Committee Members: Commissioner Bliss (Chair), Staff to the Committee: Pat Jackson
Commissioner Mori, Commissioner Hubbs,
Commissioner Johnston, Tom Cassinelli

Nevada Board of Wildlife Commissioners
Wildlife Damage Management Committee
Lyon County Administrative Complex
Yerington, NV 89447

Wednesday, March 23, 2016 / 5:30 p.m.

Minutes

1. Call to Order — Chairman Bliss
Meeting called to order at 5:47 p.m.

In attendance:

Commissioner Chad Bliss

Commissioner Brad Johnston
Commissioner Pete Mori

Commissioner Kerstan Hubbs

Committee Member Tom Cassinelli

Pat Jackson, Nevada Department of Wildlife

Others Present:

Mark Jensen, US Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services
Gerald Lent, Nevada Hunters Association

Pete Coates

Daryl Capurro

Chuck Garbinsky

Cody McKee, Nevada Department of Wildlife

2. Approval of Agenda
Commissioner Johnston moved to approve agenda. Commissioner Mori seconded the motion.
The motion passed.

3. Approval of Minutes (January 28, 2016)
Commissioner Johnston moved to approve the minutes. Commissioner Hubbs seconded the
motion. The motion passed.

4. Report on DRAFT FY 2017 Predator Management Plan — Predator Management
Staff Specialist Pat Jackson, Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
Pat Jackson presented the DRAFT FY 2017 Predator Management Plan (Attachment A).
Cody McKee presented survey and monitoring data regarding big game population trends in
Nevada (Attachment B). His presentation focused on standard, intermediate, and rigorous
monitoring approaches. Commissioner Johnston questioned if data at unit group level showed the
effects of predator removal. Mr. McKee replied the data set was often at a level that was too
gross to discern effects. Commissioner Bliss asked what data showed a stable population.
Mr. McKee replied that the overall ratios were tied to many factors, but that generally above 50
indicated an increasing trend. Commissioner Bliss questioned when comparisons were
appropriate and how best to compare the same unit or area over a span of years versus
comparing similar units.
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Commissioner Hubbs asked if the data was controlled for predators incoming from surrounding
states. Mr. McKee replied such monitoring would be considered moderate to rigorous, which
would often be cost prohibitive.

Discussion over the 3 levels of monitoring continued with the Committee asking Mr. Jackson and
Mr. McKee what levels were used in the Predator Plan. Mr. Jackson replied the 3 levels of
monitoring as discussed by Mr. McKee were not listed in the Predator Plan.

Chair Bliss opened the meeting to public comment specific to the presentations.

Daryl Capurro stated monitoring should be every fall and every spring and that eliminating
predators did little good if the results were not being measured.

Dr. Gerald Lent, Nevada Hunters Association, submitted his testimony for the record
(Attachment C).

Chuck Garbinski suggested there be tiered monitoring and multiple approaches to monitoring.

Mark Jensen, USDA Wildlife Services, spoke on behalf of the Predatory Animal and Rodent
Control Committee (PARC) and restated the PARC’s comments from its February 18, 2016
meeting (Attachment D).

Lynn Collins, Mountain Lion Foundation, stated the Predator Plan lacked hard science and data
and did not account for predators under duress. Ms. Collins guestioned NDOW'’s research data
on Nevada’'s mountain lion population.

Chair Bliss closed public comment.

Projects 21 and 21-02 were introduced by Mr. Jackson, with support material provided by
Dr. Pete Coates showing the progression of raven growth in Nevada and its effect on the
sage-grouse population (Attachment E). Commissioner Hubbs questioned the chemicals used for
poisoning ravens and if other species were affected by the chemicals used. Dr. Coates stated the
poison’s effect was extremely limited on other species. Commissioner Mori asked Dr. Coates if
other species were impacted by the depredation of the ravens. Dr. Coates stated there were
many other species affected besides sage-grouse, namely tortoise and birds. Commissioner
Johnston questioned Project 21-02 and asked how it involved USGS and Wildlife Services.

Project 22 was introduced by Mr. Jackson as an umbrella project, with Projects 22-16 and 22-074
nested below it. Commissioner Hubbs asked how many sheep had been collared. Mr. McKee
answered 10 sheep had been collared with regard to this project. Commissioner Johnston asked
how NDOW measured an established viable population, queried what the achievable goal would
be and wondered why such information was not in the Predator Plan. Commissioner Bliss also
gueried the variables involved in the Predator Plan, as well as the definitions used to determine
success. Commissioner Hubbs asked about species that had been reintroduced and if NDOW
was still working on reintroduction. Mr. Jackson discussed the budget increase from DRAFT 1 to
DRAFT 2. Commissioner Johnston informed the Committee there had been a calculation error
between the two drafts.

Project 22-16 was introduced by Mr. Jackson. Commissioner Bliss agreed with the
recommendations submitted by PARC in that there has been enough information gathered
already from money previously spent and the project had run its course (Attachment D).
Commissioner Johnston questioned what occurred after the anticipated result was achieved.
Mr. Jackson replied Phase 2 would then begin. Commissioner Johnston queried the expectation
of Phase 2 and wondered what was going to be done with the subsequent information.
Commissioner Johnston commented there had been significant public reaction to Project 22-16.
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Project 22-074 was introduced by Mr. Jackson as being similar to Project 22-01. Commissioner
Bliss questioned how a project is determined complete and wondered if there was sharing of
projects. Commissioner Johnston pointed out a numerical typographical error on page 25.

Project 32 was introduced by Mr. Jackson. Commissioner Bliss asked what the next step would
be once the goal of the project was reached. Mr. Jackson answered one focus could be mountain
lion management instead of bear management. Commissioner Bliss wondered if Project 32 would
become an issue of bears or an issue of mountain lions. Commissioner Johnston commented on
the effect of the project on mule deer. Mr. Jackson answered one solution would be fewer mule
deer tags and more bear tags.

Chair Bliss opened the meeting to public comment specific to Project 32.

Mark Jensen, USDA Wildlife Services, spoke on behalf of PARC and read the comments of the
Committee’s February 18, 2016 meeting (Attachment D). Commissioners Johnston, Mori, and
Bliss questioned Mr. Jensen on specifics with regard to Wildlife Service’s role in Project 32.

Daryl Capurro supported PARC’s recommendations.

Dr. Gerald Lent, Nevada Hunters Association, submitted his testimony for the record
(Attachment C).

Chuck Garbinski commented on the inadequate process used to establish the Predator Plan,
citing lack of data.

Lynn Collins, Mountain Lion Network, questioned where the project money was going, the
justification for its expenditure, and why the funds were not being spent in their entirety.
Ms. Collins indicated that the point of Assembly Bill (AB) 78 was not to merely kill predators, but
to engage in research, too.

Chair Bliss closed public comment.

Project 38 was introduced by Mr. Jackson. Commissioner Hubbs asked if the project benefitted
from the tiered approach explained by Mr. McKee. Commissioner Hubbs asked if the tiered
approach was integrated in the Predator Plan. Mr. Jackson answered it was used for monitoring
only, but if he had to assign tiers to the various projects, he would assign Project 21 as Tier 1,
Project 22-16 as Tier 3 and Projects 37 and 38 as Tier 1. Commissioner Hubbs commented that
putting the projects into tiers was helpful and that the approach to the Predator Plan and its
projects needed to be more transparent and easier to read.

Projects 40 and 41 were introduced by Mr. Jackson, commenting on the monitoring component of
AB 78, as well as the federal limitation of removing only 2,500 ravens per year.

Projects 42 and 43 were introduced by Mr. Jackson.
Chair Bliss opened the meeting to public comment specific to Projects 38, 40, 41, 42 and 43.

Mark Jensen, USDA Wildlife Services, spoke on behalf of PARC and read the comments of the
Committee’s February 18, 2016 meeting, referencing numbers 7 through 10 (Attachment D).

Dr. Gerald Lent, Nevada Hunters Association stated the Washoe County Citizens Advisory Board
was not transparent and he was upset that the Board’s minutes were illegible.

Lynn Collins, Mountain Lion Network, queried the limiting factors of the projects and asked if
there had been an assessment of habitat when developing the projects. Ms. Collins specifically
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guestioned Project 37 and its goals, which species it benefitted and its scientific justification.
Ms. Collins lamented that the data seemed selective with presupposed findings. She questioned
if the money being spent on the projects was justifiable and would be better spent on
peer-reviewed research.

Mr. Capurro concurred with Ms. Collins.
Chair Bliss closed public comment.

Commissioner Johnston questioned the level of interaction between Wildlife Services and NDOW
in the creation of the Predator Plan. Mr. Jackson replied that NDOW consulted with Wildlife
Services during the creation of the first draft. Commissioner Johnston agreed with the public
comments given earlier about transparency and explanation, agreeing the Predator Plan needed
measurable goals and more data. Commissioner Johnston agreed there should be better
planning and coordination between NDOW and Wildlife Services before the Committee reviews
the Predator Plan DRAFT. He urged that budgets of multi-year projects be shown on the Predator
Plan on a year-by-year basis and show year-on-year summaries. Commissioner Johnston urged
Mr. Jackson to make improvements to the process inherent in the creation of the Predator Plan.
He commented on the limiting factors of AB 78 and urged the Committee to reject Project 22-16
and approve Project 32. Commissioner Johnston advocated for more research-based projects.

Commissioner Mori generally approved of the Predator Plan and did not want more detail in the
process.

Commissioner Mori agreed Project 22-16 was vague and urged its rejection.

Commissioner Hubbs urged the Committee to review AB 78 and to look beyond big game
species that would benefit from predator removal.

Committee Member Cassinelli agreed with Commissioner Hubbs.

Commissioner Johnston commented that AB 78 requires 80 percent of funds be spent on lethal
predator control.

Commissioner Johnston motioned to recommend approval of the Predator Plan as presented with
the exception of Project 22-16. Commissioner Johnston also motioned that a revised Predator
Plan be presented to the Commission at the Commission’s next meeting in May 2016.
Commissioner Hubbs motioned that the Predator Plan include baseline and measurable figures.
Commissioner Johnston agreed with Commissioner Hubbs. Committee Member Cassinelli
seconded both motions. Both motions passed unanimously.

Public Comment Period

Meeting adjourned at 9:12 p.m.
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Two Approaches to Predator Control

1. Reduce overall predator population

2. Create a temporary void of predators in and
around sensitive areas
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Predators are Difficult to Monitor

 Lower densities than prey species
* Apt at avoiding detection

e Large home ranges



Predator Monitoring Not Always
Necessary
* Predator monitoring efforts are expensive and
time consuming

e Some goals may be reached without
monitoring predator populations




Standard Monitoring

Hunter return surveys (N/A for coyotes)
Passive Tracking Indices (PTls)

Coyote scat transects
Track stations

Aerial track counts
Point counts




What You Do Get

A overall trend for local population

Indices that can detect changes in location
population over time

Potential understanding of management
efforts

What You Don’t Get

Abundance, density, or population estimate



Intermediate Monitoring

Camera trapping (presence/absence)
Mark and recapture
Genetic mark and recapture

Efforts can be combined with standard
monitoring for more inference
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What You Get

e Abundance, density, and/or population
estimate

A more accurate estimate of population trend
 An understanding of management efforts

K
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Rigorous Monitoring

e Camera trapping (mark/resight, occupancy
modeling)

 Deployment of GPS collars
e Genetic mark and recapture




What You Get

Most accurate abundance, density, and/or
population estimate

A more accurate estimate of population trend
Home range estimates
An understanding of management efforts

An understanding of space use



Questions?



Attachment B

How does NDOW assess big game

population trends?

* Minimum Survey Counts
— Composition of Males, Females, Young

— Ratios (juveniles/100 females, males/100 females)

* Harvest
— Harvest Composition
— Hunter Success
— Hunter Effort

e Reconstructive Population Models
— Population Estimate
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Juvenile Ratios

* A function of both
reproductive rate and

juvenile survival. Population Stable
(#Juv/100 females)

Deer 40-50
* Predator removal may
L . . Elk 30-40
result in higher juvenile
Pronghorn 30-45

survival and,
consequently, be
detected in higher
juvenile ratios.



Standard Monitoring

high

Ratio

low

Management Area



Data Needs and Funding: Standard

* Conduct aerial surveys and analyze
composition data in management area of
Interest.

* Consider perspective of local experts.

e No added costs.



Intermediate Monitoring
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Data Needs and Funding: Moderate

Apply study design a priori by identifying treatment and
reference area(s).

Conduct standardized aerial surveys before, during, and after
treatment to derive juvenile ratios in focal areas.

Evaluate climatic or habitat trends occurring during
monitoring and compare to observed juvenile ratios.

Moderate increase in costs due to increased aerial survey
effort and personnel needs for analysis.



Rigorous Monitoring
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Data Needs and Funding: Rigorous

e Mirrors a moderate effort:
— Study design, aerial surveys, etc.

e Further evaluation of:

— Survival and cause specific mortality of neonates and
juveniles.

— Female body condition and productivity
— Range conditions (e.g., crude digestible protein)

* Rigorous monitoring would result in robust
inferences



Questions?
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Budget Summary

Fiscal year 2015 predator fee revenues tataled $563,742; consequently this plan has budgeted
over $450,993.60 for lethai predator control. Proposed pred

ator projects for fiscal year 2017.
include $672.000 for lethal work. Therefore 149

_ % of predator fee revenue is budgeted for le
_predator management and control. About $500,000 in predator fee revenues are left over from

previous fiscal years; it is the Department’s goal to reduce this surplus.
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BRIAN SANDOVAL STATE OF NEVADA JAMES R. BARBEE
Governor Director

Las Vegas Office: Elko Office:

2300 McLeod Street 4780 E. Idaho Street
Las Vegas NV 89104-4314 Elko NV 89801-4672
(702) 668-4590 (775) 738-8076

Fax (702) 668-4567 Fax (775) 738-2639
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

405 South 21* Street
Sparks, Nevada 89431-5557
Telephone (775) 353-3601 Fax (775) 353-3661
Website: http://www.agri.nv.gov

March 2™ 2016
PARC comments on NDOWSs FY2017 Predator Management Plan

PARC recommends:

1. Overall NDOW needs to develop specific goals (i.e. brood size / fawn to doe
ratio) for the predator management plans. PARC would also like to see
accounting from NDOW to verify where the predator funds are being spent.

2. Because of the nature of predator management and how employees, equipment,
and aircraft need to be planned for, PARC recommends NDOW complete the
80% lethal removal budget as close to July 1st as possible. That gives WS and
contractors the time necessary to plan to do this correctly. Specifics of who,
when, where and how much should be included.

3. PARC recommends NDOW provide more specific information on the budget
including past balances, carry over amounts, and specific fiscal information
regarding expenditures for project staff.

4. Using phrases such as "abiotic” factors such as dry climate and loss of quality
habitat” and blaming persistent drought or extreme weather are most certainly
true, but PARC recommends NDOW start verbalizing other intrinsic justifications
for implementing predator programs.

5. PARC recommends the budget should include more information. In past
predator management plans the budget included past balances, carry over
amounts, and new money. Also included was how much was spent by NDOW,
WS, and contractors.

6. PARC recommends NDOW should develop specific goals and objectives for
projects. The goal could be to increase fawn/doe ratios for mule deer or
antelope. Or the goal could be an increase in population level. For sage-grouse
(since nest success data is very difficult to get) we could have a goal of reducing
raven densities around sage-grouse leks during the nesting season. Since
translocating bighorn sheep is very expensive and some populations are very low
the goal for bighorn sheep projects could be zero depredations.

7. PARC recommends NDOW include more information on the resource being
protected whether that be mule deer, antelope, bighorn sheep, sage-grouse or
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PARC
1.

w

9.
10.

PARC

Chairman Signature: | |

any other natural resource. NDOW should convey to the public why these
resources are important and valuable and why we are protecting them from
excessive predation.

PARC recommends NDOW establish peer reviewed research protocols. PARC
is also concerned some current research projects do not meet the spirit of AB 78.
(Conducting research necessary to determine successful techniques for
managing and controlling predatory wildlife)

comments on specific projects:

Project 21: no clear goal, but PARC supports this project. Mid-winter
populations of ravens are heavily concentrated along rural roads especially when
there is solid snow cover throughout the landscape. The attraction can be
viewed as a subsidy, but adjacent power lines and rabbit road kill can and should
be considered an opportunity for lethal removal of common ravens. NDOW's plan
refers to experimental management and thus should include new approaches.
Since much of northern Elko County is considered focal areas for sage-grouse,
targeting these clustered ravens with lethal actions, carte blanche, is most
certainly justified. Attempting to deal with the same birds, when scattered in the
spring and summer months is much more difficult.

Project 21-02: lethal/nonlethal, with no details as to percentage of funds spent
on lethal. PARC recommends information be provided pertaining to the
distribution percentage of funds for lethal or nonlethal management.

Project 22-01: Again, no clear goal but PARC supports this project.

Project 22-16: This project does not meet the requirements set forth in AB 78
(Sec. 4, 1c) conducting research necessary to determine successful techniques
for managing and controlling predatory wildlife. This project continues to change
and the methods continue to change. This study appears to be a failure. PARC
recommends this project be discontinued.

Project 22-074: What is the goal? PARC supports but would like to know the

long term goal.
Project 32: PARC feels this project does not meet the requirements set forth in

AB 78 (Sec. 4, 1c).
Project 37: PARC likes the project idea, but doesn't feel it meets the
requirements in Commission Policy Number 23 on pages 4 and 5 Predation

Management Plan.
Project 38: PARC likes the project idea but doesn't feel it meets the
requirements in Commission Policy Number 23 on pages 4 and 5 Predation

Management Plan.
Project 40: good, PARC supports this project.
Project 41: PARC supports this project.

Committee Chairman; Pete Paris
/m\ / y"z
/) |
R 2 o

AL SEEAN Date: 2" |l




Attachment E

Effects of Raven Predation and Raven
Reduction on Sage-Grouse Population
Dynamics

This information is preliminary and is subject to revision. It is being provided to meet the need for timely best science.
The information is provided on the condition that neither the U.S. Geological Survey nor the U.S. Government may be
held liable for any damages resulting from the authorized or unauthorized use of the information.

Pavwy Tong 2000
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=l SU Predators of Greater Sage-Grouse nests identified
by video monitoring

Peter S. Coates,'? John W. Connelly,” and David J. Delehanty’

«¥0 Joumal of Fish and Wildlife Management | www.fwspubs.org December 2013 | Volume 4 | Issue 2 | 242

Greater Sage-Grouse Nest Predators in the Virginia
Mountains of Northwestern Nevada

Zachary B. Lockyer,* Peter S. Coates, Michael L. Casazza, Shawn Espinosa, David J. Delehanty
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Ravens are most frequent predator (9 years of video data)
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Breeding Bird Survey Data
Sauer, USGS
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Breeding Bird Survey Data
Sauer, USGS

Years 2006 — 2010

Raven Count
e O

o 1-5 Detected

n= | at ~80% of

21-30

o surveys

41-50

51-100

@)
O
@
O
@ 01150
. 151 - 200
. 201 - 250

251 - 300

w

51
01 - 400
01 1

4

- 500 P 0 135 270
' o 'Kil'orr;etérs' S

science for a changing world

aUSGS

AN A p A
\\\P\\I‘HH\\A; MANETOBA
Ninnpeaq
H DAK TA
[ fINN
[ ]
o
',
ITH
‘ DA} I
S K
KANSAS ‘
| OKLAHOMA



=ZUSGS

science for a changing world

Raven Population Growth within Great Basin
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=US65 studies Focused on the Effects of Tall
Structures on Ravens

BBS Data from Stoller
100 - Corp. - ESER

Number observed

Idaho National Laboratory
2,305 km?



Volume 116, 2014, pp. 000-000
DOl

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Selection of anthropogenic features and vegetation characteristics by
nesting Common Ravens in the sagebrush ecosystem

Kristy B. Howe,"? Peter S. Coates,* and David J. Delehanty '
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THE CONDOR I
Ornithological Applications WwWw.cooper.org

Volume 116, 2014, pp. 341-356
DO 10,0650/ CONDOR-13-126.1

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Landscape alterations influence differential habitat use of nesting buteos
and ravens within sagebrush ecosystem: Implications for transmission
line development

Peter S. Coates,'* Kristy B. Howe,"** Michael L. Casazza,' and David J. Delehanty®
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=USGS

Breeding Ravens

Anthropogenic Nest
and Perch Substrate
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Webb et al. 2004. Common raven juvenile survival in a human
augmented landscape. The Condor 106:517-528
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esa ECOSPHERE

Landscape characteristics and livestock presence influence
common ravens: relevance to greater sage-grouse conservation

PETER 5. CnATES,er BriawwE E. ]31;:1.7.13555,'l ErisTy B. Hnwn,l-l
EgT BEMTAMIN Gusmrsum,l MicHAEL L.Cﬁml AND Davip |. DELEHANTY®
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Odds of raven occurrence increased >45% in areas
where livestock were present



What are the Consequences of More
Ravens to Sage-Grou tions?
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Journal of Wildlife Management 74(2):240-248; 2010; DOI: 10.2193/2009-047

Managemem‘ and Conservation Article

Nest Predation of Greater Sage-Grouse
in Relation to Microhabitat Factors
and Predators

PETER S. COATES,' Department of Biological Sciences, Idaho State University, Pocatello, ID 83209-8007, USA
DAVID ]. DELEHANTY, Department of Biological Sciences, Idaho State University, Pocatello, ID 83209-8007, USA
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Nests fail in areas of high raven  =USGS
abundance
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Threshold of raven abundance
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Ravens predation increases =USGS
with less shrub cover

95% CI
Covariate Estimate lower upper

raven 0.23 0.11 0.41*
shrub cover -0.08 -0.15 -0.02*
grass 0.17 -0.63 0.41
forb 0.16 -0.40 0.70

understory 0.02 -0.04 0.08
shrub height 0.00 -0.06 0.06

understory 0.10 0.03 0.12*
forb 0.70 0.13 1.43*
grass 0.23 -0.02 0.49
shrub cover 0.02 -0.02 0.06
shrub height 0.01 -0.01 0.42

1% decreasein shrub coverincreased the odds of raven predation by 7.5%

20—-30%sagebrush cover and >40% total shrub cover



Important Interaction
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Effects of Raven Removal on Sage-Grouse
Nest Survival and Population Growth




2002 — 2005 Northeastern Nevada Study
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Human-Wildlife Conflicts 1(2):224-234, Fall 2007

Efficacy of CPTH-treated egg baits for

removing ravens
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wememmes Before-After-Control-Impact Design
Virginia Mountains Nevada

1.00 -
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bon . . DRAFT )
> \ FIGURE wide Average =
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Daily Nest survival rate: 96.5% (95% Cl = 95.5 - 97.2%)
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Pyrami

Raptor and Raven Surveys

2,155 surveys
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Raptor and Raven Surveys
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Raptor and Raven Surveys
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Raptor and Raven Surveys

2014
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Inter-Annual Variation
Preliminary

DRAFT TABLE
Raven Average
TREATMENT Year Detections No. Ravens Nest Survival
No 2009 0.37 2.61 9.4% (1.9 — 24.9%)
No 2010 0.46 3.06 19.3% (5.2 — 40.4%)
No 2011 0.40 1.81 51.5% (30.2 — 69.3%)
nd
2"year | o 2013 0.18 176  18.1% (4.6 — 39.0%)
drought
Initial 2014 0.16 1.74 17.4% (2.6 —43.7%)
Yes 2015 0.19 2.08 31.8% (11.2 — 55.2%)

Treatment conducted by USDA APHIS program
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Preliminary Resulits
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Inter-Annual Variation
Preliminary

DRAFT TABLE
Raven Average
TREATMENT Year Detections No. Ravens Nest Survival

No 2009 0.37 2.61 9.4% (1.9 —24.9%)
No 2010 0.46 3.06 19.3% (5.2 — 40.4%)
No 2011 0.40 1.81 51.5% (30.2 — 69.3%)
No 2013 0.18 1.76 18.1% (4.6 —39.0%)

48%%* Initial 2014 0.16 1.74 17.4% (2.6 — 43.7%)

increase— Yes 2015 0.19 2.08 31.8% (11.2 — 55.2%)

*On average across other sites, 107% increase (max >400%)
Treatment conducted by USDA APHIS program
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Final Points

Overall Objectives

* Estimate differences in nest predation by ravens
Preliminary: no raven predation on video during
treatment years

e Estimate difference in nest survival

* Develop stage-based stochastic population models to estimate
effects of raven removal on population growth

e 2016 treatment is planned

e At least two more years of sage-grouse data would be
highly beneficial to help account for inter-annual variation
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