglist

Distributed our “Winter 2002 Planning Update” to every-
oneonour malinglist

Distributed a“ Planning Update” to everyone onour
mailinglis.

In November 2005, we compl eted and rel eased the Draft CCP/EA for a45-
day public review and comment. In addition, we held apublic meeting/ open
house on thefollowing date and | ocation:

January 17, 2006

Number of non-FWS attendants; 38
Location: Hamlet of Wallkill, NY
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We analyzed al of thecommentson the draft CCP/EA wereceived during its
45 day public review, and applied them when werevised it into our final CCP.
Appendix | summarizesthose public commentsand our responsesto them.

Eachyear, wewill evaluate our accomplishmentson therefugein accordance
withthe preferred action selected in thefinal CCP. We may intensify refuge
monitoring without additional NEPA compliance. However, any resultsof our
futuremonitoring that predict anew, significant impact would require our
andysisand publicinvolvement inan additiona Environmental Assessment.
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Appendix |

Introduction

We received 590 responses on our draft CCP/EA in oral comments at our public meeting, in phone calls,
written correspondence, or electronic documents. The comment period extended 57 days, from
December 5, 2005, to January 31, 2006.

We received two letters from state agencies:
= New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Division of Fish, Wildlife and Marine
Resources (NYSDEC)
= New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation, Historic Preservation Field
Services Bureau (SHPO)

We received letters from five town and county government officials:
= Ulster County Legislature Environmental Committee
= Town of Shawangunk, Supervisor
= Town of Shawangunk, Open Space Committee
= Town of Gardiner Environmental Conservation Commission
= Cornell University Extension, Orange and Ulster Counties

We received eleven letters from local and national organizations, associations, groups, or clubs:
= Mohonk Preserve

Orange County Audubon Society, Inc.

= Sullivan County Audubon Society

= Audubon New York

= The Nature Conservancy Eastern New York Chapter

= Wildlife Watch, Inc.

= New York State Ornithological Association, Inc.

= Edgar A. Mearns Bird Club

= Animal Protection Institute

= Academy of Model Aeronautics

= Wallkill Rod and Gun Club

We received 572 responses from individuals:
= 536 electronic mailings
= 24 letters
= 1 phonecall
= 11 facsimiles

Thirty-eight people attended our public meeting on January 17, 2006, from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., atthe
Wallkill Hook, Ladder & Hose in Wallkill, New York. Some submitted written instead of oral comments,
while others submitted both. More comments arrived later by post or electronic mail.

The following discussion summarizes the substantive issues they raised and our responses to them. Many of

our responses refer to the full text copy of our draft CCP/EA, and indicate how the final CCP reflects our
proposed changes. If you would like to view or download copies of the draft CCP/EA or final CCP, they are
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Summary and Response to Public Comments

available online at http://library.fws.gov/ccps.htm. You may also request them on CD-ROM or in print by
contacting the refuge headquarters. Phone: (973) 702-7266. Email: WallkillRiver @fws.gov

Wallkill River National Wildlife Refuge
1547 Route 565
Sussex, New Jersey 07461

l. Priority Public Uses
a. Hunting

Comment. The majority of the comments we received came from people who oppose any form of hunting
on national wildlife refuges. They expressed their concern that hunting is inconsistent with the very definition of
the word “refuge,” violates federal policy, and contradicts the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

Response. The National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997 (Improvement Act) identifies
hunting as one of six priority, wildlife-dependent recreational uses that are to receive enhanced consideration
in refuge planning. The others are fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental education
and interpretation. The Improvement Act directs us to provide high-quality opportunities for those priority
uses when they are compatible with refuge purposes, goals, and other management priorities. The act did not
establish a hierarchy among the six uses, but enables refuge managers to facilitate them when they are
compatible and appropriate. Appendix B includes our compatibility determination on the archery deer hunt.

Comment. Some expressed their opposition to archery hunting, in particular. They believe it is the most
inhumane, cruel form of deer hunting, resulting in high rates of wounding and extended suffering for deer that
are hit, but are not killed.

Response. We respectfully disagree that a well-managed archery hunt program would be an inhumane, cruel
form of hunting. No published statistics from peer-reviewed, professional publications support that concern.
In addition, we have not witnessed a significant concern on refuges throughout the Northeast region that have
offered an archery deer hunt program for years.

Comment. We heard from several reviewers, including the NYSDEC, who support hunting as a way to
control deer populations and provide a recreational activity. A few other reviewers suggested there is no
biological need to control deer on the refuge that warrants opening it for archery hunting.

Response. Hunting is one method for managing deer populations, a legitimate, generally accepted
recreational activity, and one of the six priority public uses of the Refuge System. Whether deer have
overpopulated an area or have damaged resources is not the sole justification for a deer hunt on a national
wildlife refuge.

For example, the NYSDEC has determined there is a harvestable deer population in its wildlife management
unit 3J, which includes the refuge. That agency is a strong advocate for this hunting opportunity, because
areas open to public hunting continue to decline in the area. Our strong partnership with that agency and its
encouragement provide a strong incentive. The refuge manager has the authority to implement a deer-hunting
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program upon the approval of this CCP, after developing a hunt plan and publishing a notice in the Federal
Register.

Although we have not conducted a formal census, we believe the number of deer that use the refuge is
increasing. We also believe that increase primarily results from the increase in residential development in the
area. Several refuge neighbors who attended the public meeting said that they have also observed increasing
numbers of deer in recent years.

The draft CCP/EA (page 4-19) mentions that an overpopulation of deer would degrade habitat by
overbrowsing, would increase the number of deer-automobile collisions, and would cause the depredation of
crops or landscaping on adjacent properties. Ted Kerpez, Regional Wildlife Manager of NYSDEC, told us
“deer overabundance is one of the top threats to biodiversity in the Shawangunk Ridge Area” (Kerpez, pers.
comm. 2006). We would like to add that an overabundant deer population might also increase the potential
for chronic wasting disease, an increasing concern since its recent discovery in upstate New York. A hunt
program operated under state regulations on the refuge would help maintain its deer population within the
carrying capacity of its habitat. We would work with NYSDEC and their goals for wildlife management

unit 3J in managing refuge deer populations at the level necessary to maintain quality habitat for diverse
wildlife and minimize threats to agriculture and public health.

Two people questioned our statement in the draft CCP/EA (page 4-19) that an overabundant deer
population could contribute to increased local incidences of Lyme disease in the human population. We
checked the Center for Disease Control (CDC) website at http://www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dvbid/lyme/
Id_transmission.htm for clarification. We apologize for any misstatement. The CDC site states

“The Lyme disease bacterium (Borrelia burgdorferi) normally lives in mice, squirrels, and other small
animals. It is transmitted among these animals — and to humans — through the bites of certain species
of ticks....Although adult ticks often feed on deer, these animals do not become infected. Deer are
nevertheless important in transporting ticks and maintaining tick populations.”

In our draft CCP/EA (page 4-20), we predict that the present deer population on the refuge would lessen
over the long term, but would remain relatively stable within the carrying capacity of the habitat. A predicted
maximum of 50 hunters with a success rate of 15 percent could take eight deer each year.

Comment. Several reviewers were concerned that opening the refuge to hunting will affect other priority
public uses, such as wildlife observation.

Response. We recognize that hunting may affect other priority public uses on the refuge during the hunting
season. However, we will attempt to minimize conflicts among users through outreach and communications.
We will post a warning at the refuge entrance during the hunt season, but otherwise do not plan to close the
refuge to other uses. In 2005 and 2006, the early archery deer season is relatively short: it lasts from
October 15 to November 16.

Comment. Adjacent landowners have expressed concern about allowing archery hunting near their homes.
They are worried about the safety of children, domestic animals, etc.

Response. Safety is our paramount consideration in developing this hunting program. It will comply with all
state and federal safety regulations on discharging bows. New York State hunting regulations make it illegal to
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discharge a bow so that its load, or arrow, passes over any part of a public highway (any road maintained by
state, county, or town) or within 500 feet of any dwelling, farm building, or structure in occupation or use.

Comment. One reviewer was unsure whether the proposed hunting site was adequate, that the woods along
Hoagerburg Road were too thick to hunt.

Response. Deer hunters will operate from temporary tree stands, where they will be able to view deer
below. Except when they access their tree stands or retrieve game, we do not expect them to be walking on
the ground.

Comment. Some reviewers expressed a desire for the refuge to offer additional opportunities for hunting.
They suggested that the refuge provide opportunities for shotgun and muzzleloader hunting as well as turkey
hunting on the refuge.

Response. The draft CCP/EA (pages 3-8 and 3-9) describes our rationale for not including more hunting
seasons. We are concerned about the disturbance of federal trust resources at sensitive times of the year, or
that the hunts would require a lot of hunter access across country in areas that pose a safety hazard (e.g.,
exposed, broken culverts, or the excavated foundations of former buildings). We determined that the white-
tailed deer archery season, when hunters will hunt primarily from tree stands, is the only hunting season that
would produce a safe, high-quality hunting experience with either minimal or no disturbance of grassland-
dependent birds and their habitats. We define a “high-quality” hunt program in the draft CCP/EA (page 3-
33).

b. Fishing

Comment. Several reviewers supported our plan to open the pond for fishing. A few others opposed it,
expressing concern over the possibility that anglers will leave garbage, including monofilament line, which
would degrade the site or create a threat to birds.

Response. Federal regulations require all refuge visitors to remove their trash before leaving the refuge.
Through outreach and education, we will alert visitors to that responsibility. In addition, our staff and law
enforcement personnel will check periodically to ensure that visitors, including anglers, are complying with
refuge regulations. If trash becomes a persistent problem at the pond, or the site becomes degraded, or
wildlife is threatened, the refuge manager has the authority to close the refuge to fishing.

Comment. One reviewer was concerned that restocking the pond would be necessary to provide continued
satisfaction for anglers: that restocking will not only reduce the biodiversity of fish, but also, the increased
number of anglers would disturb wildlife.

Response. Although we are opening the pond to fishing, we do not propose to stock it at this time. We
describe in the draft CCP/EA (pages 3-9 and 3-10) why we would not allow the stocking of non-native fish.
Although stocking with native fish is a low priority now, we may consider it in the future, but only in
cooperation with NYSDEC. As a result, we expect fishing pressure to be very low at the pond, because it
does not provide a high-quality fishing experience, and the nearby Wallkill River and tributaries offer better
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fishing. We predict the composition of fish species in the pond would not change over the short term, but their
populations would diminish over time.

1. Non-priority Public Uses
a. Bicycling, Jogging, and Horseback Riding

Comment. Afew reviewers expressed their desire to see the refuge open for bicycling, jogging, or
horseback riding. Those interested specifically in biking or jogging suggested that, if they remain on the
runways, their impact on wildlife would be minimal. The reviewer interested in horseback riding cited the
limited areas available for that activity in the surrounding area, and suggested that if they ride on the edge of
the woodlands and grasslands, their impact on wildlife would be minimal.

Response. The refuge manager frequently receives requests for new activities on the refuge. However, as we
describe in the draft CCP/EA (page 1-8), before any new activity is initiated or permitted, the refuge manager
must determine that it is a compatible use and consistent with laws, regulations, Service policy and public
safety (603 FWS 2). In the draft CCP/EA (page 3-9), we identify several reasons why we have not allowed
those activities on this refuge. In addition, the refuge manager has the discretion to allow or deny any use
based on the resources available to administer it, such as funding or personnel. Although those activities
would not require new infrastructure, they would require regular monitoring to ensure they do not affect
refuge resources. The refuge manager has determined that the best way to spend limited refuge resources is in
sustaining the refuge programs for priority, wildlife-dependent recreational use.

b. Furbearer Management

Comment. Several reviewers, including the NYSDEC, would like to see the refuge offer a general trapping
program. They are concerned about the increasing populations of such species as fox, raccoon, and coyote,
and they believe development and restrictions on public access increasingly limit opportunities for trapping.

Response. Furbearer management is not one of the six priority public uses. In addition, the refuge manager
does not want to divert limited staffing and funding to administer this program, but plans to focus those
resources on hunting, wildlife observation and photography, and interpretation. However, we do plan to use
furbearer management as an administrative tool, when needed, to protect federal trust resources of
conservation concern, such as nesting and wintering migratory birds. The refuge manager will determine when
conditions on the refuge warrant administrative trapping.

c. Model Airplane Flying

Comments. Several reviewers opposed model airplane flying because of concerns about noise, the
disturbance of wildlife and interference with “passive recreation.” Others, including several who attended the
public meeting, expressed their desire to see the refuge allow model airplane flying, which the previous owner
of this former Galeville Military Training Site allowed. They claim that it was very popular and regionally
important for enthusiasts of model airplane flying, and that the conditions this site affords (e.g., the large,
open, unobstructed air space outside major air traffic) are not available anywhere else in the region.
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Response. We recognize the dedication of enthusiasts of model airplane flying, and acknowledge that the
pursuit is popular among people of all ages. We also recognize that opportunities are limited on public lands in
the region. However, after thorough analysis in a formal compatibility determination and a public review and
comment period, in 2002 the former refuge manager determined model airplane flying was not compatible.
Our Director reviewed and upheld that formal determination. Members of the New York congressional
delegation also reviewed it. The current refuge manager supports it, and the draft CCP/EA and this final CCP
incorporate it. Please refer to appendix B for the compatibility determination on model airplane flying and
model airplane aeronautical events.

I1l.  Habitat Management
a. Prescribed Burning

Comment. Two reviewers expressed concern over the use of prescribed burning to manage grassland
habitat on the refuge. They are concerned about the health of animals on the refuge as well as animals and
people in the surrounding area.

Response. We described our potential use of this habitat management tool in the draft CCP/EA on pages 3-
23 and 4-11. The latter states “the wet soils of the refuge inhibit our extensive use of fire, and the cool-season
grasses that dominate refuge fields have only a short time period during which fire can be applied to invigorate
growth....Most likely, we would burn on one or two days per year.”

We also describe on page 4-11 how we would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local
requirements to control air pollution, manage smoke and avoid safety risks. Our prescribed fire plan
(appendix F) addresses smoke emissions, plume direction, and identifying and protecting sensitive areas. \We
would pay close attention to wind conditions when burning near roads and highways to prevent driving
hazards, and would not hesitate to postpone a burn in questionable wind conditions. This final CCP would
allow the use of fire as a management tool under the conditions noted above.

b. Grazing
Comment. Several reviewers expressed concern about the use of grazing on the refuge.

Response. We described our potential use of this habitat management tool in the draft CCP/EA on pages 3-
23, 4-14, and 4-15. We would use livestock grazing (cattle, horses, goats, and sheep) to control non-native
species and reduce shrub and tree seedlings that encroach on the grasslands. We would issue special use
permits to local farmers that include terms and conditions about the numbers, timing, and area allowed for
grazing. We would monitor the program and, if its impacts become unacceptable, could terminate it at any
time.

Cooperating with local farmers will not only achieve our habitat goals, but also help the local farming
community sustain its agricultural business and way of life. It would also provide us an outreach opportunity
to share grassland management techniques to benefit wildlife. This final CCP would allow the use of grazing
as a management tool under the conditions noted above.
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c. Herbicide Use to Control Invasive Species

Comment. Several reviewers supported our use of herbicides as needed to control invasive species and
preserve grasslands habitat. One suggested it should be used judiciously, if at all. Others expressed concern
over any use of herbicides on the refuge. Some claimed the practice was not in keeping with the purpose of a
wildlife refuge, that the “cure was worse than the disease.” Others worried that the herbicides are more
malignant than the evidence shows, and questioned the source for our discussion of impacts. Local residents
attending the public meeting are concerned that herbicides will end up in surrounding water systems, and
expressed concern about the cumulative impact from the surrounding landowners. Several reviewers
encouraged the refuge to use, and continue research on, primarily biological methods as the best way to
control non-native species.

Response. Controlling purple loosestrife on this refuge is a huge concern. The draft CCP/EA (page 1-19)
describes that issue in more detail. We identify herbicides as one of several tools we could use to control
invasive plants and enhance our ability to maintain high-quality grassland habitats. We have not used
herbicides on the refuge, and would use them only when mechanical and biological control treatments lose
their effectiveness. We will continue to cooperate with Cornell University in monitoring the viability of
biological control agents on purple loosestrife. If we could rely on the biological control agents as the sole
treatment for reducing purple loosestrife, that would be ideal, but we have not substantiated yet their
effectiveness over the long term.

We describe our maximum potential use of herbicides and their potential impacts in the draft CCP/EAon
pages 4-12, 4-14, 4-15, and 4-16. We have used those herbicides successfully on many other refuges in the
Northeast without deleterious effects. The Service requires the development of a detailed pesticide use
proposal, which our regional contaminants coordinator must review and approve annually before any use.
The use of pesticides on refuges is highly regulated; human health and safety are the paramount concerns.

We stand by our source for information on the predicted impacts of herbicide use at the levels proposed.
According to our contaminants coordinator, this website includes research summaries by scientists published
in objective, peer-reviewed publications. However, we would like to point out an error in the draft CCP/EA
(pages 4-12 and 4-14) about the location of the website. The correct site for additional information on
herbicides is http://extoxnet.orst.edu/pips/ghindex.html. If you would like specific information on
glyphosate or 2, 4-D please visit: http://extoxnet.orst.edu/pips/glyphosa.htm or http://extoxnet.orst.edu/
pips/24-D.htm.

d. Planting Food Plots
Comment. One reviewer suggested that the refuge establish food plots for turkeys and other hunted species.
Response. Our management priority is to provide high-quality habitat for grassland-nesting birds and
wintering raptors. We will direct our available staffing and funding resources to support that priority. Although

we acknowledge that turkeys are a native species, and hunting is a priority public use, we would not direct
our limited resources away from activities that do not directly support refuge purposes or management goals.
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e. Runway Removal and Restoration

Comment. Several reviewers supported the removal of the runways to create a more natural setting and
provide additional, high-quality grasslands. Several others voiced their opposition to any restoration design
that would result in the complete removal of the runways. Their reasons varied. Some expressed concern that
the cost of the runway removal is too high. They suggested other alternatives such as removing, or breaking
up, alternating sections of the runway, cutting a series of swaths through the runways to improve or increase
surface water flow, or bringing in soil to cover them. Others expressed concern that hauling the thousands of
tons of debris off-site would affect the road system in local communities and their safety in that congested
truck traffic.

Two refuge neighbors worried that removing the runway would damage the drainage system and affect the
hydrology of the area. One suggested that we plan nothing until we have conducted a Phase | Environmental
Site Assessment. The other was concerned that contamination under the runway could negate any plans.
Another reviewer questioned whether completely removing the runways was even feasible, given information
indicating their depth was several feet.

Several reviewers explained the benefits the runways provide to the refuge. They provide habitat for several
nesting and foraging birds. Refuge visitors have sighted killdeer, horned larks, northern harriers, and short-
eared owls that feed or nest near or on the runways. They also provide easier access for people with
disabilities, as well as locations for birders to set up stationary scopes. Some visitors concerned about ticks
and Lyme disease would prefer to maintain the runways as a tick-free alternative to walking in grassy areas.

Response. We appreciate the thoughtful, heartfelt concerns about removing the runways completely and
hauling debris off-site. People at the public meeting shared some great ideas with us. In response to those
ideas, we plan to redesign our restoration proposal to a less intensive, less expensive project, but one that still
meets the refuge purpose and our priority objective to enhance the area for grassland birds. At this time, we
continue to expect some removal of runway material, although not to the extent originally planned. In addition,
we will explore all means of recycling or using the debris in a constructive way on-site or in the town park
nearby, if town officials are interested. Although we are modifying our plans to be more realistic froma
logistical and funding standpoint, we also wish to clarify that, in our professional judgment, even if grasslands
birds have adapted to the presence of the runways, their presence affects the biological integrity of the site.

For those who expressed their concern that the depth of the runways would hamper restoration, we offer the
results of a survey by a consultant we hired in 2001. Infrasense, Inc. determined that the depth of the
concrete and asphalt of the runways averaged between 6.43 and 8.26 inches. If you would like additional
information, please contact refuge headquarters to receive a copy of Shawangunk Grasslands NWR,
Ground Penetrating Radar Pavement Thickness Survey Report by Infrasense, Inc. November 29,
2001.

f. Tree Cutting

Comment: One reviewer expressed concern about our proposal to cut trees that have established
themselves in the grasslands and leave only one tree every 10 acres.
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Response: In the draft CCP/EA, on page 3-22, we acknowledge that raptors may use those trees for
perching and as a base for foraging, and some breeding grassland birds may use them for singing posts.
However, we also noted that northern harriers and short-eared owls, our two wintering raptor focal species,
primarily hunt while flying, and do not require many trees in their foraging areas.

The presence of the trees hampers the efficiency and effectiveness with which we can manage the grasslands.
Our equipment must avoid a 12-foot-wide swath around each tree to avoid hitting it. The costs associated
with grassland management increase as tree density increases. We believe our plan to leave one tree every
10 acres is reasonable, and most efficiently achieves our grassland management objectives, which are the
highest priority in our biological program. The final CCP includes this management action.

g. Wetlands Restoration

Comment. One reviewer wanted us to restore the artificial pond to wetland habitat as alternative C
proposes. That reviewer believes such habitat is in short supply on the refuge, and the cost of restoration
would be “minimal.”

Response. Goal 2, objective 2c in the draft CCP/EA (page 3-26), includes recommending an evaluation to
determine the extent to which past land use practices affected natural hydrology and wetlands and identify
restoration opportunities. We would develop specific projects after considering what is technically feasible,
cost-effective, without adverse impact on adjacent private property, and consistent with management for
grassland birds and wintering raptors. However, we would not eliminate the pond as long as the refuge
manager determines it is providing a viable fishing opportunity.

h. Monitoring

Comment. One reviewer stated that developing a monitoring program to evaluate the effectiveness of our
habitat management, especially the response of the bird species targeted, should be a priority. That reviewer
states that such a program is important to detect any negative impacts early on and develop plans to reverse
them.

Response. We describe our commitment to develop a Habitat and Species Inventory and Monitoring Plan in
the draft CCP/EA on page 3-4. That step-down plan is a priority for completion within 2 years of final CCP
approval. It will outline the methodology to assess whether our original assumptions and proposed
management actions are, in fact, supporting our habitat and species objectives.

i. Expansion of Focus Area

Comment. Some reviewers expressed their desire to expand the focus area of the refuge to include the
Wallkill River and a riparian buffer corridor.

Response. We have included that expanded focus area in our final CCP. Please refer to map 1-2 in
chapter 1 of the final CCP.
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V. Infrastructure
a. New Trail System

Comment. Areviewer expressed skepticism as to why we were proposing a new trail for the refuge, given
its limited resources. In contrast, the Shawangunk Town Supervisor suggested the town and refuge cooperate
on atrail project that would include a link between the refuge and the town park.

Response. The Improvement Act identifies, wildlife observation and photography and environmental
interpretation as three of the six priority wildlife-dependent recreational uses that are to receive enhanced
consideration in refuge planning. Our mandate is to provide high-quality opportunities for those priority uses
when they are compatible with refuge purposes, goals, and other management priorities. The planned
interpretive trail, with observation platforms and blinds, would greatly facilitate those activities on the refuge.
The trail would be self-guided, thus minimizing the need for a dedicated Service presence.

We fully support the idea of cooperating with the town on that trail project, as well as the suggestion of
pursuing grant funding under the partnership. Our final CCP includes this project.

Comment. One reviewer suggested that the proposed trail be located in the archery hunting areas to help
provide access.

Response. The priority consideration for the location of the trail is to facilitate wildlife observation of the
grasslands while minimizing the impacts on the habitat and species of concern by using the runways to the
extent practicable. The location of the trail may also improve access for hunters, but is not a high
consideration in its design.

b. Expansion of Parking Area

Comment. Some reviewers opposed expanding the parking area for one of two reasons. First, they believed
that the area should stay “natural”. Second, they questioned whether the parking area really needed
expansion at all. One reviewer questioned whether the need would ever arise for 20 parking spaces at one
time. Another suggested we move the parking area closer to the pond where, in winter, people could stay in
their cars and view wildlife.

Response. As we add fishing and hunting programs, we expect the number of refuge visitors to increase. On
many weekends, the present lot is full to capacity, and people park their cars on Hoagerburgh Road. That is
most likely during peak birding seasons and when local birding clubs host a group trip. We want to ensure
that all visitors at the refuge have safe access to the opportunities it provides. Expanding the parking area will
facilitate that access.

In addition, although we describe a “20-car lot size” expansion in the draft CCP/EA, we were really trying to
convey a lot size that would allow a school bus to turn around safely. Our latest design actually includes
parking for 12 to 14 vehicles and a 3-point turnaround for a school bus. It is true that some additional
disturbance of approximately a quarter of an acre will occur when we reconfigure the existing parking area;
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however, we do not believe it will significantly diminish the naturalness of the area, because it is immediately
adjacent to a paved county road and incorporates the present parking area.

Providing parking at the pond to benefit people who view raptors in winter would require us to keep the road
open by plowing it. In addition, if this were our primary parking year-round, we would have to create a wide
barrier to prevent people in their motorized vehicles from venturing out onto the runways. We do not have the
equipment in the area to plow, nor do we want to commit additional funds to a contractor to plow the road,
nor do we want to create an additional enforcement concern about people driving off-road. The existing gate
location is very effective in keeping motorized street vehicles off the refuge. Unfortunately, we still have a
problem with the illegal use of all-terrain vehicles. The final CCP includes the proposal to reconfigure the
parking area.

b. Constructing Visitor Contact Station

Comment. Some reviewers opposed the construction of a visitor contact station on the refuge. One found a
visitor contact station unnecessary because the refuge is not staffed. Another expressed the desire to keep the
areaas “natural” as possible and minimize development on the refuge.

Response. We would locate the visitor contact facility we have planned near the pond, on a site already
disturbed and leveled just off the asphalt road. Our plan is to place a small, pre-manufactured building, of
approximately 1,100 square feet, to accommodate one seasonal staffer, a small office, bathroom, supply
room, and a one-bay garage for storing equipment. We believe that development is minimal, and very
important in visitor outreach and the administration of this refuge. This final CCP includes this proposal.

V. Refuge Administration, Staffing and Budgets
a. Service Presence on Refuge

Comment. One reviewer wanted the Service to increase its presence on the refuge, and mentioned that,
even if refuge staff were not available from day to day, perhaps a volunteer group could play arole in
watching over or helping to administer the refuge as an alternative.

Response. We appreciate the interest in increasing the Service presence on the refuge; it is also a concern of
ours. However, we do not foresee a change in our budget forecasts over the next few years that would allow
us to commit permanent staff to this refuge. As we describe in the draft CCP/EA (page 3-7) and in this final
CCP, staff from the Wallkill River refuge primarily will administer the Shawangunk Grasslands refuge. We
plan to hire one seasonal staff and promote a Friends Group to help watch over the refuge.

b. Budgets
Comment. Several reviewers commented that the costs estimated in the draft CCP/EA (appendix D) to
implement the programs our preferred alternative B proposes are unrealistic, given the forecast of a declining

Service budget. Others commented that, despite being a highly specific 15-year plan, its projected costs
should be more “nailed down.” Several people commented that we might better spend the cost of restoring
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30 acres in purchasing land, since we claim that the loss of important wildlife habitat to development is
escalating.

Response. This disclaimer appears on the inside cover of every draft CCP/EA: “These plans detail program
planning levels that are sometimes substantially above current budget allocations and, as such, are primarily
for Service strategic planning and program prioritization purposes. The plans do not constitute a commitment
for staffing increases, operational and maintenance increases, or funding for future land acquisition.”

Inappendix D, we identify our estimates of costs for our major construction and maintenance projects,
including proposed staffing needs and each project’s regional and refuge ranking. As we develop detailed
step-down plans or project plans, our estimated costs will change accordingly.

In response to the comment that we should forego a restoration or visitor services project and purchase land
instead, it is important to recognize that funding for land acquisition is a separate appropriation. A land
acquisition project does not compete with construction, operations, or maintenance projects on a refuge.
Those are all separate budget allocations. Congress appropriates the monies to acquire refuge land through
the Land and Water Conservation Fund or the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund. In the draft CCP/EA,
pages 1-21 and 1-22, we describe why we are not pursuing an expansion of the refuge at this time.

c. Prioritization of Projects

Comment. One reviewer commented that although trails, improved parking, and a visitor contact facility are
desirable, those should not come at the expense of grasslands habitat management. He recommended we
develop a prioritization of those projects.

Response. We concur that a prioritization should be in place, and apologize for not making it clearer in the
draft CCP/EA. The final CCP, appendix D, clarifies the distinctions among the refuge manager’s priorities for
the major projects in the CCP.

d. Projected Contributions to the Local Economy

Comment. One reviewer commented that we inflated the predicted contributions of hunter spending to the
local economy.

Response. In chapter 4, page 4-10, we based the estimated revenues to the local economy from our
proposed hunt program on figures from our National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation (USFWS 2001). It includes six tables that detail hunting trip and equipment expenditures in New
York. We used the average total expenditures per hunting sportsperson as our figure.

However, if we approached it more conservatively, and used the survey’s average hunter trip and equipment
expenditures for hunting big game, that figure is $687 per hunter. The expenditures include food and lodging,
transportation, other trip costs, and equipment. In addition, we could also assume that figure applies only to
out-of-state hunters, which we estimate would be about 50 percent of our hunters, about 50 percent of the
time. Given those more conservative figures, the proposed hunt program potentially could contribute an
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additional $100,989 to the state or local economy. Although that figure is much lower than our original
estimate in the draft CCP/EA, it would not reverse our plan to offer the fall archery hunt for white-tailed deer.

e. Cultural Resources Protection

Comment. The Historic Preservation Field Services Bureau (SHPO) of the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation, and Historic Preservation wrote to recommend that we consider federal and state cultural
resources requirements before conducting any ground-disturbing activity anywhere on the refuge. One
reviewer provided us specific annotations on our descriptions of “Cultural Resources” in chapter 2, “Affected
Environment.”

Response. We addressed the SHPO comments by agreeing to remove our mention in the draft CCP/EA
(page 3-6) that we would focus our activities to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act,
Section 106, on the “east corner of the refuge,” which contains less disturbed vegetation. e agree that any
undertaking, anywhere on the refuge, will comply with the requirements of Section 106.

Our regional archeologist has reviewed the comments of the reviewer who provided us with edits for our
description of cultural resources, and we have included most of them in this final CCP in chapter 3, “Refuge
and Resource Descriptions.”

V1. Support for a Specific Alternative
Most people who commented indicated their support for or concern about a particular activity or specific

aspects of our preferred alternative B. However, we found it noteworthy that some people either prefaced
their comments or summarized them by stating their preference for a particular alternative. Their totals follow.

= SupportAlternative A: 5
= Support Alternative B: 17
= SupportAlternative C: 0
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Finding of No Significant Impact
Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan

In November 2005, we published the draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment
(draft CCP/EA) for the Shawangunk Grasslands National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). That draft evaluates three
alternatives for managing the refuge over the next 15 years, and carefully considers their impacts on the
environment and their potential contribution to the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System and refuge
purposes and goals. Its appendixes provide additional information supporting the assessment. It also identifies a
3,486-acre Shawangunk Grasslands Focus Area that includes the refuge and contiguous, ecologically important
areas. None of the alternatives proposes that we acquire additional land at this time. A brief overview of each
alternative follows.

Alternative A: The Council of Environmental Quality regulations on implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act require this “No Action” alternative. It would not change our resource management
programs on refuge lands. We would continue to maintain 400 acres of the 566-acre refuge as open
fields and grasslands, primarily by mowing, to benefit breeding, migrating and wintering grassland-
dependent birds. Asphalt and concrete runways and taxiways covering 30 acres of the refuge would
remain intact. We would not manage the remaining 136 acres on the refuge classified as upland
hardwood woodland, with some shrub land transitioning to woodland. Staff from the Wallkill River
refuge headquarters in Sussex, New Jersey, would continue to administer the Shawangunk Grasslands
refuge. It will offer wildlife observation, photography, environmental education, and interpretation.
Bird watching remains the most popular among those activities. Selecting this alternative would
maintain the status quo in refuge management over the next 15 years. Thus, it provides a baseline for
comparing or contrasting the two “action” alternatives.

Alternative B: The draft CCP/EA identifies this alternative as the Service-preferred alternative. We would
enhance our present grasslands management on 400 acres, by increasing our program and using a
wider diversity of tools and techniques, such as grazing, haying, prescribed burning, and applying
herbicides to promote native vegetation and discourage invasive plants. We would restore the 30 acres
of asphalt and concrete runways and taxiways to native grassland, except where we could incorporate
some into a planned interpretive trail. We would also restore the natural hydrology of the refuge to the
extent it does not impede our grasslands management. Alternative B includes opening a small pond for
fishing, and opening the refuge in the fall for an archery hunt for white-tailed deer.

Alternative C: Under this alternative, we would allow all 400 acres of current managed grasslands and open
fields to revert to shrub land, and eventually to woodland, to benefit shrub- and forest-dependent birds
of conservation concern for the region. Re-establishing the natural hydrology of the area would become
a high priority, which would eliminate the small pond and the opportunity for fishing on the refuge. As
in alternative B, we would restore the 30 acres of runways and taxiways, create an interpretive trail,
and open the refuge in the fall for an archery hunt for white-tailed deer.

We distributed the draft CCP/EA for a 57-day period of public review and comment, from December 5, 2005
to January 31, 2006. We received 590 responses. Appendix I in the final CCP includes a summary of those
comments and our responses to them.

After reviewing the proposed management actions, considering all public comments and our

responses to them, I have determined that the analysis in the EA is sufficient to support my findings,
described below.
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I am selecting draft CCP/EA Alternative B (the Service-preferred alternative) as the final CCP for
implementation, with these clarifications.

1) We will design the archery hunt for white-tailed deer in the fall with the utmost consideration
for the safety of other visitors and refuge neighbors. As one example, we will post highly visible
signs at the refuge entrance and at strategic locations along the refuge perimeter well before the
hunt begins.

2) We will closely monitor the new activity of fishing at the small refuge pond. If trash becomes a
problem, the site becomes degraded or wildlife threatened, the refuge manager will exercise his
authority to close the refuge for this activity.

3) We recognize that some people are concerned about some of our grassland enhancement and
maintenance tools or techniques, particularly prescribed burning, applying herbicides, and
allowing grazing. We will be judicious in their use. In any year, the extent to which we use them
will be at the discretion of the refuge manager, after careful consideration and consultation with
our regional contaminants coordinator and fire management officer.

4) We will redesign our project to restore the 30 acres of asphalt and concrete runways and
taxiways to grasslands. Instead of mechanically digging up all 30 acres and hauling the debris
offsite, we will design a lower impact, less intensive, and less expensive project that still meets our
objective of enhancing the area for grassland birds. We will explore further all means of recycling
or using the debris in a constructive way onsite or in areas nearby.

I have selected Alternative B, with the clarifications noted above, for several reasons. It helps fulfill the
mission of the NWRS: best achieves the refuge purpose, vision, and goals; maintains and, where
appropriate, restores the ecological integrity of the refuge; addresses the major issues identified during the
planning process; and is consistent with the principles of sound fish and wildlife management.

1 find that implementing Alternative B adheres to all legal mandates and Service policies, and will not
have a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, in accordance with Section 102(2)(c)
of the NEPA. Therefore, I have concluded that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required, and
this Finding of No Significant Impact is appropriate and warranted.

ﬂr—@—/ 6 -t1-c6

Marvin E. Moriarty Ty Date
Regional Director &

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Hadley, Massachusetts
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