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Preface 
 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implemented multiple international treaties addressing migratory 

bird conservation, and established federal authority over migratory birds. The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (Service), under the authority of the Secretary of the Interior, collaborates with 

the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) to develop regulations for migratory birds in the United 

States Pacific Flyway. Two technical committees advise the Council: the Study Committee (SC) 

and the Nongame Technical Committee (NTC), collectively referred to as Committees. The 

Committees are scientific fact finding bodies whereas the Council is an administrative and policy 

setting body. 

 

The Service develops migratory game bird hunting regulations annually by establishing 

frameworks including outside dates, season lengths, bag limits, and hunting areas. The Council 

makes framework recommendations annually to the Service according to biological status, 

management objectives, and policy considerations. Members of the Council and the SC meet in 

late summer/early fall to share data, review the status of populations and actions outlined in 

management plans, and propose annual hunting frameworks. They meet again in late winter to 

develop cooperative management programs, and coordinate research and management for the 

protection and conservation of migratory game birds. The Council typically makes season 

framework recommendations to the Service in October. 

 

The NTC also meets twice each year with the Council and SC. The NTC provides a consolidated 

forum for the Service and state fish and wildlife agencies to discuss, plan, and coordinate actions 

to address management, regulations, monitoring, and other issues related to nongame migratory 

birds. The NTC both responds to emerging issues originating with the Council or the Service and 

works proactively with conservation partners and with other states to identify and prioritize 

flyway-relevant issues that require attention. 

 

Recommendations, informational notes, and subcommittee reports are prepared by the 

Committees, and forwarded to the Council for consideration or adoption. The Council may 

develop or modify Committee recommendations as necessary. The Council has a policy of 

considering management plans for adoption only after having received the management plan for 

review at least 45 days in advance. The Service assumes the Council support for continuation of 

the previous year’s frameworks if no recommendation is received. 

 

Each recommendation and informational note identifies a contact person. The contact person 

drafts the recommendation or informational note (or facilitates its development) to represent the 

position of the Committee or the Council. The contact person is usually knowledgeable on the 

specific subject matter and serves as a contact for more information. If the recommendation or 

informational note comes from a subcommittee, that subcommittee is identified on the 

recommendation or note. The Chair of each subcommittee ensures the preparation of the 

subcommittee’s report and is identified on that report.  
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Recommendation 1 – Amendment to the 2020 Budget: Support for the 2020 
Double-crested Cormorant Surveys 
 
Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) approves funding in the amount of $3,000 to support the 

2020 Pacific Flyway double-crested cormorant survey. 

 

Justification 

In March 2013, Council approved and adopted A Monitoring Strategy for the Western 

Population of Double-crested Cormorants within the Pacific Flyway (Pacific Flyway Council 

2013). Monitoring for double-crested cormorants under the Council strategy began in 2014 and 

is scheduled to occur every third year (i.e., 2014, 2017, 2020, 2023) thereafter for at least 10 

years to meet the monitoring objective. In August 2019, Council submitted a letter to three U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) regional directors (in Portland, Sacramento, and Lakewood) 

requesting support to fund the 2020 survey for which the uncovered costs amounted to about 

$58,500. In response to this request for support we heard back from the Service that finding 

creative solutions to address survey funding needs was a priority, but that they could provide no 

additional funds at that time. 

 

The Nongame Technical Committee has actively sought sources of funding and partnerships to 

address the estimated uncovered cost of the 2020 surveys. Additional sources of funding have 

been identified, as follows: Two Service regions will contribute a combined additional $20,000, 

Arizona will contribute $7,000, Oregon has identified collaborative support for $3,500, British 

Columbia will survey their colonies for a savings of $2,500, and a cost savings of $7,500 for 

California surveys has been achieved through negotiation with a contractor biologist and use of 

volunteer aircraft services (LightHawk Conservation Flying) for nearshore surveys. California 

will additionally seek a cost savings of $15,000 by requesting Department of Fish and Wildlife 

aircraft for offshore surveys. With these new sources of funding and cost savings, the current 

estimated uncovered cost for the 2020 surveys is approximately $3,000. 

 

Adoption             Contact:  Joe Buchanan 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee       

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair
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Recommendation 2 – Allocation of Captive-Reared Trumpeter Swans to Approved 
Release Sites
 

Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) recommends allocation of captive-reared trumpeter swans 

to approved restoration sites in this priority order: 

 

(1) Blackfoot Valley, Montana  

(2) Summer Lake, Oregon 

(3) Greater Yellowstone Projects (Middle Madison, Montana; Teton Basin, Idaho; 

Yellowstone National Park (YNP) 

 

Additionally, Council recommends the state leads meet by conference call in early July to 

determine the specific number of swans to allocate to each of the sites. The specific number of 

swans available for allocation to each restoration site will depend upon hatching success during 

spring 2020 (not known until early July) and genetic origin of swans. In 2020, we anticipate 

swans will be available from the Wyoming Wetlands Society (WWS) and The Trumpeter Swan 

Society’s (TTSS) central Oregon flock. All swans from the WWS are of Rocky Mountain 

Population (RMP) origin, while TTSS swans are of Pacific Coast Population (PCP) or mixed 

origin.  

 

Justification 

As described in the allocation process document (Appendix E) in the Pacific Flyway 

management plan for Rocky Mountain Population of trumpeter swans (plan), the Study 

Committee will make a recommendation to Council regarding an equitable allocation of 

trumpeter swans for release at approved restoration sites.  

 

Only swans of RMP origin may be released in the tri-state region, though swans of other origin, 

PCP or mixed PCP/RMP, may be released outside the tri-state region. However, as described in 

the plan, the allocation of captive-reared swans to areas outside of the tri-state region will be 

constrained to no more than 20% of the total number of swans available for release in the tri-

state region in any year. Only RMP origin birds can be released in the tri-state region, therefore 

not more than 20% of RMP origin birds available for release can be allocated to Summer Lake, 

currently the only restoration site outside of the tri-state region.   

 

Blackfoot Valley, Montana is in the final year of releases after reaching breeding pair goals for 

two consecutive years. This project is the highest allocation priority (as described in the 

Management Plan) and additional cygnets to diversify genetics in their final release year would 

be biologically beneficial. If production allows, a minimum of 4–5 WWS birds will be allocated 

to this project. If production is low, this project will defer its allocation to Yellowstone National 

Park.  

 

The Summer Lake project did not receive WWS cygnets last year, though 11 TTSS cygnets from 

the central Oregon captive flock were available to the project. Those cygnets (nine remaining 
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alive) will be released as yearlings at Summer Lake later this spring. It is expected a similar 

number of swans from TTSS flock will be available this year, and because Summer Lake is the 

only restoration site outside of the tri-state region it is the only site to which these swans can be 

allocated.  If production allows, a maximum of two WWS swans will also be allocated to this 

project. If fewer than ten WWS swans are available to projects, Oregon will forgo allocation of 

WWS swans in 2020.  

 

The allocation for the three Greater Yellowstone projects will be determined once production is 

known. For the last two years, the allocation of captive-reared swans from WWS for the Middle 

Madison and Teton Basin sites was deferred to YNP. If production allows, all three of these 

projects would receive a minimum of 4–5 WWS birds. If production is low and allocation of 

WWS swans to these sites is less than four birds each, both Middle Madison and Teton Basin 

would defer their allocation to YNP. The YNP project is on a short time scale and is believed to 

be central to the connectivity to other Greater Yellowstone projects.   

 

No birds will be allocated to Mud Lake, Idaho. This project is at the bottom of the priority list 

and will not receive birds until other more senior projects have reached production goals.  

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee Contact: Claire Gower 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair
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Recommendation 3 – Letter to the Service on the Northern Pintail Harvest 
Strategy Revision Process 
 
Recommendation  

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) recommends sending the attached letter to the Service’s 

Chief of Division of Migratory Bird Management regarding the Northern Pintail Harvest 

Strategy process. 

 

Justification 

See the attached letter. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee Contact: Melanie Weaver 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair  



 

12 

 

March 10, 2020 

 

Mr. Ken Richkus, Division Chief 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Migratory Bird Management Division 

5275 Leesburg Pike, MS-MB 

Falls Church, Virginia 2204-3803 

 

Dear Mr. Richkus 

 

The Pacific Flyway Study Committee developed a problem statement outlining concerns and 

possible paths forward for revision of the Northern Pintail Harvest Strategy in September 2018. 

This problem statement included the need to develop a strategy accepted by all flyways.  It is 

important to have flyway engagement at decision points in the model development to ensure 

transparency and collaboration. 

 

The Pintail Working Group met in November 2019 and the Harvest Management Working 

Group (HMWG) met in December 2019 to discuss progress to date. However, the flyways have 

yet to be involved in any assessments or data sharing that may inform direction of the strategy. 

The 2019 HMWG Report indicated the flyways would continue to be consulted throughout this 

process with the goal of proposing a strategy by December 2020 and Council approval in March 

2021.  This timeline may not allow adequate time to review complex models that flyways have 

not been privy to during development. Flyways may seek independent external review of 

complex models. 

 

The Pacific Flyway Council requests an update on technical assessments and underpinnings of 

any proposed models to evaluate progress against stated flyway goals and objectives at the 

August 2020 meeting. That would allow time for review and feedback prior to consideration of a 

final strategy by the spring 2021 meeting. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr 

Chair, Pacific Flyway Council 
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Recommendation 4 – Harvest Management Working Group Priorities  
 
Recommendation  

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) endorses the 2020 priorities and project leads for technical 

work proposed at the 2019 Harvest Management Working Group (HMWG) meeting.  

 

Justification  

Each year the HMWG develops a list of work priorities for the upcoming year.  Flyway councils 

are asked to review and approve this list and suggest necessary modifications.  Councils’ 

recommendations are forwarded to the Service Regulations Committee for consideration at their 

spring meeting.  

 

Revision of the northern pintail AHM remains the Pacific Flyway Council’s highest priority. 

Council appreciates the work done by the technical committees and the Service to date and hopes 

the momentum will lead to a revised harvest strategy to inform the 2022 regulation cycle.   

 

2020 Harvest Management Working Group Priorities 

Priority rankings and project leads identified for technical work proposed at the 2020 HMWG 

meeting 

Highest Priorities (Urgent and Important) 

• Two-tier licensing system evaluation (DMBM, Flyways) 

• Northern pintail AHM Revision (Double-looping) (Pacific Flyway, PHAB, USGS...) 

• Mid-continent mallard revisions - other stocks (aka, Double-looping) 

• Eastern mallard harvest strategy (Atlantic Flyway, PHAB, others...) 

• Re-invigorate institutional support for AHM (PHAB, and HMWG Communications 

Team) 

o Development of training materials to support the communication and 

understanding of AHM (PHAB and USGS) 

Long-range Priorities (Non-urgent, but Very Important) 

• Time dependent optimal solutions to address system change (Scott Boomer, Fred 

Johnson, Mike Runge) 

o Habitat change 

o Hunter dynamics 

o Climate change 

• Canvasback harvest strategy development (PHAB, Tech Sections, others...) 

• Western mallard AHM Revision (Double-looping) (Pacific Flyway, PHAB, others...) 

Additional Priorities 

• Waterfowl Breeding Population and Habitat Survey Review (Migratory Bird Surveys 

Branch, HMWG)
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Waterfowl Banding Needs Assessments (Migratory Bird Surveys Branch, HMWG) 

• Waterfowl harvest potential assessment methods case study development (PHAB, Tech 

Sections, others...)  

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee    Contact: Brandon Reishus 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair
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Recommendation 5 – Proposed Schedule for Developing Harvest Management 
Working Group priorities 
 
Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) endorses the revised schedule listed below for the 

development of the annual Harvest Management Working Group (HMWG) priorities.  

 

Justification 

It was necessary to adjust the existing schedule to develop HMWG priorities to better coincide 

with the current flyway meeting schedule. The proposed schedule will allow for improved 

involvement from flyway technical committees and councils to help develop HMWG priorities 

throughout a calendar year. The two processes are shown below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee    Contact: Jason Schamber 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair
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Recommendation 6 – Alaska Split Season Transfer 
 

Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) recommends transferring the single split season option for 

ducks and geese from the Kodiak Zone to the Southeast Zone in Alaska. 

 

Justification 

Current criteria for zones and splits established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 

allows Alaska to select five hunting zones and a single split season in the Kodiak Zone for duck 

and goose regulations. Alaska established five zones across the state to provide balanced 

opportunity and reasonable harvest for all hunters. Alaska covers over 586,000 square miles and 

spans 20-degrees of latitude, resulting in large differences in waterfowl phenology, amount of 

daylight, onset of freeze-up, and severity of winter across the state. The single split assignment to 

the Kodiak Zone was requested by Alaska in 1975 to address the differential migration of waterfowl 

relative to other regions of the state. However, in 1981 the split was requested as optional in 

response to hunter dissatisfaction; thus, the season dates were set to a consecutive 107 days and 

have remained so to date. 

 

The 5-zone/1-split (Kodiak Zone) configuration was maintained in Alaska when guidelines for 

zones/splits were first established in 1991 under a one-time Grandfather Clause that stated, 

“those states that currently have an operational zoning plan…will be allowed to continue those 

zoning plans.” The 1991 guidelines identified a limited set of zone/split configurations and 

restricted the frequency of configuration changes to open seasons at five-year intervals. Since 

then, the grandfather arrangement and zone-split guidelines have remained relatively unchanged 

except to allow minor changes to zone boundaries within open seasons. However, if any of the 

grandfathered states wish to change their zone/split arrangement: (1) the new arrangement must 

conform to one of the current zone/split options and (2) the state cannot revert back to the 

grandfathered arrangement that was previously in place.  

 

In the 2020-21 open season, Alaska would like to retain its grandfathered arrangement (5 zones/1 

split) while reassigning the single split season from the Kodiak Zone to the Southeast Zone. The 

split season has not been used in the Kodiak Zone for nearly 40 years due to a lack of public 

requests for reinstatement. This reflects apparent high satisfaction among hunters with a single 

107 consecutive day season. By contrast, hunters in the Southeast Zone have repeatedly 

requested the Alaska Board of Game (Board) adjust season dates either earlier or later to 

accommodate hunting early-season migrants or late-season wintering waterfowl. In January 

2019, in an attempt to accommodate these disparate preferences, the Board adopted an 

alternating early and late-season set of opening dates in odd or even years in the Southeast Zone 

(odd = September 1; even = September 16); a relatively complicated regulation which may limit 

opportunity for some hunters in all years. In light of continued requests for season adjustments, 

the Board inquired about a split season option in the Southeast Zone to address these issues more 

simply and effectively appropriate hunting opportunity more equitably for waterfowl hunters. 
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The current zone/split guidelines leave no apparent mechanism for states to maintain grandfather 

status and make minor changes (other than minor zone boundary changes), such as reassigning a 

split season, that align season dates with waterfowl distribution and timing. However, in this case, 

the reassignment of Alaska’s split season would not violate the criteria because this request does 

not represent a change from the current zone/split arrangement. For example, Alaska is not 

requesting a change to 5 zones/2 splits or 4 zones/1-split; rather, the request is a simple 

reassignment of the split season within its current zone/split arrangement. 

The reassignment of Alaska’s 1-split season from the Kodiak to the Southeast Zone is not 

expected to significantly increase harvest. The long-term (1999-present) average of Alaska’s 

duck and goose harvest is approximately 2.2% of the total harvest in the Pacific Flyway, and 

about 0.43% of the total U.S. harvest. In Alaska, the Southeast Zone represents about 16% of 

Alaska’s total waterfowl harvest – less than 12,000 ducks and geese per year. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee    Contact: Jason Schamber 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 
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Recommendation 7 – Central Flyway 2-tier Evaluation Plan  
 

Recommendation  

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) is not opposed to Nebraska and South Dakota moving 

forward with implementation of an experimental 2-tier waterfowl hunting license concept, as 

described in the Central Flyway’s 2-tier Evaluation Plan. 

 

Council emphasizes the importance of annual progress reports and a thorough evaluation 

following the conclusion of the proposed four-year experimental period. 

 

Justification  

Following Service Regulations Committee direction in October 2019, the Pacific Flyway 

representatives on the Harvest Management Working Group (HMWG) assisted in the 

development of an evaluation plan for the 2-tier experiment at the HMWG. In addition, the 

Study Committee has reviewed the draft evaluation plan produced by the Central Flyway 

Technical Committee.   

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee    Contact: Jason Schamber 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 
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Recommendation 8 – Letters of Appreciation 
 

Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council endorses the enclosed letters to Christina Donehower (Oregon) and 

Rick Lanctot (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) in appreciation for their service to the Pacific 

Flyway Council and the Nongame Technical Committee, and to Craig McLaughlin (Colorado) 

for his service to the Pacific Flyway Council.  

 

Justification 

See attached letters. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: James Driscoll 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 

 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 
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March 10, 2020 

Christina Donehower 

PO Box 630907 

Lanai City, HI 96763

 

Dear Christina:  

On behalf of the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) and the Nongame Technical Committee 

(NTC), upon which you served, I would like to take this opportunity to recognize your 

contributions to conserving and managing migratory birds in the Pacific Flyway. For two years, 

you were a consistent and valued member of NTC. A myriad of work products were developed 

during your tenure, but more notably, your expertise and attention to detail was appreciated 

immensely by your colleagues. 

 

Your contributions were many, but some important items include: 

• Reviewing and commenting on federal regulations, including the Conflict Species 

Management Framework and the Updated Collision Risk Model Priors for Estimating 

Eagle Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities. 

• Revising and implementing the American white pelican and double-crested cormorant 

monitoring strategies. 

• Assisting in the development of a Competitive State Wildlife Grant proposal for funding 

short-eared owl monitoring. 

• Generating letters to support funding and reauthorizing of the North American Wetlands 

Conservation Act and the Farm Bill, comment on the North American Waterfowl 

Management Plan 2018 Update, comment on the National Petroleum Reserve Alaska 

Integrated Activity Plan Review and Revision, and comment on the Bureau of Land 

Management’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Coastal Plain Oil and Gas 

Leasing Program. 

• Developing a process for states to support Southern Wings projects. 

• Assisting with the passage of recommendations to states on rodenticide effects on raptors. 

• Developing a Pacific Flyway transmitter recovery coalition. 

• Assisting with the development of the National Flyway Council’s Golden Eagle 

Allocation Process. 

• Planning for a western bird conservation partners meeting. 

• Annually reviewing Alaska’s subsistence season frameworks. 

• Annually contributing to the harvest allocation of peregrine falcons for falconry purposes. 

• NTC work planning and project prioritization. 

 

Christina, the NTC greatly appreciated your strong organizational and facilitation skills and will 

miss your engagement. We want to thank you for your thoughtful service to the Council. Your 

contributions to conservation and management of migratory birds have been substantial and you  

should be proud. We wish you the very best with the rest of your career. Thank you again for 

your service to the Pacific Flyway. 
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Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 

Pacific Flyway Council 
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March 10, 2020 

 

Richard Lanctot 

Shorebird Coordinator, Alaska Region 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

1011 East Tudor Road, MS 201  

Anchorage AK 99503 

 

Dear Rick: 

 

On behalf of the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) and the Nongame Technical Committee 

(NTC), I would like to thank you for your endeavors over the last three years and take this 

opportunity to recognize your contributions to the conservation and management of migratory 

birds in the Pacific Flyway. 

 

When you joined us as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Liaison to the NTC in 

February 2017, you brought to the table unique and valuable perspectives on bird conservation 

issues from your experience in Alaska and internationally, and with your particular expertise 

with regard to shorebird conservation issues. 

 

During your tenure there were several actions forwarded to Council in the form of 

recommendations and informational notes that reflect the continuing evolution of the NTC to 

more progressive conservation planning and implementation, including a number of particularly 

noteworthy items as follows: 

 

• Funding to support the hemispheric shorebird meeting 

• Evaluating and endorsing Southern Wings projects reflecting Council priorities 

• Supporting the conservation of Special Areas within the National Petroleum Reserve – 

Alaska 

• Recommendations to states to address rodenticide effects on raptors 

• Submission of a Competitive State Wildlife Grant for western yellow-billed cuckoo 

monitoring  

• Developing a golden eagle allocation procedure for eagle falconry 

 

Rick, the NTC immediately appreciated the effectiveness of your steady demeanor and persistent 

conservation-first approach. They also recognized your competence at representing the Service 

on matters of policy, and willingness to defer to others when necessary. 

 

We greatly appreciate your contributions to conservation and management of migratory birds 

within the Pacific Flyway. Thank you for your public service to the Pacific Flyway Council, and 

we wish you the very best in the future. 
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Sincerely 

 

 

 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 

Pacific Flyway Council 
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March 10, 2020 

 
Craig R. McLaughlin 
Wildlife Research and Assessment Section Supervisor 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife 
40 Staples Road,  
Winterport, ME 04496 
 
Dear Craig: 
 
On behalf of the Pacific Flyway Council, I would like to thank you for your endeavors over 
the last nine years and take this opportunity to recognize your contributions to the 
conservation and management of migratory birds in the Pacific Flyway. 
 
You joined the Pacific Flyway Council as the Colorado representative in July of 2011. You 
were instrumental in maintaining Colorado’s participation on the Pacific Flyway Council, 
which can be challenging for split flyway states. In addition, you were responsible in 
getting technical representatives from Colorado back to the Pacific Flyway Council Study 
and Nongame Technical committees. 
 
The Council appreciates your support over the modification of the band-tailed pigeon 
regulations in 2015. This was one of the few changes made within the Pacific Flyway in 
the last decade, outside of harvest strategies, that called for annual adjustments based 
on population status. This action was significant for the conservation of the species and 
the council is thankful for your support. 
 
We greatly appreciate your contributions to conservation and management of migratory 
birds within the Pacific Flyway. Thank you for your public service to the Pacific Flyway 
Council, and we wish you the very best in the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stafford Lehr 
Chair, Pacific Flyway Council 
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Recommendation 9 – Letter to the Service Commenting on the Proposed Rule to 
Revise Federal Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp (Duck Stamp) 
Contest Regulations 
 

Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council recommends sending the attached letter to the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (Service) to provide comments regarding the proposed rule to revise the federal 

Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp (Duck Stamp) contest regulations. 

 

Justification 

The Service has proposed regulations that would make it a permanent requirement that Duck Stamp 

contest entries must include one or more elements that reflect the theme “celebrating our waterfowl 

hunting heritage” beginning with the 2020 contest. See attached letter. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Council 

March 10, 2020 

 

 

________________________________________ 

Stafford Lehr, Chair 
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March 16, 2020 
 
Public Comments Processing 
Attn:  FWS-HQ-MB-2019-0105 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS:  JAO/1N 
Falls Church, VA  22041 
 
Subject:  Revision of Federal Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp (Duck 
Stamp) Contest Regulations 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) is comprised of the fish and wildlife agencies of 11 
western states responsible for science-based management, conservation, and 
regulation of migratory birds in western North America. We work in association with 
federal agencies and other cooperators in the United States, Canada, and Mexico.  
 
The Council is writing to comment on the proposed rule that would revise the 
regulations governing the annual Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp (Duck 
Stamp) Contest. These changes would make the theme, “Celebrating Our Waterfowl 
Hunting Heritage”, permanent and would require that an appropriate hunting element be 
included in the artwork every year. While the Council is a strong advocate for waterfowl 
hunting heritage, we oppose the permanent requirement as an annual theme. We do 
appreciate and encourage periodic additions to the Duck Stamp’s artwork to celebrate 
and recognize our waterfowl hunting traditions, we believe these additions should be 
voluntary and at the discretion of the individual artist. 
 
The appeal of the Duck Stamp should encompass a broad audience who support 
waterfowl conservation and safeguarding the places where waterfowl are found. In the 
2018 revision of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP), 
maintaining and increasing relevancy of waterfowl and wetlands to a larger audience 
was an explicit focus. Additionally, in December 2019 the Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies published the Fish and Wildlife Relevancy Roadmap, which identifies 
a need to “increase engagement with, and service to, broader constituencies”. Thus, the 
Duck Stamp artwork should not be narrowed to appeal to a segment of Duck Stamp 
purchasers. The Council and the people they represent include many waterfowl hunters, 
as well as bird watchers, people who enjoy seeing wild places conserved, and those 
who are aware of the many benefits of wetlands. The waterfowl hunters among us 
provide most of the funds that come to the Duck Stamp program to purchase and 
protect wetlands and associated upland habitats in the United States and the long-time 
contributions of waterfowl hunters should be acknowledged each year. However, that 
story is better told through broader 
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communications efforts by conservation organizations, rather than implied through the 
inclusion of a “hunting element” in the background of the Duck Stamp artwork. 
  
Requiring the inclusion of a waterfowl hunting element in the artwork on permanent 
basis may stifle artist creativity and complicate the beautiful simplicity of artwork that will 
eventually be reduced to the size a stamp. The Duck Stamp has played a huge role in 
the conservation of wetlands and adjacent habitats in the U.S. since 1934, all of which 
provide habitat for waterfowl and countless other wildlife species. Recognizing this, the 
name of the Duck Stamp was changed from the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp to the 
Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp in 1976 to broaden the spectrum of 
those who purchase the stamp and in turn support wetland conservation. We do not 
believe this proposal will generate increased Duck Stamp revenue but will likely 
decrease sales to nonhunters as well as decrease the number of artistic entries 
submitted to the competition. The theme of “Celebrating Our Waterfowl Hunting 
Heritage” should not be a permanent requirement, but left at the discretion of the artist, 
or occasionally highlighted in the art competition.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stafford Lehr 
Pacific Flyway Council 
 
Cc:  Chair, Atlantic Flyway Council 
        Chair, Mississippi Flyway Council 
        Chair, Central Flyway Council 
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Informational Notes
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Informational Note 1 – Southern Wings Projects 
 

In July 2015, the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) adopted a process to evaluate, endorse, and 

collaboratively fund, if desired, Southern Wings projects that reflect priorities of Pacific Flyway 

states (Recommendation #10). The Southern Wings projects described below are pre-existing 

projects that reflect Council priorities. The Nongame Technical Committee and Study 

Committee will continue to work with the Southern Wings Technical Committee to develop new 

projects or identify existing projects that reflect Pacific Flyway priorities. 

 

In September 2018, Council approved a voluntary assessment process for states to contribute 

funds to Southern Wings through the Council. Voluntary assessments in 2019 totaled $2,500 

from three states and were directed towards one Southern Wings project. Contributions from 

seven Pacific Flyway states total approximately $23,500 in 2020 and will be directed toward the 

three Southern Wings projects described below.  

 

PROJECTS FUNDED BY THE PACIFIC FLYWAY IN 2020 

 

Project 1. The Pacific Flyway Shorebird Survey: Identifying Threats and Conservation 

Hotspots in Northwest Mexico ($5,000) 

Northwest Mexico: Baja California, Baja California Sur, Sonora, Sinaloa, Nayarit 

 

The Pacific Coast of the Western Hemisphere supports entire populations of neotropical 

migratory shorebird species during the non-breeding season. A network of coastal and interior 

wetlands stretching from Alaska to Chile hosts significant aggregations of shorebirds and is 

critical for their survival; these include 12 Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network sites 

in northwest Mexico. The Pacific Flyway Shorebird Survey and the Migratory Shorebird Project 

(MSP) work to fill gaps in Pacific Flyway species population status and trends, assess threats, 

and identify priority sites for conservation. Mexico is particularly important because globally 

significant populations of shorebird species spend the winter on the Pacific Coast. Primary 

species recorded during the annual winter survey in Mexico include western sandpiper, dunlin, 

marbled godwit, willet, black-bellied plover, sanderling, greater yellowlegs, dowitcher spp., 

snowy plover, black-necked stilt, and American avocet. The main conservation concerns 

affecting shorebirds in the region are human disturbance and habitat loss or degradation. 

 

Starting in 2013 and continuing to 2023, the MSP aims to complete annual non-breeding bird 

surveys at 21 sites across Mexico. These surveys will collect data on number of birds 

(shorebirds, waterbirds, and waterfowl), and assess human disturbance, habitat condition, and 

raptor presence. Another action is to implement an improved sampling design for snowy plover, 

red knot, willet, and sanderling on sandy beaches and better understand human impacts to birds 

at beaches. Bird survey data will be combined with habitat maps to identify priority wintering 

sites for focal species identified in Pacific Flyway State Wildlife Action Plans and to develop 

shorebird-friendly management and conservation strategies for important areas. Prioritized 

wintering areas and their respective conservation strategies will be disseminated to land 
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managers and landowners to improve the management of coastal wetlands and associated 

species. Surveys will also inform communication and outreach activities with local communities 

to raise environmental awareness on the conservation of shorebirds, waterbirds, and waterfowl. 

 

Budget need is approximately $25,000 per year. Funds will help conduct bird surveys across at 

least 10 of 21 established sites, continue monitoring coverage at sand beaches (targeting snowy 

plover, red knot, willet, and sanderling), identify key wintering sites and develop conservation 

strategies (as data become available and are analyzed), strengthen conservation and management 

of specific sites, disseminate information to land managers, and conduct education/outreach 

campaigns to the general public. Individual actions can be supported for $5,000 to $10,000 each. 

Additional details are available upon request. 

 

Southern Wings Partners: Arizona Game and Fish Department, Centro de Investigación 

Científica y de Educación Superior de Ensenada, Grupo Aves del Noreste, Unidad Académica 

Mazatlán- ICML-UNAM, Terra Peninsular, and Point Blue Conservation Science. 

 

Project 2: A Sustainable Grazing Network to Protect and Restore Grasslands on Private 

and Communal Lands in Mexico’s Chihuahuan Desert ($4,999) 

Northern Mexico:  Chihuahua 

 

Grassland birds that overwinter in the Chihuahuan Desert are declining twice as fast as other 

North American grassland birds, having lost 70% of their global populations since 1970. The 

Chihuahuan Desert, more than two-thirds of which lies in Mexico, is a continentally important 

wintering area for grassland birds. It supports 90% of migratory species breeding in the western 

Great Plains, including 27 species recognized as high priorities for conservation, such as Baird’s 

sparrow and chestnut-collared longspur, which winter nowhere else. These birds are sentinels for 

unsustainable practices that are degrading grasslands and aquifers across the continent, especially 

in Mexico. Conservation and restoration of winter habitat in northern Mexico is needed to 

stabilize and recover grassland bird populations and prevent the need for additional listings under 

the Endangered Species Act. Our collaborative, nonregulatory approach to conserving grassland 

birds addresses the root cause of habitat loss in northern Mexico – desertification due to 

unsustainable grazing practices. Using scientific guidance from our peer reviewed research, we 

collaborate with landowners to foster planned grazing and grassland restoration to protect and 

improve habitat for grassland birds while at the same time making each ranch more productive, 

resilient, and resistant to land use change. Less intensive grazing conserves aquifers that are 

being depleted, jeopardizing pastoral economies, rural communities, a shared cultural heritage 

and way of life spanning generations and nations. 

 

To date, Bird Conservancy of the Rockies (BCR) and its partners have conducted coordinated 

bird monitoring across the region since 2007 and have forged working relationships with many 

landowners that have provided opportunities for collaborative conservation of grassland birds. 

Together, they have created a Sustainable Grazing Network (SGN) focused on engaging ranchers 

in grasslands conservation and management, working collaboratively to support their transition 

to more efficient and sustainable production practices, and enhancing habitat for birds. Since 

2013, we have enrolled 18 ranches on over 250,000 acres into the SGN and have identified 

another 250,000 acres of ranchlands with a high potential for enrollment. With each landowner 

we develop an integrated wildlife and grazing management plan and provide technical and cost-

share assistance for implementing the plan. We have improved over 75,000 acres of grasslands 

through these actions, and we are monitoring the response of birds and vegetation to assess 
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progress and inform our next steps. This collaborative, win-win, and science-based approach 

now has significant proof-of-concept and is ready to be scaled up. 

Funding is needed to help acquire infrastructure necessary to implement grazing plans and 

improve grass conditions (i.e., fencing, water lines and storage, etc.), as well as pay for diesel 

and machinery rental for shrub removal ($230/acre) and sub-soil aeration ($130/acre). Funding is 

also needed to construct water storage tank escape ladders ($60/each), construct aplomado falcon 

nest platforms ($300/each), and support training and outreach events. 

 

Project Partners: Mexican landowners, CONANP, the Carlos Slim Foundation-WWF, Bobolink 

Foundation, Dixon Water Foundation, Canadian Wildlife Service, Neotropical Migratory Bird 

Conservation Act (USFWS), Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Forest Service International 

Program, U.S. states including Montana, Colorado, New Mexico and Arizona, and the City of 

Fort Collins. 

 

Project 3. Protecting Stopover and Wintering Habitat for Key Priority Species of 

Shorebirds and Waterbirds in Latin America and the Caribbean (approximately $13,500) 

Focus area for PFC: Tamaulipas, northern Mexico 

 

Laguna Madre is formed by a barrier island enclosing a lagoon more than 100 miles long and up 

to 15 miles wide. Many bays, inlets and sand islands are found in this lagoon along the northern 

Gulf Coast of Mexico. The project goal is to protect breeding, stopover, and over-wintering 

habitat for priority species of shorebirds, waterbirds, and waterfowl, including, among others: 

redhead, long-billed curlew, snowy plover, least tern, and piping plover. Conservation actions at 

Laguna Madre have been identified as a priority in the Rio Grande Joint Venture Implementation 

Plan. Actions include protecting 5,000 hectares of habitat through conservation easements, 

restoring freshwater ponds, reforestation of mangroves to stabilize islands and provide habitat, 

support for community monitoring and island clean-up programs, fencing of key areas to prevent 

predators from disturbing bird areas, and surveying the wintering and breeding populations of 

shorebirds, ducks, and other birds to monitor success and adapt actions as needed. 

 

Budget need is approximately $36,500. Funds will implement soil erosion control measures on 

Isla de Pajaros (island important for colonial waterbirds) by establishing containment barriers 

and planting mangroves, and other conservation actions. Funds will also support the annual bird 

monitoring program. Contributions of $5,000 or more will significantly advance implementation 

of these actions. 

 

Southern Wings Partners: Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (past participation), American 

Bird Conservancy, Rio Grande Joint Venture, Pronatura Noreste, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act), and National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: James Driscoll 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Pacific Flyway Study Committee  

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 
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Informational Note 2 – 2020 Trumpeter Swan Survey Steering Committee Update 
 
The North American Trumpeter Swan Survey (NATSS) is a cooperative, range-wide survey that 

has been conducted at five-year intervals since 1968 to monitor status of trumpeter swans in 

North America. The survey has been conducted by federal, state, provincial, and private 

cooperators across the northern U.S. and Canada. Survey results are used by flyway councils, 

wildlife management agencies, and others to evaluate trumpeter swan status relative to various 

management and conservation objectives.  

 

An Informational Note to Council in August 2019 (Note 5) indicated there were some significant 

issues surrounding the NATSS, specifically regarding funding, study design, and agreement on 

objectives.  The International North American Trumpeter Swan Steering Committee 

(Committee) met two times subsequent to the Council meeting to further discuss these issues and 

provided guidance to survey collaborators (attached - International North American Trumpeter 

Swan Steering Committee Position Statement January 27, 2020). 

 

Three suggestions were provided by the Committee: 

 

1. The NATSS, as delivered in the past, be discontinued indefinitely. 

 

2. Flyway councils identify the information needs associated with Flyway management 

plans for each trumpeter swan population and work with all cooperators, including 

Federal and State/Provincial agencies and NGOs, to determine how best to obtain that 

information considering the status of the NATSS. Consideration should be given to 

appropriate survey methods or existing data sources to effectively monitor trumpeter 

swan population status relative to stated objectives.  

 

3. The Committee be disbanded.  

 

The discontinuation of the NATSS will hamper the ability of the Pacific Flyway to monitor and 

manage the Rocky Mountain Population (RMP) of trumpeter swans. Specifically, there is a 

concern because the RMP is exposed to limited take via legal harvest of swans in three western 

states (Montana, Utah, and Nevada) of the Pacific Flyway.  While the RMP and Pacific Coast 

Population (PCP) are at or above objective (see below), the Study Committee (SC) identified the 

following issues and tasks to ensure adequate data are collected to meet Flyway plan objectives, 

and general swan hunt regulations and requirements.  

 

1. As described in the 2003 Environmental Assessment, regulations for the general swan 

hunt rely on the three-year average number of trumpeter swans estimated in the annual 

fall survey of the U.S. RMP breeding segment. This survey is conducted annually, and it 

will continue to be the primary method used to assess U.S. RMP trumpeter swan trends.   

2. The U.S. RMP fall survey is not suitable to monitor the entire RMP population, as it 

provides no information on status and trends in the Canadian breeding segment. The   
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majority of harvested trumpeter swans likely originate from the Canadian segment. The 

SC will explore alternatives to provide an index of the status of the RMP population.  

3. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Alaska Region proposed replacing the Alaska survey 

component of the NATSS with strata (specific to trumpeter swans) from the Waterfowl 

Breeding and Habitat Survey in Alaska as an index to PCP population trends. This 

proposal will require a feasibility analysis. 

4. The SC will review and modify the RMP and PCP management plans pending the results 

of these assessments.    

 

The RMP population, as counted in the 2015 NATSS, reached a record high of 11,721 white 

swans; a significant increase over the 2010 estimate.  This increase was due to the nearly 

doubling of the Canadian flock from 2010 to 2015.  Overall, white swans in the RMP have 

shown a 6.5% growth rate from 1968 to 2018, with a consistent rate in the Canadian flock.  

However, results from the 2019 fall survey indicate the total number of swans in the RMP U.S. 

Breeding Segment decreased slightly from that observed in 2018. The number of recorded white 

birds exceeded the objective of 718 white birds specified in the RMP Trumpeter Swan 

Management Plan for the fifth consecutive year. 

  

The 2015 white swan abundance estimate for the PCP was 24,240, which was slightly higher 

than the 2010 estimate of 20,779.  White swans in the PCP increased at an average rate of 5.5% 

per year from 1968 to 2015, due in large part to the Alaska flock, which comprised 91% of the 

PCP in 2015. 

 
Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Study Committee     Contact: Claire Gower 

February 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Melanie Weaver, Chair 
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International North American Trumpeter Swan Survey Steering Committee 
POSITION STATEMENT 

January 27, 2020 
 

Background 
The purpose of the International North American Trumpeter Swan Steering Committee 
(hereafter Committee) is to help with international coordination of the North American 
Trumpeter Swan Survey (NATSS) because of its complexity, which involves many cooperators 
(State/Province, Federal, NGO) over a large geographic area. Also, the Committee was tasked 
with making sure the survey is as cost-effective and technically sound as possible, and that the 
continental population estimate that results is reliable and comparable to those from prior 
surveys. 

 
The Committee was formed in 2012 (for the 2015 survey) per the request of the Pacific Flyway 
Council and based on responses from the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS). Both Federal agencies suggested forming the Committee within the 
existing Flyway structure. The FWS further suggested that its Pacific Flyway Representative 
work with the Pacific Flyway Council and Study Committee to form the Committee. The 
Committee was to include representatives from the three other Flyway Councils (State- 
Provincial and Federal representatives), CWS, and The Trumpeter Swan Society (TTSS). 

 

The Committee met four times in 2019 (April, August, September, and December) to discuss, 
plan, and coordinate for the next NATTS, expected to be conducted in 2020 (once every five 
years). This position statement summarizes discussions about the current status of the NATSS 
and culminates in suggestions regarding its future. 

 
Current Situation 
The Committee reviewed and discussed the most recent trumpeter swan biological data, past 
and proposed NATSS methods, informational needs for management, and the current level of 
partner commitment towards the survey. 

 

Biological 
1. The 2015 NATSS indicated trumpeter swans continue to expand in range and increase 

exponentially in abundance. 
2. In Alberta, the trumpeter swan was delisted from threatened status in 2015 under Alberta’s 

Wildlife Act, which removed the last State/Provincial/Federal listing of this species as a 
threatened or endangered species in the U.S. and Canada, and reduced the need (priority or 
legal mandate) to monitor the status of this species. 

3. Considering the continental distribution of trumpeter swans, a spring-summer trumpeter 
swan survey in the U.S. alone will not yield reliable information on population status, 
particularly for the Rocky Mountain Population (RMP) of trumpeter swans. 
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Methods 
4. The cost of delivering the NATSS (historically a census survey) continues to increase in cost 

and complexity as trumpeter swans increase in abundance and geographic range. 
5. There is no central funding source for the NATSS; the survey has been primarily funded by 

cooperators, each with different objectives, resource levels, and constraints leading to 
challenges in producing comparable regional abundance estimates that can be combined to 
allow for a meaningful assessment at the continental scale. 

6. Some cooperators have changed trumpeter swan survey methods from a census survey to a 
single- or multi-species sampling design to estimate abundance, and these methods may or 
may not produce an estimate of precision or account for swan detection probability. 

7. Some cooperators conduct their swan survey in the fall to obtain information on both adults 
and cygnet production; some do so in the spring prior to appearance of cygnets; and yet 
others conduct surveys during the winter. In addition to disparate levels of information, 
collecting data at different times of the year could lead to biased results due to movement 
of swans and counting the same swans in multiple areas. 

8. Currently proposed partial and disparate survey methods/designs within and among 
trumpeter swan populations cannot be rolled up to adequately represent either continental 
status or population-specific status. 

9. A number of NATSS cooperators question and are uncertain about the objectives (i.e., 
census, abundance estimate, trend over years, detection of extreme abundance changes of 
concern) for monitoring trumpeter swan population status. 

10. Other operational monitoring programs (e.g., waterfowl breeding population surveys 
conducted by State and Federal agencies, Christmas Bird Count, Breeding Bird Survey, and 
eBird) could provide information on trumpeter swan population status, although the 
efficacy of using those data to accurately monitor absolute estimates or trends of 
abundance have not been thoroughly assessed. 

 

Management 
11. There are no State/Provincial or Federal management decisions directly associated with the 

NATSS continental estimates. 
12. The draft 1984 North American trumpeter swan management plan that called for the 

periodic (5 year) NATSS was never adopted by the Flyway Councils and Federal agencies; 
since then, separate management plans for each of the three trumpeter swan populations 
have been adopted by the Flyway Councils and management actions are linked to those 
plans. 

13. Only the RMP trumpeter swans are exposed to legal harvest (in the U.S.), and population- 
specific estimates are indirectly associated with harvest management decisions. A swan 
season in the three easternmost Flyways is proposed that would expose the Interior 
Population (IP) of trumpeter swans to legal harvest in the U.S. and harvest decisions would 
be directly linked to trumpeter swan population status. 

14. The U.S. breeding segment of the RMP trumpeter swans remains the greatest concern in 
trumpeter swan conservation, and these swans will likely continue to be surveyed annually 
in the fall regardless of the NATSS. These survey results (rather than the NATSS continental 
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or population estimates) are most directly associated with harvest management decisions 
for this population. 

 

Collaboration 
15. An internal scientific review undertaken by the CWS Avian Monitoring Committee led to the 

recommendation that CWS no longer participate in the NATSS; consequently CWS is not 
planning to conduct parts of the NATSS historically occurring in ON, AB, BC, NWT and YK 
that represented about 10% of the Pacific Coast Population of trumpeter swans, 90% of the 
RMP trumpeter swans, and 5% of the IP trumpeter swans counted in the NATSS. 

16. The delisting of the species in Alberta makes it difficult and unlikely that the Province can 
support the NATSS (including leveraging funds from industry) to the extent done in 2015. 

17. In Canada, there may be potential for some localized Federal and Provincial assistance with 
the NATSS if outside funds (estimated at about $250,000) were made available. 

18. The gaps in NATSS coverage in Canada (primarily due to CWS’s withdrawal and Alberta’s 
decreased support following delisting in Alberta) make it impossible to generate reliable 
estimates of continental trumpeter swan abundance with available resources identified to 
date. Thus, unless something changes, the NATSS cannot be adequately conducted. 

19. Support for single-species surveys has waned in recent years among wildlife agencies, 
especially for species like the trumpeter swan that occur over large geographic areas and 
are not at risk. Wildlife agencies will continue to re-assess single-species surveys in light of 
competing priorities and increasing demands on limited resources. Thus, in the foreseeable 
future, it is likely that the NATSS will become increasingly difficult to fund and conduct. 

 

Guidance to Collaborators 
Due to significant NATSS issues regarding funding, agreement on objectives, and survey design, 
it is not possible for cooperators to deliver the NATSS such that it adequately assesses 
continental status or allows for a meaningful comparison to past continental surveys and 
estimates. Therefore, the Committee provides the following suggestions to collaborators: 

 
1. The NATSS, as delivered in the past, be discontinued indefinitely. 
2. Flyway Councils identify the information needs associated with Flyway management plans 

for each trumpeter swan population and work with all cooperators, including Federal and 
State/Provincial agencies and NGOs, to determine how best to obtain that information in 
light of the status of the NATSS. Consideration should be given to appropriate survey 
methods or existing data sources to effectively monitor trumpeter swan population status 
relative to stated objectives. 

3. The Committee be disbanded. 
 

The Committee recognizes the importance and continued need for monitoring trumpeter swan 
population status, particularly those populations that are exposed to harvest. There is currently 
a general swan season in the Pacific Flyway where RMP trumpeter swans are exposed to 
harvest, and there is a proposal to expand this season from parts of Montana, Utah, and 
Nevada to also include northern Idaho. Also, there is a proposal for a general swan season in 
the Atlantic, Mississippi, and Central Flyways where IP trumpeter swans would be exposed to 

harvest. The Environmental Assessment for the general swan season framework in these three 
Flyways is expected to be finalized soon, and the Flyway Councils may need to consider changes 
to their management plan and monitoring strategies for IP trumpeter swans. 
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2019 Committee participants: 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Dave Olson, Wildlife Biologist, Department of Interior Regions 5 and 7 Debbie Groves, 
Wildlife Biologist, Department of Interior Region 11 
James Dubovsky, Central Flyway Representative, Division of Migratory Bird 

Management (DMBM), Headquarters 
Joshua Dooley (NATSS Coordinator), Wildlife Biologist, Branch of Assessment and 

Decision Support, DMBM, Headquarters 
Mark Koneff, Chief of Branch of Migratory Bird Surveys, DMBM, Headquarters 
Patrick Devers, Acting Atlantic Flyway Representative and Chief of the Branch of 

Assessment and Decision Support, DMBM, Headquarters 
Todd Sanders (Committee Facilitator), Pacific Flyway Representative, DMBM, 

Headquarters  
Tom Cooper, Acting Mississippi Flyway Representative and Regional Migratory Bird Chief, 

Department of Interior Region 3 
Canadian Wildlife Service 

Andre Breault, Waterfowl and Habitat Biologist 
Jim Leafloor, Head, Aquatic Unit, Prairie Region (Garnet Raven, Waterfowl Biologist 

as proxy) 
Shannon Badzinski, Wildlife Biologist 

State and Provincial Wildlife Agencies 
Claire Gower, Wildlife Biologist, Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
Jason Schamber, Waterfowl Coordinator, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Jim Hansen, Central Flyway Migratory Bird Coordinator, Montana Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks Joshua Stiller, Migratory Game Bird Specialist, New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation 
Mark Heckbert, Alberta Trumpeter Swan Recovery Team Lead and Wildlife Conflict 

Specialist, Alberta Environment and Parks 
Taylor Finger, Wildlife Biologist, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

The Trumpeter Swan Society 
John Cornely, Senior Conservation Advisor 
Robert Blohm, Flyway Conservation Advisor 
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Informational Note 3 – Bird Conservation Partners Meeting  
 
The Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee (NTC) hosted a meeting of western bird 

conservation entities (partners) in December 2019. This was the second partners meeting hosted 

by the NTC, following the initial meeting in December 2014. The goal of the meeting addressed 

recommendations from the National Flyway Council and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 

enhance bird conservation through collaboration: Enhance bird conservation and management 

across the Pacific Flyway by identifying common priorities and through coordination and 

collaboration between the NTC and regional partners. 

 

The objectives of the meeting were to: 

1) Highlight achievements on bird conservation priorities established at the previous 

partners meeting held in December 2014 

2) Establish and discuss top priorities for western bird conservation partners 

3) Identify opportunities for collaboration 

 

More than 30 individuals, including NTC and Pacific Flyway Study Committee (SC) members, 

attended the meeting, representing bird conservation organizations in western North America. In 

addition to NTC and SC members, 23 participating partners represented joint ventures, bird 

observatories, nonprofit bird conservation entities, research centers, federal agencies, and 

organizations in Mexico. Conservation topics discussed at the meeting, during focused break-out 

sessions, were organized into six broad themes: 

• Landbird Migratory Pathways 

• Shorebird Monitoring and 

Conservation 

• Wetland Bird Movement and 

Connectivity 

• Grassland Species Monitoring and 

Conservation 

• Landbird Full Life Cycle Conservation 

• Aerial Insectivore Declines 

 

A summary paper will be developed that further describes the partners meeting and process. The 

NTC has initiated a prioritization process, similar to the one following the 2014 partners 

meeting, with the goal of establishing the top NTC conservation priorities for the next five years. 

It is anticipated that results of that prioritization process and the summary paper will be 

presented to Council in August 2020. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: Colleen Moulton 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Informational Note 4 – Golden Eagle Allocation Procedure Amendment  
 
In March 2019, the National Flyway Council (NFC) adopted the Golden Eagle Allocation 

Procedure (procedure) which established a system for placing six golden eagles with falconers, 

as allowed by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) regulations. With this procedure, the 

states would assist the Service with issuing permits to selected falconers from a draw system 

managed by a Designated State Wildlife Agency (DSWA; currently Utah) through the Service's 

National Raptor Coordinator. Various sections of the procedure relied on coordination between 

the states and the National Raptor Coordinator. 

 

The Office of Management and Budget, through regulation, does not allow the Service to collect 

or possess personal identification information on falconers for anything other than law 

enforcement issues. Because of this regulation, there were certain phrases and tasks in the 

procedure assigned to the National Raptor Coordinator (e.g., notifying the top ten falconers in 

the draw, notifying the first falconer on the list of an opportunity to acquire a golden eagle) that 

cannot be coordinated by the Service. Thus, an amendment was necessary to the NFC's 

procedure to resolve this issue. 

 

Consistent with the procedure's initial drafting, the flyways again convened a team from the 

nongame technical committees to revise the procedure accordingly. Changes were made to: 

  

1. Remove references and responsibilities assigned to the National Raptor Coordinator. 

Those responsibilities were reassigned to either the DSWA or the wildlife agencies with 

jurisdiction.  

2. Clarify the term "wildlife agency with jurisdiction" to denote differences between the 

agencies with jurisdiction over the falconer, and agencies with jurisdiction over the 

depredation area. 

3. Remove reference to the Service issuing "a Letter of Authorization to the selected 

falconer(s) and/or identify an authorized agency as a sub-permittee, granting authority to 

the falconer(s) and/or agency to operate under the Eagle Depredation Permit." This 

language was replaced by a new procedure which relies on increased communication 

between the wildlife agencies with jurisdiction over the selected falconer, the wildlife 

agencies with jurisdiction over the depredation area, and the DSWA. 

4. Clarify elements in the numbered list (to number 4 and 5) as these are not requirements 

on a permit but may be included on the permit as stipulations.  

5. Revise Figure 1 to reflect the change in process. 

6. Ensure proper sentence and paragraph flow within each section using minor editing. 

 

The NFC received the amendment on December 20, 2019 and voted to approve the amendment 

on February 12, 2020. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: James Driscoll 
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February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair
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Informational Note 5 – Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Activities, 
Products, and Responses by Agencies to Council Products 
 
Below is a summary of significant activities conducted by the Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical 

Committee in 2019. It is not a comprehensive list of all activities conducted. 

 

Summary of Recent Activities and Products  

• Letter from the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement for oil and gas development on the coastal plains of Alaska. 

• Finalized, implemented, and amended the National Flyway Council’s Golden Eagle 

Allocation Procedure. 

• Provided $2,000 towards the Southern Wings project Pacific Flyway Shorebird Survey. 

• Submitted a Competitive State Wildlife Grant proposal to implement rangewide yellow-

billed cuckoo surveys, and submitted a letter from Council in support of the proposal. 

• Directed and coordinated the 2019 short-eared owl monitoring project. 

• Letter from Council regarding support for 2020 double-crested cormorant survey. 

• Planned and hosted the 2019 partners meeting. 

 

Agency Responses to Council Products 

• October 10, 2018 Council letter regarding Conservation of Special Areas within the 

National Petroleum Reserve – Alaska. 

- The Bureau of Land Management responded (letter dated 03/25/19 from C. 

Padgett, BLM State Director) and invited Council’s input into the development of 

the new NPR-A Integrated Activity Plan and EIS. 

• August 23, 2019 Council letter regarding Support for 2020 Double-crested Cormorant 

Survey. 

- The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responded (letter dated 10/30/2019 from M. 

Abrams Service Acting Regional Director) stating they could not contribute 

additional funds at the time of the letter but committed to explore alternatives. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: James Driscoll 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Informational Note 6 – Raven Core Team Update 
 
In September 2018, the Pacific Flyway Council approved and adopted Recommendation 21 – 

Pacific Flyway Council’s Representative to the Raven Conflict Work Group. The 

recommendation was to nominate Nevada’s Nongame Technical Committee representative 

(currently Joe Barnes) to represent the Pacific Flyway on the U.S. Fish and Service’s (Service) 

Raven Core Team. 

 

Common raven (Corvus corax; hereafter raven) populations have increased substantially in the 

western United States and parts of Alaska since the 1970s, largely resulting from anthropogenic 

changes to the landscape, such as increased availability and access to food, water, and nesting 

substrates. Ravens sometimes prey upon and negatively affect imperiled species, such as the 

Mohave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) and greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 

urophasianus). Their nests on power lines and associated infrastructure cause outages, with 

consequences to human health and safety. Additionally, ravens can cause damage to agriculture 

and ranching operations. 

 

Using the Species Conflict Framework, the Service’s Migratory Bird Leadership Team has 

determined that ravens are associated with conflicts affecting multiple resources in the western 

United States and that the process outlined in the framework should be applied to reduce those 

conflicts. The goal of the Core Team is to establish an appropriate sovereign/stakeholder 

engagement process, develop and evaluate management options, conduct a biological assessment 

if necessary, implement a management strategy, and evaluate the effectiveness of the 

management strategy. 

 

Core Team Activity since August 2019 

 

The Core Team met on November 13–14 2019, with attendance by the Service, Department of 

Defense, USDA APHIS Wildlife Services, the Pacific Flyway Council representative, and the 

Central Flyway Council representative (Erin Duvuvuei; New Mexico Department of Fish and 

Game). The meeting purpose was to present updates about what is known about the biology and 

ecology of ravens, describe management efforts in progress and under development, consider 

potential regulatory tools to address raven conflicts, and develop a timeline addressing 

stakeholder engagement. The Core Team began working on a technical document that will 

describe raven natural history and their population status, conflicts with wildlife and other 

resources, implications of high raven densities, nonlethal and lethal management options, 

management under various regulatory mechanisms, information gaps, monitoring 

recommendations, and methods of communication. This strategy will guide the Core Team in the 

development of any recommendations that result from this process. It will also help reveal 

missing information that might help inform the Service as it uses the Species Conflict 

Framework to address raven conflicts in the western United States. 
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The Core Team has developed a draft raven information collection tool that is currently under 

review by the Office of Management and Budget for final approval. The information collection 

tool will help the Service gather information to assess the scope and scale of raven conflicts and  

any measures taken to address these conflicts. On February 3, the Service announced three 

webinars that will explain the Species Conflict Framework, summarize what the Core Team has 

learned, and explain how the online information collection tool can be used to further inform the 

Service’s effort to address raven conflicts. The webinars will be held on February 20, March 3, 

and March 5. The Core Team will hold a meeting to continue working on the raven strategy 

document in April 2020. A final strategy is targeted for fall of 2020. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: Joe Barnes 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Informational Note 7 – Harvest Allocation of Peregrine Falcons for Falconry 
Purposes in the United States West of 100° West Longitude 
 

In March 2009, the Pacific Flyway Council adopted authorizations under the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service’s Final Environmental Assessment and Management Plan on Take of Migrant 

Peregrine Falcons from the Wild for Use in Falconry, and Reallocation of Nestling/Fledgling 

Take. This allowed for the harvest of up to 116 wild first-year peregrine falcons per year (41 in 

Alaska, 75 apportioned among states west of 100o west longitude) for use in falconry. 

 

In the 10 years since the harvest has been allowed, nine Pacific Flyway states (excluding Alaska) 

have: 

1. Authorized permits for the harvest of an average of 69 (range 51 to 78) peregrine falcons 

per year.  

2. Removed an average of 26 (range 18 to 38) peregrine falcons from the wild per year.  

 

Two states (Nevada and California) within the Pacific Flyway and six states within the Central 

Flyway west of 100o west longitude currently do not authorize the harvest of peregrine falcons. 

Alaska, which has their own allocation, has authorized the harvest of 41 peregrine falcons per 

year, and harvests an average of two individuals per year. 

 

Pacific Flyway states (excluding Alaska) have not reached the overall harvest limit of 75 

peregrine falcons in any of the years since harvest has been allowed. Thus, the allocation of 

permits across the Pacific Flyway, and states within the Central Flyway west of 100o west 

longitude, has not been necessary. The Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee, through 

coordination with the Central Flyway Nongame Technical Committee, will develop an allocation 

process when peregrine falcon harvest begins to approach the authorized limit. 

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: James Driscoll 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Informational Note 8 – Support for the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Group 
Meeting 
 

On September 28, 2018, the Pacific Flyway Council approved providing $2,000 to help support 

the eighth meeting of the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Group (WHSG) in Panama City, 

Panama, October 24–28, 2019. 

 

The WHSG meeting included 230 participants from 23 countries, making this the largest of 

these meetings to date. The meeting program included 4 plenary speakers, 214 oral 

presentations including those in 8 symposia, 30 posters, 3 workshops, and 6 working group 

and special topic side meetings. A variety of field trips on the third day of the meeting 

exposed participants to a wide variety of local ecology and culture. The full meeting 

program can be found at https://nationalaudubon.box.com/s/wbiajk3zi6j21e3f64q3lrsttvzj33no 

and abstracts are available online at 

https://nationalaudubon.box.com/s/aws9lijhve3uh29fnr59ko5o2r1l9qhy. The Allan Baker 

Lifetime Achievement for Shorebird Conservation Award was given to Stan Senner, Vice 

President for Bird Conservation, National Audubon Society, USA. The Lewis W. Oring Lifetime 

Achievement Award for Shorebird Research was presented to Roberto Carmona, Professor, 

Universidad Autónoma de Baja California Sur, Mexico. Manomet’s Pablo Canevari Award was 

given to Ben Haase, Museo de Ballenas, Ecuador.  

 

The WHSG Executive Committee met for the second time at this meeting. Decisions made 

by the Executive Committee included, among others: 1) modify the website for WHSG to 

include a Spanish version; 2) elect new representatives for Mexico/Central America, United 

States/Canada, and student membership; 3) refine methods for providing travel awards; 4) 

develop a meeting manual; and 5) encourage members to sign up for membership in the 

International Wader Study Group. The next WHSG meeting will be held in Puerto Madryn, 

Patagonia, Argentina, in 2021.  

 

This most recent WHSG meeting was supported by a large group of individuals and 

generous organizations. Besides the Pacific Flyway Council, support was provided by the 

David & Lucile Packard Foundation, Environment and Climate Change Canada, Suez, Islas 

Secas Foundation, U.S. Forest Service International Program, National Audubon, Manomet, 

Inc., Lotek Inc., Microwave Telemetry, Inc., Rite in the Rain, the Mississippi Flyway 

Council, and the Secretariat for Environmental Enforcement Matters for the TPC EEUU 

Panama. With all funds combined, it was possible to pay all meeting costs.  

 

Adoption 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Contact: Thomas Leeman 

February 13, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair 
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Subcommittee Reports
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Banding Subcommittee 
Brandon Reishus, Oregon 

 

Topics of discussion included:  

 

Historic Mallard Banding Totals. Steve Olson, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, summarized 

Pacific Flyway mallard banding totals over time for all Pacific Flyway states and British 

Columbia. Steve has a dataset available which summarizes totals by year, banding permit, and 

location. 

 

Mallard Banding. The subcommittee discussed mallard banding activities that occurred during 

summer 2018 and planned activities for 2019. Alaska, British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, 

California, Nevada, Idaho, and Utah all intend to continue to capture and band mallards during 

the preseason period. Wyoming is investigating the possibility of initiating mallard banding in 

the Pacific Flyway portion of the state. Several national wildlife refuges continued their support 

of preseason banding activities with new or renewed efforts occurring in Alaska and Nevada. 

The Study Committee noted their sincere appreciation to Todd Sanders and Service Regional 

Representatives for continuing to encourage national wildlife refuges to implement and/or 

support banding programs.  

 

Steve Olson and Joe Sands, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, also summarized their banding 

efforts as part of the Western Canada Cooperative Duck Banding Program. Steve and Joe are 

both associated with banding camps in the Northwest Territories. 

 

Mourning Dove Banding. The subcommittee discussed planned mourning dove banding 

activities for summer 2019. All Western Management Unit states will continue to attempt to 

band doves to help meet their assigned banding goals. Similar to mallard banding, there has been 

renewed support for preseason dove banding from Service refuges.    

 

Recommendation. None 
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Rocky Mountain Population Trumpeter Swan Subcommittee 
Blair Stringham, Utah 

 

Population status. Dave Olson (USFWS - Region 6) reported results from the 2019 fall survey of 

trumpeter swans of the U.S. breeding segment Rocky Mountain Population (RMP), which 

includes data from the tri-state region (Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming) and restoration flocks 

(Oregon, Nevada, and Flathead Valley, Montana).  

 

Observers counted 906 swans (white birds and cygnets) in the U.S. Breeding Segment of the 

RMP of trumpeter swans during fall of 2019, which was a 13.4% decrease from last year’s count 

(1043).  The number of white birds in the Greater Yellowstone Area (542) was a 9.7% decrease 

from last year’s count of 600.  The total number of cygnets decreased 48.3%, from 147 in 2018 

to 76 in 2019.  Cygnet counts decreased from 2018 by 54.2% for Montana as well as 40.8% and 

46.2% for Wyoming and Idaho respectively.  Thirty-one white birds were observed in 

southcentral Oregon (Crook, Klamath, and Lake counties), which was an increase of 10.7% from 

last year’s count of 28, and 5 white birds were observed at Malheur National Wildlife Refuge 

(NWR).  Ruby Lake NWR, Nevada observed 5 white birds. 

 

Brandon Reishus (ODFW) reported results from a winter count to document winter/early spring 

migrant trumpeter swan numbers in the Summer Lake basin; 1,987 swans were counted at (405 

trumpeter, 594 tundra and 988 unclassified swans). Other observations in late winter documented 

92 swans, mostly trumpeters, at a single site at Malheur NWR; and around 70 trumpeters at 

Modoc NWR in northeast California.  

 

Blair Stringham (UDWR) reported that 13 trumpeters have been observed in Cache and Box 

Elder counties this winter. This number is down from the previous years count. 

 

Jeff Knetter (IDFG) reported seeing 20 trumpeter swans near Glenn’s Ferry in late January. It is 

unusual to see trumpeter swans in southwest Idaho.  

 

Claire Gower (MFWP) reported seeing over 100 trumpeter swans field feeding in December in 

2018 and 2019 in the Three forks area of Montana.  These are suspected to be Canadian breeding 

birds.    

 

Harvest Information. For the 2019-2020 season, Utah reported a harvest of 1,130 tundra swans 

and 20 trumpeter swans. Trumpeter swan numbers were abnormally high in Utah during the 

month of November. Montana’s preliminary harvest estimates were not available, but bill cards 

indicate that 6-7 trumpeter swans were harvested. Nevada’s preliminary harvest was 211 swans, 

including three taken illegally, and three trumpeter swans. 

 

Management Activities. The Greater Yellowstone Trumpeter Swan Working Group meeting has 

been scheduled for March 4-5 in West Yellowstone, Montana. 

 

In 2019, four cygnets were released in Yellowstone National Park and two were held over from 

last year and will be released this spring, five cygnets were released at Blackfoot and none were 

released in Madison. 

 

IDFG is working with Zoo Idaho in Pocatello to raise captive birds to create another potential 

source of cygnets for restoration efforts.  
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Research. GSM collars are being placed on trumpeter swans throughout the flyway. Collaring 

has/will occur in Oregon, Montana, Idaho and Alberta. It is giving us information about 

migration routes, winter and summer areas, etc.   

 

Todd Sanders (USFWS) is pursuing funding for isotope analysis to identify origins of birds 

being harvested in the flyway. We expect to make more progress on this in the coming months.  

 

Recommendations. There is one recommendation from the subcommittee:  

 

The subcommittee recommends allocation of captive-reared trumpeter swans to approved 

restoration sites in this priority order: 

 

(1) Blackfoot Valley, Montana,  

(2) Summer Lake, Oregon 

(3) Greater Yellowstone Projects (Middle Madison, Montana; Teton Basin, Idaho; 

Yellowstone National Park (YNP). 

 

Additionally, Council recommends the state leads meet by conference call in early July to 

determine the specific number of swans to allocate to each of the sites. The specific number of 

swans available for allocation to each restoration site will depend upon hatching success during 

spring 2020 (not known until early July) and genetic origin of swans. In 2020, we anticipate 

swans will be available from the Wyoming Wetlands Society (WWS) and The Trumpeter Swan 

Society’s (TTSS) central Oregon flock. All swans from the WWS are of Rocky Mountain 

Population (RMP) origin, while TTSS swans are of Pacific Coast Population (PCP) or mixed 

origin.   
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Raptor Subcommittee 
Travis Booms, Alaska 

Allison Begley, Montana 

Jamey Driscoll, Arizona 

Joe Barnes, Nevada 

Russell Norvell, Utah 

 

The raptor subcommittee addressed the following items in 2019: 

 

1. Updates and discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) National 

Raptor Program relating to: 

a. Low-risk eagle take alternative 

b. National bald and golden eagle survey design 

c. Golden eagle take allocation for falconry 

d. New analysis regarding the take of migrant peregrine falcons 

2. American Kestrel Partnership 

3. Use of non-lead ammunition by law enforcement for dispatching animals in Arizona 

4. Burrowing owl pre-development surveys in Arizona 

5. Roadkill removal project in Arizona 

6. Summarizing all products of the raptor subcommittee over the past several years in a 

single report, to be presented as a 2021 informational note to document progress and 

continuing needs 

7. Continued implementation of short-eared owl competitive state wildlife grant project 

 

In 2020, we plan to create a survey that could be implemented in each flyway that would provide 

the Service’s National Raptor Program a summary of state and flyway raptor priority issues, with 

the goal of identifying shared priorities and opportunities for synergy between flyways and the 

National Raptor Program. The Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee Raptor 

Subcommittee will work through the National Flyway Council to assess the feasibility of and 

interest in this idea. 
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Double-Crested Cormorant Subcommittee 
Joe Buchanan, Washington 

Michelle McDowell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Colleen Moulton, Idaho 

Emily VanWyk, Oregon 

Neil Clipperton, California 

 

2019 Summary - Double-crested Cormorant Western Population Status Evaluation 

 

Background 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) developed the Double-crested Cormorant 

Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) (USACE 2015) to comply 

with reasonable and prudent alternative action (RPA) 46 in the 2008 Federal Columbia River 

Power System Biological Opinion, and its 20l0 and 2014 supplements, issued by National 

Marine Fisheries Services. Reasonable and prudent alternative 46 in the 2014 supplement called 

for the Corps to “…develop a cormorant management plan (including necessary monitoring and 

research) and implement warranted actions to reduce cormorant predation in the estuary to 

Base Period levels (no more than 5,380 to 5,939 nesting pairs on East Sand Island).” The Corps 

selected Alternative C-1 from the FEIS, which includes coordination with the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (Service) and states to implement the Pacific Flyway Council (Council) 

Monitoring Strategy (Council 2013) annually through 2019. Corps funding was used to survey 

sites where other Council partners would not have otherwise collected data in 2015, 2016, 2018 

and 2019. 

 

2019 Strategy Implementation 

Surveys were completed, at minimum once per site, to estimate peak number of breeding double-

crested cormorants, through nest and adult counts, March through August. The Service and its 

contractors, Council partners, and Corps contractors monitored colony sites or colony complexes 

(i.e., collection of closely associated colonies) in 2019. The Service assembled and processed all 

2019 colony information and derived a 2019 estimate of the Western Population as described in 

the Council monitoring strategy. This annual estimate was compared to the double-crested 

cormorant Western Population model prediction (FEIS; USACE 2015). 

 

For each year, sites were selected for monitoring and additional data for colony sites and colony 

complexes were contributed by partners and used in the analysis. All Columbia River Estuary 

sites monitored were included in these analyzes. 

 

Results 

The 2019 estimate for the Western Population was lower than the 2014–2016 breeding 

population estimates (Table 1, Figure 1). There was no evidence of a difference in 2019 breeding 

population size compared to 2017 and 2018 results. 
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Table 1. Annual estimates double-crested cormorant population size (and variance) in western 

North America between 2014 and 2019. 

  Population 

estimate 

Standard 

error 

CV (%) Estimated 

LCL 

Estimated 

UCL 

2014 Pairs 36,719 1,611 4.4 33,562 39,875 

 Individuals  73,437 3,221 4.4 67,124 79,751 

2015 Pairs 37,301 2,127 5.7 33,132 41,469 

 Individuals  74,601 4,253 5.7 66,265 82,938 

2016 Pairs 37,454 3,010 8.0 31,555 43,353 

 Individuals  74,908 6,019 8.0 63,110 86,705 

2017a Pairs 22,164 1,654 7.5 18,921 25,406 

 Individuals  44,327 3,309 7.5 37,842 50,812 

2018 Pairs 30,814 2,895 9.4 25,141 36,488 

 Individuals  61,629 5,789 9.4 50,281 72,976 

2019b Pairs 23,693 3,553 15.0 16,730 30,657 

 Individuals  47,387 7,106 15.0 33,460 61,314 
aSignificantly different from 2014, 2015, 2016, and 2018, p<0.01. 
bSignificantly different from 2014, 2015, and 2016, p<0.01. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Annual estimates of double-crested cormorant population size in western North 

America between 2014 and 2019. Cormorant values with differing letters between years are 

significantly different. 
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Discussion 

The strength in using the Council monitoring strategy is the ability to detect change between 

years beginning in 2014. Monitoring methods were standardized for the first time, and a 

sampling approach was used that does not require monitoring all colonies. 

 

The 2017 and 2019 breeding pair estimates of the Western Population were statistically lower 

than other survey years (Table 1, Figure 1). The Astoria-Megler Bridge hosted the largest colony 

surveyed in the Western Population in 2019, with an observed peak of 3,542 breeding pairs. This 

is a shift from 2014–2016 and 2018, when East Sand Island was the largest colony. This colony 

had the largest decrease through time in nesting; from 13,626 breeding pairs in 2014 to 350 pairs 

in 2019. Other colony complexes larger than 500, in 2019, were found in Puget Sound 

Washington, American Falls Reservoir Idaho, and the Great Salt Lake in Utah. 

 

Prior to management, the large size of the East Sand Island colony likely provided security, 

reducing the effects of disturbance and predation (Anderson and Hodum 1993, Peck-Richardson 

2017). Late breeding and late departure from colonies can lead to low nesting success in 

subsequent years (Fayet et al. 2016), and repeated nesting attempts, late nesting, and late 

departure from the breeding site were observed for 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019 (Turecek et al. 

2018, Turecek et al. 2019). 

 

The 2019 Western Population estimate was larger than predicted in the FEIS (USACE 2015). 

This study addresses the fourth adaptive management goal, specifically, to “minimize adverse 

impacts to the western population of Double-crested Cormorants” (USACE 2015); this goal is 

currently being achieved. 

 

Future Monitoring Plans 

The Council monitoring strategy (Council 2013) states that surveys will occur every third year 

for at least 10 years. The upcoming survey years are 2020 and 2023. Data collected during other 

years can augment analyses, but the goal is to conduct a comprehensive, standardized monitoring 

effort during the years specified. The Corps will continue to support surveys on East Sand Island 

and navigational aids in the lower Columbia River Estuary for 2020 and 2021. 
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Off-Cycle Products
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Recommendation 1– Comments on the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
“Migratory Bird Permits; Management of Double-Crested Cormorants Throughout 
the United States” 
 
Recommendation 

The Pacific Flyway Council (Council) approves a letter to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(Service) regarding an advance notice of proposed rulemaking to expand management of double-

crested cormorants (cormorants; Phalacrocorax auritus) throughout the United States. 

 

Justification 

From 2003 to 2016, management of double-crested cormorants was authorized through 

depredation orders that addressed take of cormorants at aquaculture facilities in 13 states (50 

CFR 21.47) and take of cormorants to protect public resources in 24 states (50 CFR 21.48). 

These depredation orders were vacated by the United States District Court in May 2016 and the 

authority for authorizing lethal take of depredating cormorants reverted to the issuance of 

individual depredation permits. The Service is proposing to expand management of cormorants 

through 1) the establishment of a new permit for state wildlife agencies, 2) the establishment of a 

depredation order that would allow take of cormorants at aquaculture facilities without the need 

for an individual permit, or 3) some form of both options. The proposed rule expands cormorant 

management activities beyond the scope of current depredation permits by authorizing control of 

cormorants that impact wild and stocked fisheries. 

 

The Council has provided comments to the Service in two previous letters regarding 

management of cormorants. Those letters included, among other things, a request for more 

flexibility for state wildlife agencies to manage cormorant conflicts and the ability to authorize 

take of cormorants that impact state and federally listed fish populations and other fisheries. 

 

The Council letter recommends that the western population of double-crested cormorants be 

treated as a distinct management unit for monitoring and permitting purposes, encourages the 

Service to support continued population monitoring for a permit-based management program, 

expresses interest in a permit for state wildlife agencies that provides authority to take 

cormorants that impact fish species of conservation concern and wild and stocked fisheries, and 

opposes a depredation order for aquaculture in the Pacific Flyway. 

 

Adoption             Contact:  Joe Buchanan 

Pacific Flyway Nongame Technical Committee       

February 26, 2020 

 

 

 

Neil Clipperton, Chair  
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March 5, 2020 
 
Public Comments Processing 
Attention: FWS-HQ-MB-2019-0103 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Headquarters 
5275 Leesburg Pike, MS: JAO/1N  
Falls Church, Virginia 22041-3803 
 
Subject: Comments on “Migratory bird permits; management of Double-crested 
Cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus) throughout the United States” 
 
Dear U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: 
 
This letter is in response to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) proposal to 1) 
establish a permit process for authorizing take of double-crested cormorants in a variety 
of contexts faced by state wildlife agencies, and 2) to establish a depredation order that 
would allow take of cormorants under prescribed conditions at aquaculture facilities. 
The proposed permit for state wildlife agencies would cover conflicts involving wild and 
stocked fisheries, threatened and endangered species, aquaculture management, and 
issues relating to human health, safety, and property. The proposed rule will be 
evaluated in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); this letter is our response to 
requested feedback regarding scoping. 
 
In two previous letters of record to the Service (6 April 2012 and 21 March 2014), the 
Pacific Flyway Council (Council) outlined its interests relative to management of double-
crested cormorants across the Pacific Flyway. In those letters, we stated that a regional 
population reduction alternative was not appropriate, because most conflicts in the 
Pacific Flyway are local and should be resolved at that scale, but we also stressed the 
need for interested states with double-crested cormorant conflicts to have authority to 
manage those conflicts under permit. 
 
In response to the request for comment by the Service, we provide feedback here on 
several key questions identified in the Federal Register.  
 

1. Assessment of interest in use of a new special permit by states and tribes. 

There is interest among Pacific Flyway states for a new permit that gives states 
authority to determine whether, when, and where to take double-crested cormorants 
to alleviate predation impacts on fish species of conservation concern and wild and 
stocked recreational fisheries. If the utility of the current depredation permit process 
is expanded to include all conflict issues (e.g., wild and stocked fisheries) the 
Council thinks this has the potential to sufficiently address current and anticipated 
needs. The states seek to collaborate with the Service in determining how a permit 
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system could operate, and the role states may have in its implementation. Pacific 
Flyway states do not desire the authority to issue permits to other entities for the 
purpose of taking double-crested cormorants; we think the USFWS should retain the 
responsibility of issuing depredation permits. Similarly, we do not support issuing a 
depredation order that would authorize take of cormorants from the Western 
Population that are deemed in conflict with aquaculture facilities. We think such 
conflicts can be addressed through the current depredation permit process, 
especially given the limited number and local distribution of aquaculture facilities in 
the Pacific Flyway, and the greater likelihood of accurate reporting of take 
associated with a permit as compared with a potential depredation order.  
 
2. Appropriate limitations to cormorant management and control activity such 

as season, scope, and magnitude of expected lethal take.  

We recommend that the Western Population of double-crested cormorants continue 
to be treated as a distinct management unit for monitoring, establishing approaches 
to authorize take, and determining maximum amount of lethal take. In comparison to 
the eastern population, double-crested cormorants in the western United States 
exhibit different habitat use, a far smaller population size, and have fewer conflicts 
overall, with existing conflicts tending to be localized rather than evenly distributed 
across the region. Implementation of permitting for the Western Population of 
double-crested cormorants should generally coincide with 2012 guidelines 
developed by Council in A Framework for the Management of Double-Crested 
Cormorant Depredation on Fish Resources in the Pacific Flyway 
(http://www.pacificflyway.gov/Documents/Dcc_plan.pdf). 
 
Season, scope, and magnitude of lethal take should be based on the specific conflict 
and the most effective way to reduce the conflict with minimal take. Ultimately, the 
goal of any management action should be to alleviate conflict, while avoiding 
substantial effects to cormorant populations and the function of ecological 
communities and food webs. For most of the flyway, the breeding season, when 
large numbers of birds are densely congregated, tends to be the main period of 
conflict. This is the season of highest need for a permit to implement take, although 
there are exceptions to this in the Pacific Flyway. Lastly, we ask the Service to 
include the Pacific Flyway Council in discussions regarding the development of 
procedures to prioritize and allocate take in this flyway.  
 
3. Potential reporting and monitoring strategies of cormorants by states and 

participating tribes. 

We recognize the importance of monitoring and assessment in a permit-based 
management program that includes take. The importance of evaluating effectiveness 
of management activities was highlighted in Council’s 2012 Framework and served 
as the motivation to develop A Monitoring Strategy for the Western Population of 
Double-crested Cormorants within the Pacific Flyway (Pacific Flyway Council 2013; 
http://www.pacificflyway.gov/Documents/Dcc_monitoring.pdf).
 

http://www.pacificflyway.gov/Documents/Dcc_plan.pdf
http://www.pacificflyway.gov/Documents/Dcc_monitoring.pdf
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Ensuring biologically appropriate levels of monitoring will require careful forethought 
and resource commitments from the Service and the states. Radio telemetry work 
has demonstrated a high level of connectivity by double-crested cormorants across 
the Pacific Flyway. A consequence of this connectivity is that local abundance can 
change rapidly as a result of changing conditions (e.g. resource availability, 
predation) elsewhere across the region. For example, changes in cormorant 
abundance and distribution across the flyway have been observed in recent years as 
a result of local management at a single location. Because of such variability, 
ongoing monitoring, as described in the monitoring strategy, and potential post-
management monitoring, will be especially critical to a new permitting process. 
Nevertheless, we think appropriate monitoring and assessment (e.g., adaptive 
management) may prove challenging to implement. We have seen examples of 
other high-profile monitoring programs that fell short of expectations due to funding 
challenges (e.g., de-listing monitoring for Peregrine Falcon and Bald Eagle). We 
think an expectation of monitoring and reporting must be backed with a robust 
program of federal funding to support the monitoring activity for its duration. 
 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this scoping notice. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you have questions regarding our feedback. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stafford Lehr, Chair 
Pacific Flyway Council 
 
Cc: Thomas Leeman, Nongame Technical Committee Liaison, U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service 
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