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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. Introduction and Workshop Process

Introduction to Comprehensive Conservation Planning

The Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) of Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge is a
required element of the National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 which states that all
refuges will be managed in accordance with an approved CCP that when implemented will
achieve the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System (System) and the refuge purpose.

The National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997 determined that the National Wildlife
Refuge System was created to conserve fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats and this
conservation mission has been facilitated by providing Americans opportunities to participate in
compatible wildlife-dependent recreation. For the purposes of the Act:

(1) The term ‘compatible use’ means a wildlife-dependent recreational use or any other use of a
refuge that, in the sound professional judgment of the Director, will not materially interfere
with or detract from the fulfillment of the mission of the System or the purposes of the
refuge.

(2) The terms ‘wildlife-dependent recreation’ and ‘wildlife-dependent recreational use’ mean a
use of a refuge involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, or
environmental education and interpretation.

The Mission of the System

“The Mission of the System is to administer a national network of lands and waters for the
conservation, management and, where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant
resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future
generations of Americans.”

Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge and its Purpose

Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) encompasses about 30,600 acres of land in an area
of Minnesota known as the Anoka Sandplain. The landscape is interspersed with upland habitats
dominated by oak, varying from dense forest, oak savanna, to prairie openings. The St. Francis
River winds through the Refuge and impoundments have been created to restore dozens (24) of
historic wetland basins along the ditch system of the 1920s and ‘30s originally designed to drain
them. These and several other undrained wetlands comprise a mosaic of wetland types on the
Refuge ranging from sedge meadows to deep water marshes.

The history of the refuge began in the early 1940s. Local conservationists and sportsmen
became interested in restoring the wildlife values of the St. Francis River Basin. Many of these
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supporters were interested in creating more waterfowl hunting opportunities in the region. The
Minnesota Conservation Department, now the Department of Natural Resources, conducted
studies with the intention of managing the area as a state wildlife area. By the early 1960°s it
was apparent that the magnitude of the project was beyond the funding capabilities of the
Minnesota Conservation Department at the time. The State of Minnesota formally requested the
U.S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, now known as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
to consider the area for a National Wildlife Refuge.

The refuge was created under the legal authority of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act of Feb.
18, 1929. The Act created the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission and authorized the
acquisition of lands from funds appropriated by Congress, and later, from funds generated by the
sale of Federal Duck Stamps. The following is the only language in the Act, or subsequent
amendments, pertaining to the types of lands authorized for acquisition:

Sec. 715d. Purchase or rental of approved areas or interests therein; gifts and devises; United
States lands. The Secretary of the Interior may —

(2) Acquire, by gift or devise, any area or interests therein; which he determines to be suitable
for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds.

Introduction to the Workshop

This workshop was organized to assist the Refuge staff and USFWS continue the CCP process
by building on the first workshop which developed a shared understanding of the refuge purpose,
determine a vision for the future of the refuge and explored key issues effecting the refuge and
its future in the landscape. This second workshop was designed to revisit the products from the
first workshop and to identify goals and alternatives for the future management of the refuge.

Participants were invited from a variety of organizations including representatives from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, (Washington Office, Regional Office, Sherburne National Wildlife
Refuge), U.S. Geological Survey, Ojibwe Tribal governments, Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, Sherburne County Commissioners and Administrators, The Nature Conservancy,
Audubon Society, University of Minnesota, Friends of Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge, and
refuge volunteers (See Section 8).

This report presents the results of the workshop. It is important to note that this is the second in
a 3-workshop process and the results are preliminary and subject to review and revision.

Twenty-one people including 5 representatives of the public participated in this 3 2 day
interactive process. This report presents the results of the enormous amount of effort and energy
the participants contributed to the workshop. The results are preliminary and subject to review
and revision.
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Workshop Goals

1. Establish a shared understanding of the refuge purpose and vision.

2. Develop goals for achieving the refuge purpose and vision.

3. Identify and explore key alternative management scenarios for achieving refuge goals.

4. Begin the process of developing management objectives for each alternative.

Workshop Process

The workshop was organized at the request of the Regional Office of the U S Fish and Wildlife
Service, in collaboration with the Conservation Breeding Specialist Group (CBSG) of the
Species Survival Commission of the World Conservation Union (SSC/IUCN). To assure
credible, fair, and independent conduct of the workshop and of the workshop results, CBSG was
requested to design the workshop process, provide facilitation for the workshop, and to assemble
and edit the report. Editing of the draft report was done with the assistance of a subset of the
workshop participants. Outside review by non-participants was not part of the process. No
content changes were made by the editors and the participants checked that accurate
presentations were made of the work they had done during the workshop.

The workshop was conducted 9-12 October, 2001 in the Otsego City Hall in Otsego, MN. The
workshop extended over 3 '2 days with all lunches brought into the meeting room for maximum
use of the time available. There were 21 participants with most present the entire duration of the
workshop providing for sustained interactions and the benefits of full attention to the goal and
process of the workshop. These participants, from more than 50 issued invitations, included
state and federal wildlife agency personnel, Friends of Sherburne representatives and public
citizens. Participants and invitees are listed in the report (see Sections 7 and 8).

The CBSG team designed a planning process to achieve the organizer’s stated outcome for the
workshop and the participants involved. The intent was that the product of the first Sherburne
workshop would be reviewed, revised if necessary and agreed upon and management alternatives
and associated objectives would be developed. Information and analysis generated in this
workshop will feed back into the focus group process in preparation for Sherburne National
Planning Workshop III scheduled for January 2002.

Before getting started with the first task of this workshop, each participant was asked to
introduce themselves and to write out and then read aloud answers to four introductory
questions. This process allows for expression of individual perspectives without being
immediately influenced by previous responses. This process indicates potential areas of
common ground and provides a first insight into the diversity of perceived issues present in the
group. The process also provides a check on whether the workshop deliberations respond to the
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concerns and issues that are raised. Answers to these questions can be found in Section 7 of this
report.

B. The Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge Purpose and Vision

The first task of the workshop was to review the Refuge Vision Statement and the interpretation
of the Refuge Purpose that were drafted during the first Sherburne Refuge Planning meeting.
After several iterations and much discussion, the following versions of expository material to
accompany the Refuge Purpose, and the Vision Statement were offered for consideration. The
Vision Statement was accepted with out revision. An alternative version of the Refuge Purpose
expository text was offered on the final day of the workshop but time did not allow its
consideration. This version can be found in Appendix I and will be brought up for discussion at
the Sherburne’s Conservation Planning Workshop III in January 2001.

Refuge Purpose Interpretation:

The legal purpose of a refuge is derived from the legislation under which the lands are acquired.
Some refuges are established by legislation passed by Congress specifically for the refuge being
established. However, most refuges are established under more general legislation already in
existence. Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge was established under the authority of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 715d). That act states that lands may be acquired
“...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds.”

At the time of the establishment of the Refuge, the Service chose to focus upon ducks, geese,
cranes, and eagles as the primary purpose for establishing Sherburne NWR. In recent years the
Service has broadened the scope of interest for the National Wildlife Refuge system through
policy and legislation. While not discounting the continued interest in ducks, geese, cranes, and
eagles, the Service has recognized the place the full diversity of species native to an area has in
maintaining a healthy environment for all species. Therefore, for this plan, the Refuge purpose is
interpreted to include all migratory birds as identified in the Code of Federal Regulations (50
CFR 10.13). This encompasses a wide diversity of migratory birds including such major groups
as waterfowl, shorebirds, songbirds, and raptors. While the legal Refuge purpose focuses upon
migratory birds, consistent with the concept that maintenance of the diversity of wildlife native
to an area contributes to the stability and health of that ecosystem, the Refuge is also interested in
the maintenance of other wildlife native to the area, including such resident species as deer,
Blandings turtles, and ruffed-grouse. This interest, while not part of the refuge purpose, is
reflected in the Refuge goals and objectives.

The Refuge purpose describes the authorized use of the Refuge for migratory birds “...for use as
an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose....” The term ‘inviolate sanctuary’
is often interpreted by some differently than the Service interprets the term. Some see the term
as guidance that such an area should receive minimal disturbance and minimal public use or
none at all. The Service interpretation of the term places wildlife first in consideration of
potential management or public use actions on the land. The health and well being of the
wildlife and their habitats must be accommodated before considering other uses on the Refuge.
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This is summed up in the Mission statement for the National Wildlife Refuge System “The
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife,
and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and
future generations of Americans” (National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997).

Considering the above discussion, the purpose of the Refuge could then be paraphrased in this
way:

‘The purpose of Sherburne NWR is to conserve, manage, and where appropriate, restore a
diversity of native migratory birds and their habitats in a way that ensures the continuing
presence and viability of these populations for the benefit of present and future generations
of Americans.’

Vision Statement:

Revised Vision Statement 3:

In a region where citizens treasure natural areas managed by national, state, and local
governments, the Refuge is celebrated for its wildlife and extraordinary opportunities for visitors.
The Refuge conserves a diverse mosaic of restored, high-quality, native Anoka Sandplain
communities and protected cultural resources. The upland habitats are dynamic, ranging from
grasslands to oak savannas to forests. These are interspersed with a variety of wetland and
riverine habitats ranging from sedge meadow to deep water. The Refuge’s hydrologic regime
includes a functional St. Francis River riparian system, with clean water flowing into and out of
the Refuge. Wildlife and habitat are in balance, and management reflects an adaptive response
to climatic change and other changing conditions, using pre-European settlement vegetation as a
guide.

Visitors have high-quality experiences that provide personal and societal benefits, including
heightened awareness and support of a strong conservation ethic. Refuge staff, visitors, and the
community understand and value the cultural history of the area. Visitor use and management
activities are consistent with the maintenance of sustainable populations of wildlife and their
associated habitats. The Refuge is part of the community and the community claims ownership
of, actively supports, and advocates for the Refuge mission, purpose, and programs. The
surrounding lands are recognized as valuable to the integrity of the Refuge by providing green
corridors and habitat continuity to adjacent natural areas.
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C. The Refuge Goals
The group reviewed the goals drafted at the first workshop and, after working group and plenary
session discussions, agreed upon the following set of goals for Sherburne National Wildlife

Refuge.

The following goals represent the desired future conditions of Sherburne National Wildlife
Refuge:

Goal 1: Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats approximate mid-1800s conditions, contributing to the
preservation of these declining ecotypes and their associated Service priority species.

Goal 2: A diverse mosaic of riverine and wetland habitats meets the needs of Service priority
riparian and other wetland dependent species.

Goal 3: A balanced diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife reflects an
emphasis on Service priority species appropriate to Refuge habitats.

Goal 4: A complex of natural areas, corridors, and watershed conservation practices in the
surrounding landscape complements Refuge habitat and wildlife goals.

Goal 5: Visitors enjoy wildlife dependent opportunities that further an appreciation of Refuge
wildlife and habitats.

Goal 6: Visitors and local citizens demonstrate a strong conservation ethic that leads to support
of the Refuge, conservation of the surrounding landscape, and global environmental awareness.

Goal 7: The cultural resources and cultural history of the Refuge are valued and preserved, and
connect Refuge staff, visitors, and the community to the area’s past.

D. Management Alternatives

On the basis of the Purpose, Vision and Goals of the Refuge, the working groups identified 5
management alternatives for further detailed development:

Alternative 1: Current Management

Current management is focused on upland habitats to approximate 1850’°s conditions. Wetlands
are actively managed to benefit migratory birds.
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Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (1800-1850)

Vegetative communities and hydrology on the refuge would approximate mid-1800 conditions.
Wildlife diversity would mirror the diversity of the habitats. Interpretive and environmental
education programs on and off refuge would emphasize natural pre-settlement conditions and
cultural history and natural processes. There would be strong emphasis on off-refuge outreach,
private lands, and partnership activity with emphasis on natural processes, corridors, and
restoration. Cultural resources of the Refuge would be preserved.

Alternative 3: Landscape Resource Protection Emphasis

This alternative would recognize a rapidly changing environment surrounding the refuge and that
the refuge is part of a larger landscape. We would maintain current management direction on the
refuge. Future discretionary funding and new staff would be directed toward off-Refuge land
conservation efforts. We would also emphasize pursuit of a strong land conservation ethic in the
local community.

Alternative 4: Habitat Mosaic/Partial Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions

Vegetative communities and hydrology on a portion the refuge would approximate mid-1800
conditions. On the remaining portion of the Refuge the historic upland communities would be
restored to the extent possible while maintaining impoundments. Wildlife diversity would mirror
the diversity of the habitats with significant waterbird use during migration. Interpretive and
environmental education programs on and off refuge would contrast natural and managed
systems and pre-settlement and settlement cultural history. There would be strong emphasis on
off-refuge outreach, private lands, and partnership activity with emphasis on natural processes,
corridors, and restoration. Cultural resources of the Refuge would be preserved.

Alternative 5: Focused Management for Priority Wetland and Grassland Birds

Alternative 5 would place an emphasis on more intense, active water management. Oak savanna
management would emphasize a more open grassland component over a forest component.
Wetland management for Service priority bird species would include a mixture of high water for
emergent vegetation control and drawdowns to favor different bird groups (shorebirds, marsh
birds, eagles, waterfowl). Most pools would be in a half-full scenario to fulfill a diverse wetland
bird community. Maintain a minimum flow on the river when possible. This alternative would
also emphasize more focused management like predator control, nest structures, and putting
Bohm Pool back on line.
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Purpose and Vision

In the first workshop, participants crafted a draft Vision Statement and draft interpretation of the
Refuge Purpose for Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge. In the second workshop, two work
groups were assigned the task of reviewing, if necessary revising, and agreeing upon the Refuge
Purpose and the Draft Vision Statement.

The Purpose
In the first workshop, the Refuge Purpose was described as follows:

“...Sherburne was established in 1965, the following purposes, corresponding with its acquisition
authorities were also established:’

¢...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds.
(Migratory Bird Conservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 715d)’”

Group acceptance was achieved on the migratory bird portion of the Refuge’s purpose statement.
The group interpreted the term ‘migratory birds’ as referenced in the Sherburne NWR Purpose as
referring to those species identified in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 10.13.

In this workshop, two working groups revisited the definition of the Refuge Purpose.
Participants’ revisions to and questions about the draft Refuge Purpose are related here.

Group 1
Working Group 1 posed two questions about revising the draft Refuge Purpose:
1. Should we actually revisit this discussion considering the last workshop?

2. Can we retain a discussion section in the CCP that explains the original definition of
“migratory birds” as understood in the 1960s at refuge establishment? (strong endorsement from
several group members).

The original species emphasized to the public at refuge establishment were ducks, geese, cranes
and eagles (not songbirds).

Group 2

Working Group 2 identified information that could be sought and questions that could be asked to clarify
the Refuge Purpose:

1. Spell out actual species identified in CFR citation so that all understand the intent
(paraphrase general inclusive nature of the list -- not just ducks; e.g. species guilds/groups -
e.g. shorebirds, songbirds, raptors).

2. Define what an ‘inviolate’ sanctuary is in plain words.
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3. Purpose restricted to migratory birds; what about deer, other resident species, habitat, etc.?

Synthesized Refuge Purpose:

Participants from the two working groups met to review their respective groups’ definition of the
Refuge Purpose and synthesize the two definitions. This synthesis group developed the
following expository language to explain the earlier clarification of the term ‘migratory birds’ in
the Refuge Purpose (an alternative version was offered near the close of the workshop and will
be considered during the January workshop, see Appendix I):

The legal purpose of a refuge is derived from the legislation under which the lands are acquired.
Some refuges are established by legislation passed by Congress specifically for the refuge being
established. However, most refuges are established under more general legislation already in
existence. Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge was established under the authority of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 715d). That Act states that lands may be acquired
“...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory birds.”

At the time of the establishment of the Refuge, the Service chose to focus upon ducks, geese,
cranes, and eagles as the primary purpose for establishing Sherburne NWR. In recent years the
Service has broadened the scope of interest for the National Wildlife Refuge System through
policy and legislation. While not discounting the continued interest in ducks, geese, cranes, and
eagles, the Service has recognized the place the full diversity of species native to an area has in
maintaining a healthy environment for all species. Therefore, for this plan, the Refuge purpose is
interpreted to include all migratory birds as identified in the Code of Federal Regulations (50
CFR 10.13). This encompasses a wide diversity of migratory birds including such major groups
as waterfowl, shorebirds, songbirds, and raptors. While the legal Refuge purpose focuses upon
migratory birds, consistent with the concept that maintenance of the diversity of wildlife native
to an area contributes to the stability and health of that ecosystem, the Refuge is also interested in
the maintenance of other wildlife native to the area, including such resident species as deer,
Blandings turtles, and ruffed-grouse. This interest, while not part of the Refuge Purpose, is
reflected in the Refuge goals and objectives.

The Refuge purpose describes the authorized use of the Refuge for migratory birds “...for use as
an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose....” The term ‘inviolate sanctuary’
is often interpreted by some differently than the Service interprets the term. Some see the term
as guidance that such an area should receive minimal disturbance and minimal public use or
none at all. The Service interpretation of the term places wildlife first in consideration of
potential management or public use actions on the land. The health and well being of the
wildlife and their habitats must be accommodated before considering other uses on the Refuge.
This is summed up in the Mission statement for the National Wildlife Refuge System “The
mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a national network of lands and
waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife,
and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and
future generations of Americans” (National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997).
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Considering the above discussion, the purpose of the Refuge could then be paraphrased in this
way: ‘The purpose of Sherburne NWR is to conserve, manage, and where appropriate, restore a
diversity of native migratory birds and their habitats in a way that ensures the continuing
presence and viability of these populations for the benefit of present and future generations of
Americans.’

The Vision
Working groups developed the following draft Vision Statement during the July 2001 workshop:

In a region where citizens treasure natural areas managed by national, state and local
governments, the Refuge is celebrated for its wildlife and extraordinary opportunities for
visitors. The Refuge conserves/maintains a mosaic of restored high-quality native Anoka
Sandplain communities. The upland habitats are dynamic, ranging from grasslands to oak
savannas to forests. These are interspersed with a variety of wetland and riverine habitats
ranging from sedge meadow to deep water. The Refuge’s hydrologic regime includes a
functional St. Francis River riparian system, with clean water flowing into and out of the Refuge.
The wildlife and habitat are in balance with natural forces and management reflects an adaptive
response to climate, using pre-European settlement vegetation as a guide.

Visitors have high quality experiences that provide personal and societal benefits, including
heightened awareness and support of a strong conservation ethic. Visitor uses and management
activities are consistent with the maintenance of healthy populations of wildlife and their
associated habitats. The community claims ownership, actively supports the Refuge, and
advocates for its mission, purpose and programs. The surrounding lands are recognized as
valuable to the integrity of the Refuge by providing green corridors and habitat continuity to
adjacent natural areas.

Before the close of the July workshop this vision was discussed in plenary and participants had
two observations:

1. The protection of cultural resources is important and still lacking in the draft vision statement.
2. The item speaking to the Refuge staff being part of the community was deleted rather than
revised. Some participants wanted consideration of reinserting the reference.

In this current workshop, the two working groups continued work on drafting the Refuge Vision.
Group 1

1. Why choose pre-settlement as a point in time to manage toward? Is it a possible to meet this

goal? Possibly use a different word/phrase than “guide”. Perhaps “frame of reference” as a
substitute and/or pre-European settlement “native” vegetation.
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2. Insert a new sentence in second paragraph. “Cultural resources are identified, protected and
cultural history is incorporated into the refuge educational program.”

3. “Natural forces” seems ambiguous. No suggestions for a new phrase.

4. “Extraordinary” opportunities for public use seems too powerful. Wildlife wording is not as
strong. Group recommendation to move word “extraordinary” in front of wildlife in the same
sentence.

5. Consider adding ““staff continues to be an active part of the community”.

Group 2

1. The word ‘forest’ does not currently describe areas on Sherburne, have ‘woodlands’: define forest as
continuous crown cover and might refer to the Big Woods restoration on the Refuge; the question of the
appropriateness of the term ‘forest’ was the end result of this discussion.

2. Cultural resources: add a sentence or phrase addressing cultural resources.
3. The Service is mandated by law to protect cultural resources so not needed in vision.

4. Final group decision was to add a sentence or phrase addressing cultural resources. The suggested
wording is:
The Refuge conserves a mosaic of restored high-quality native Anoka Sandplain Communities and
cultural resources.; this drops the term ‘maintain’ and adds ‘cultural resources’ to the second
sentence of the vision

5. Regarding Refuge staff being part of the community: Originally the vision stated ‘Community Leaders
actively seeking refuge counsel....”; group felt in general that the current vision statement adequately
covered community involvement in the refuge; ‘The community claims ownership...” is adequate.

The Synthesis

Two participants representing the work groups synthesized the working group comments on the Refuge
Vision Statement, presented their version to plenary and several iterations were undertaken resulting in the
accepted Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge Vision Statement below:

In a region where citizens treasure natural areas managed by national, state, and local
governments, the Refuge is celebrated for its wildlife and extraordinary opportunities for
visitors. The Refuge conserves a diverse mosaic of restored high-quality native Anoka
Sandplain communities and protected cultural resources. The upland habitats are dynamic,
ranging from grasslands to oak savannas to forests. These are interspersed with a variety of
wetland and riverine habitats ranging from sedge meadow to deep water. The Refuge’s
hydrologic regime includes a functional St. Francis River riparian system, with clean water
flowing into and out of the Refuge. Wildlife and habitat are in balance, and management
reflects an adaptive response to climatic change and other changing conditions, using pre-
European settlement vegetation as a guide.
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Visitors have high quality experiences that provide personal and societal benefits, including
heightened awareness and support of a strong conservation ethic. Refuge staff, visitors and
the community understand and value the cultural history of the area. Visitor uses and
management activities are consistent with the maintenance of sustainable populations of
wildlife and their associated habitats. The Refuge is part of the community and the
community claims ownership, actively supports and advocates for the Refuge mission,
purpose, and programs. The surrounding lands are recognized as valuable to the integrity
of the Refuge by providing green corridors and habitat continuity to adjacent natural areas.
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Goals/Focus Areas

Participants were asked to review and revise the goals/focus areas developed by participants in
Workshop 1. The specific tasks were to:

1. Review and refine the goals developed at Workshop 1.
2. Craft a written statement of each goal for printing and distribution for use in the plenary.
3. Prepare a plenary presentation of 10 minutes.

It should be noted that in the context of comprehensive conservation planning, the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service has a specific definition of the word “goal.” In the Service’s planning lexicon, a
goal is “a descriptive, open-ended, and often broad statement of desired future conditions that
conveys a purpose but does not define measurable units.”

The goals developed through work groups, synthesis, and plenary during the first workshop
were:

1. Restoration of Anoka Sandplain habitats that approximates pre-1850 conditions and

2. Healthy populations of migratory birds and other wildlife in balance with the environment,
with emphasis on area-appropriate priority species.

3. A complex of high-quality natural areas, corridors, and watersheds in the surrounding
landscape.

4. A supportive community conservation ethic fostered by a rich program of public outreach,
environmental education and “wildlife-first” recreation.

Group 1

The group spent a considerable amount of time (1 hour) discussing the habitat and wildlife goals,
goals 1 and 2. Much of the time was spent on the “1850s as appropriate” debate. Also, we were
trying to decide whether to have separate habitat and wildlife goals. Each draft goal from the last
workshop was reviewed and revisions suggested.

Goal 1 (Habitat) Original: Restoration of Anoka Sandplain habitats that approximates pre-1850
condition.

Suggested rewrites:
1. Restoration of Anoka Sandplain habitat that approximate 1800-1850 conditions. (Could this
be an alternative)?

2. Restoration of plant (ecological?) communities of the Anoka Sandplain with native wildlife
and plant species with diversity and natural abundance that approximates 1850s conditions.

3. Restoration of Anoka Sandplain habitats to approximate 1800-1850s maintaining a healthy
level of species richness of migratory birds and other wildlife.
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4. Development of environment which maximizes the balance of migratory birds and other
wildlife.

5. Restore a functional St. Francis River and riparian system.

Goal 2 (Wildlife) Original: Healthy populations of migratory birds and other wildlife in balance
with the environment, with emphasis on area-appropriate priority species.

Suggested rewrites:

1. Manage wetland acres for maximum migratory bird outputs. (Outputs means anything that
benefits the birds).

2. Balance and sustained populations of migratory birds and other wildlife with emphasis on
FWS area-appropriate priority species.

Goal 1 & 2 Combined

Suggested rewrite:

Restoration of plant communities and associated wildlife based on the capability of the land.

Goal 3 (Land Protection) Original: A complex of high-quality natural areas, corridors, and

watersheds in the surrounding landscape.

Suggested rewrite:
Foster a complex of quality natural areas, corridors and watersheds in the surrounding landscape.

Goal 4 (Public Use / Appreciation) Original: A supportive community conservation ethic
fostered by a rich program of public outreach, environmental education and “wildlife-first”
recreation.

Suggested rewrites:

1. Promote a strong conservation ethic in the surrounding community that leads to support of

the refuge and conservation of the surrounding landscape.

2. Provide opportunities for priority public uses on the refuge.

New Goal (Cultural Resources)

1. Integrate the cultural history of the refuge into all aspects of refuge management.
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Throughout the discussion, Working Group 1 identified philosophical and other issues that
played a part in participants’ consideration of Refuge goals:

1. Sherburne’s role as duck production site (Production vs. migratory habitat).

2. People (all of us) want Sherburne Refuge to be everything to everyone. We are going to
have to make compromises.

3. If we manage for 1850s conditions we will lose numbers of wetland species. (Possible
solutions: Separate upland and wetland habitat goals.)

4. Other issues that arose in discussion of Refuge goals included:
5. Cultural Resources (Protect, preserve sites, survey the land, more that education).
6. Should individually mention hunting, fishing and trapping activities.

7. Note Uplands goal - Focus on 1850s conditions with consideration of area-appropriate
species.

8. Wetlands goal - Whatever is appropriate for priority species.
9. Goals should have both habitat and wildlife components (from Goals & Objectives
Handbook).
The group then consolidated the goals into the following set of seven goals which they offered to

the group for consideration in plenary:

1. New upland goal: Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats that approximate 1800-1850
conditions.

2. New wetland goal: A functional St. Francis River riparian system with associated managed
wetlands.

3. New wildlife goal: Balanced and sustained populations of migratory birds and other
wildlife with emphasis on priority species appropriate to targeted habitats.

4. New public use: Visitors enjoy and have ample opportunities to participate in priority
public uses (list them) on the refuge.

5. New outreach goal: A strong conservation ethic in the surrounding community that leads to
support of the Refuge and conservation of the surrounding landscape.

6. New land protection goal: The Refuge exists within a complex of high quality natural
areas, corridors, and watersheds in the surrounding landscape.
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7. New cultural resources goal: The cultural history of the Refuge is integrated into all aspects
of refuge management.

Group 2

General Discussion
Goals articulate desired future condition; Planning policy states specific areas that must be
covered by goals
Suggest wildlife, habitat, and people as goals; current draft fits well with this division
Goal 4 includes strategy; suggest eliminate ... fostered by a rich...”
Goal 1 eliminate ‘and’ at end of bullet
Combining Goal 1 & 3
Restore Anoka Sandplain habitats on the refuge to approximate pre-1850 condition,
networked to a complex of high-quality natural areas, corridors, and water sheds in the
surrounding landscape.
Break the wording above into two sentences
What would be the action associated with goal 3 if combined with goal 1 or if it stood
alone?
Suggested wording to goal 3: Promote a complex of high quality natural areas,
corridors, and water sheds in the landscape surrounding the Refuge.
Goal 2
change to: ‘Achieve’ healthy populations...; doesn’t provide picture of what you’re
trying to achieve; what does this mean?
Achieve a diverse population of migratory birds and other wildlife in balance...
Goal needs to define direction for wildlife since vision statement doesn’t provide much
re. Wildlife
Possible: Conserve and manage (achieve? Or Provide for )a diversity of native
migratory birds in a way that ensures the continuing presence and viability of these
populations
Possible: Provide for a diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife in a
way that ensures their continuing presence
Goal 4:
Suggested rewording:
Develop a strong conservation ethic within the local community (that supports the
Refuge - delete this part?)
Goal 4 does not cover compatible wildlife recreation; counter view is that the Big
6 are tools and that a goal for the Big 6 is not needed
Develop a strong conservation ethic among visitors and within the local
community
Summary:
We wanted a limited number of goals
We sought content that would cover all statements made regarding goals
We explored more detailed statements but returned to the final goals presented
We added action verbs to each goal
Goals must apply all alternatives so must be broad
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Final Suggestions:
Goal 1: Restore Anoka Sandplain habitats on the Refuge to approximate pre-1850 conditions

Goal 2: Provide for a diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife in a way that
ensures their continuing presence on the Refuge

Goal 3: Promote a complex of high quality natural areas, corridors, and watersheds in the
landscape surrounding the Refuge.

Goal 4: Promote a strong conservation ethic among visitors and within the local community

Synthesized Goals

Reporters for each group presented goals in a plenary session. Following that presentation,
representatives of the two working groups met to synthesize the goals.

The Sherburne NWR staff will promote the following desired future outcomes by
implementing associated objectives and strategies:

Goal 1: Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats approximate 1800 - 1850 conditions.

Goal 2: A diverse mosaic of wetland types meet the needs of riparian and other wetland
dependent species.

Goal 3: A balanced diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife reflects an
emphasis on Service priority species appropriate to Refuge habitats.

Goal 4: A complex of high quality natural areas, corridors, and watersheds in the surrounding
landscape complements Refuge habitat and wildlife goals.

Goal 5: Refuge visitors enjoy ample wildlife dependent opportunities that further an appreciation
of Refuge wildlife resources and their habitats.

Goal 6: Visitors and local citizens demonstrate a strong conservation ethic.

Goal 7: Cultural history of the Refuge is valued and preserved by the Refuge staff, visitors, and
the community members.

Another plenary session was conducted and comments and concerns were identified and
incorporated into a newly revised set of Refuge goals. The language was tweeked abit until the
following set of goals was agreed upon. It was this set of goals that was used as the basis of the
development of alternatives and objectives.
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The following goals represent the desired future conditions of Sherburne National Wildlife
Refuge:

Goal 1: Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats approximate mid-1800s conditions, contributing to the
preservation of this declining ecotype and its associated Service priority species. [Note: the
phrase ‘contributing to the preservation of this declining ecotype and its associated Service
priority species’ was not agreed upon in plenary and will need to be revisited in the January
workshop.]

Goal 2: A diverse mosaic of riverine and wetland habitats meets the needs of Service priority
riparian and other wetland dependent species.

Goal 3: A balanced diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife reflects an
emphasis on Service priority species appropriate to Refuge habitats.

Goal 4: A complex of natural areas, corridors, and watershed conservation practices in the
surrounding landscape complements Refuge habitat and wildlife goals.

Goal 5: Visitors enjoy wildlife dependent opportunities that further an appreciation of Refuge
wildlife and habitats.

Goal 6: Visitors and local citizens demonstrate a strong conservation ethic that leads to support
of the Refuge, conservation of the surrounding landscape, and global environmental awareness.

Goal 7: The cultural resources and cultural history of the Refuge are valued and preserved, and
connect Refuge staff, visitors and the community to the area’s past.
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Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge
Planning Workshop 2

October 9-12, 2001
Elk River, MN

FINAL REPORT

Section 4

Development of Management Alternatives
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Alternatives

Within the context of comprehensive conservation planning, the Service defines alternatives as:
“Different sets of objectives and strategies or means of achieving refuge purposes and goals,
helping fulfill the Refuge System mission, and resolving issues.”

The purpose of this exercise was to develop a set of management alternatives within the context
of the goals, vision and purpose of the Refuge. Specific tasks assigned to the work groups were:

Determine the roles for your group.

Brainstorm alternatives reflecting different possible alternative futures.
Prioritize alternatives to identify those most promising.

List these preliminary alternatives on a flip chart.

Identify their most salient characteristics in relation to the agreed goal.
Prepare a 10-minute presentation for plenary.

S S

The two groups approached the assignment very differently. Group 1 relatively quickly identify
a possible alternative and fleshed it out by specifying how it would reflect the 7 Refuge goals.
They followed this same methodology for their 5 proposed alternatives. Group 2 brainstormed
content items that would be encompassed in the range of alternatives. They then examined the
list for themes and developed alternatives based on three identified themes.

Group 1
The five proposed concepts developed by group participants were:

Alternative 1: Status Quo

Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (1800-1850)

Alternative 3: Off-refuge Resource Protection Emphasis.

Alternative 4: Balanced Wetland Management

Alternative 5: Wetland and Upland Management for Maximum Wetland Birds and
Priority Grassland Birds.

The group then listed the goals and analyzed how successfully each alternative would achieve
the goals identified.

Alternative 1: Status Quo

In general, we seem to be meeting biological goals but fall short on outreach, public uses, land
protection and cultural resources.

I. Upland Habitats: Restoration of 1800-1850s upland plant communities.
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II.

I1I.

IV.

VL

VIL

Wetland Habitats: Active management of water impoundments to benefit migratory birds
(cranes, shorebirds, waterfowl, wading birds, eagles). Does not duplicate the natural river
system.

Wildlife Populations: Minimally meets goal for balanced and sustained populations.

Priority public uses: Would allow expansion of public use opportunities.

Outreach: Not meeting new goal. Mostly onsite refuge work. Participate on a few local
gov’t panels, etc.

Land Protection: Not meeting new goal. Private lands work (wetland and upland
restorations, Kunkel, Cedar Creek, Carlos Avery connections).

Cultural Resources: Not meeting new goal. We have a complete inventory of every
known site. Some ongoing studies such as oral histories, etc.

Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (1800-1850)

II.

I1I.

IV.

VL

VIL

Upland Habitats: Would meets new goal for pre-1850s.

Wetland Habitats: No active water management (no manipulation of structures and active
restoration of river).

Notes: This may conflict with new goal for group 1 which stated “managed” wetlands.
Estimate the acreage before and after drainage. Statutory requirements for major river
restoration may be a hindrance. No obvious method of restoring ditched river with this
amount of flow.

Wildlife Populations: Approximate 1850s species diversity as known and as possible.
Note: Could mean reintroduction of large ungulates, etc.

Priority public uses: Environmental Education would focus on 1850s conditions.
Recreation opportunities could emulate 1850s uses (muzzleloader hunts, etc.). Other
uses?

Outreach: Emphasis on conservation of intact riparian areas upstream. Educate people on
1850s habitats. Historical research into pre-settlement conditions. Emphasis on native
plant restoration on private lands.

Land Protection: Nearly same as No. 5

Cultural Resources: Emphasis on pre-European inhabitants and use. (Contract bison to
Mille Lacs band). Use Native American interpreters.
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Alternative 3: Off-refuge Resource Protection Emphasis

Maintain status quo for on-refuge activities and focus on additional effort off-refuge with
ecosystem/ landscape emphasis. Recognition of a rapidly changing environment surrounding the
refuge.

Alternative 4: Balanced Wetland Management (Note: includes maintenance of minimum flow in
St. Francis River)

I.  Upland Habitats: 1800-1850s condition.
II.  Wetland Habitats: Some selected wetlands to 1850s conditions and some managed for
migratory wetland-dependent birds.

Grassland Alternative 5: Wetland and Upland Management for Maximum Wetland Birds and
Priority Birds

(Note: includes maintenance of minimum flow in St. Francis River)

L. Upland Habitats: To 1800-1850s
II. Wetland Habitats: Managed for maximum migratory, wetland-dependent birds.

Group 2

Participants in Group 2 ultimately identified three alternatives:
1. Status Quo (No Action)

2. Pre-European (<1850s) settlement conditions

3. Habitat mosaic based on Service priority species

The group noted:

We can not separate upland management from wetland management, they are linked.

We can not have “pristine” oak savanna and maintain the managed pools.

We have lost topsoil due to farming, which will influence what we can do for restoration.

Alternatives aimed toward migratory birds

Waterfowl Production

Sandhill Crane Production

Increase number of nesting eagles

Species of concern (redheaded woodpeckers)

Songbirds

Shorebirds

Providing habitat for migrating waterfowl (food, cover)
Migrating raptors

Manage for forage species (invertebrates) for all migratory birds
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Provide habitat migrating birds (other than waterfowl)

Alternatives for habitat

Impoundments

Create more impoundments

Remove all existing impoundments

Keep impoundments as is

Remove some, not all impoundments

Upland habitats

Plant all fields with trees

Create food plots

Plant all fields with native grasses, forbs

Restore oak savanna (plant native grasses, forbs, trees)
Recreate lost wetland types (eg. tamarack swamp, sedge meadows, bogs)
Remove all introduced conifers

Allow natural succession

Remove/control non-native species

Wildlife

Reintroduce bison and elk (and possibility other extirpated species)
Trap coyotes to increase duck production

Trap beaver/muskrats to alleviate problems with impoundment infrastructure
Don’t trap beavers/muskrats

Maintain and increase herps & amphibian populations

Increase diversity of lepidoptera species

Allow hunting of additional species (eg. turkeys)

Allow more hunting

Allow less hunting

Restore game fish; remove non-native fish species

Public Use

Fishing

More fishing areas

Fewer fishing areas

Stock game fish

Provide for anglers with disabilities
Provide interpretive fishing information

Hunting
Allow hunting of additional species (eg. turkeys) (eg. increase area, archery, turkey)

Allow more hunting

Allow less hunting (reducing area, fewer hunters, species, length of season)
Provide accessible hunting sites (waterfowl, deer)

No hunting (sanctuary)
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Photography
Provide observation blinds

Observation

Provide more observation decks and add observation blinds

Provide more spotting scopes to increase visitor observation opportunities
Water management to enhance wildlife observation off wildlife drive

Restore wildflowers along wildlife drive

Enhance restoration efforts

Create more opportunities on road (longer drive and season)

Provide opportunities to see upland- and wetland-dependent wildlife year-round

Environmental Education

Provide more facilities

Let other people provide facilities
Focus on teachers

Focus on students

Focus on hands-on activities

Staff leads/non-staff(teachers) leads
Increase available educational materials
Provide off-refuge outreach

Focus on local issues

Focus on global issues

Focus on habitat/wildlife on Refuge
Improve hunter education

Interpretation
More interpretive panels/less panels

More interpretive (guided) programs and materials

Less interpretation

More trails/less trails

Non-traditional interpretation (eg. cultural, living history)
Interpret refuge management

Interpret habitat & wildlife

Off-Refuge
Educate people off-refuge about refuge management & wildlife and habitat needs

75% of local community understand why refuge is way it is

Increase participation with counties, cities, townships on wildlife-related programs
Educate government officials (local, city) regarding refuge management & wildlife and
habitat needs

Partnership for fish and wildlife wetland restoration focus on watersheds impacting efuge
Partnership for fish and wildlife grassland restoration focus on watersheds impacting
refuge

After listing brainstorming above ideas as a group, we drafted conceptual alternatives
individually and then presented and discussed them as a group.
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Conceptual Alternatives

e Habitat

e  Status quo (no action) - maintain impoundments

e  Maximize restoration on all habitats (pre-European settlement conditions)

Seek compromise of upland habitat restoration and impoundments (remove some,
affecting water table > coming closer to pre-settlement conditions but not to extent
above)

Let nature take its course: Less mechanical habitat manipulation > reduced program, less
intensive management, open impoundments, let stream meander (This alternative may be
an alternative that was considered, but not pursued because the goals would not be
reached in a reasonable time frame.).

Synthesis of Alternatives

Each group presented their draft alternatives and a synthesis was begun in plenary. This resulted
in an agreement on the following 5 draft alternatives:

Alternative 1: Current Management

Current management is focused on upland habitats to approximate 1850’°s conditions. Wetlands
are actively managed to benefit migratory birds.

Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (1800-1850)

Vegetative communities and hydrology on the refuge would approximate mid-1800 conditions.
Wildlife diversity would mirror the diversity of the habitats. Interpretive and environmental
education programs on and off refuge would emphasize natural pre-settlement conditions and
cultural history and natural processes. There would be strong emphasis on off-refuge outreach,
private lands, and partnership activity with emphasis on natural processes, corridors, and
restoration. Cultural resources of the Refuge would be preserved.

Alternative 3: Landscape Resource Protection Emphasis

This alternative would recognize a rapidly changing environment surrounding the refuge and
that the refuge is part of a larger landscape. We would maintain current management direction
on the refuge. Future discretionary funding and new staff would be directed toward off-Refuge
land conservation efforts. We would also emphasize pursuit of a strong land conservation ethic
in the local community.
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Alternative 4: Habitat Mosaic/Partial Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions

Vegetative communities and hydrology on a portion the refuge would approximate mid-1800
conditions. On the remaining portion of the Refuge the historic upland communities would be
restored to the extent possible while maintaining impoundments. Wildlife diversity would
mirror the diversity of the habitats with significant waterbird use during migration. Interpretive
and environmental education programs on and off refuge would contrast natural and managed
systems and pre-settlement and settlement cultural history. There would be strong emphasis on
off-refuge outreach, private lands, and partnership activity with emphasis on natural processes,
corridors, and restoration. Cultural resources of the Refuge would be preserved.

Alternative 5: Focused Management for Priority Wetland and Grassland Birds

Alternative 5 would place an emphasis on more intense, active water management. Oak savanna
management would emphasize a more open grassland component over a forest component.
Wetland management for Service priority bird species would include a mixture of high water for
emergent vegetation control and drawdowns to favor different bird groups (shorebirds, marsh
birds, eagles, waterfowl). Most pools would be in a half-full scenario to fulfill a diverse wetland
bird community. Maintain a minimum flow on the river when possible. This alternative would
also emphasize more focused management like predator control, nest structures, and putting
Bohm Pool back on line.

Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report 41






134

J40d2y] pui,y
11 doysy.op Suruu]d 2iIplig [PUOHDN dU.1nq.12yg

'S. dDY WOIJ UMBIP SUONI[IS
pIInD/so100dg "uone}o3oA Apoom 0onpalr
0} SOI0AIQIAY 931B[ JO UOONPOJIUIT
9[qrssod ‘spring saroads pue saroads
[eNPIAIPUL 0} USAIS UOTIUS}IE QIOJA]

's109ds dHY uo siseydwo

[ewtuIf “so199ds jou pue syejiqey uo si
siseydwd juowoFeue]y "sa10ads puejsserd
owIoS ‘spiIq Surpem ‘sYonp ‘sa[3ed 10y
Je}1qeY UO SI SNO0J JUALINY) *| J[V S dwes

‘sa10ads

dDY uo siseydwo [ewuIpy
"Spasu sa10ads o15103ds

10U ‘syeyIqey 9SIOAIP Surpraoid
uo St siseydud JudwoFeuey
'sa100ds pue[ssels awos

‘spa1q Surpem ‘sxonp ‘so[sed
J10J 1e}1qey UO SI SNO0J JUALINY)

"syeiqey A8nJoy

03 9rerrdoxdde soroads Ajrrorrd 991A10S
uo siseyduwo ue s)09[JaI AJI[P[IM
9ATJRU JOY)O pue SpIIq A10jeIFIW
9ATJRU JO AJISIOAIP padue[eq

‘£ 180D

‘(poSeinoouo

9q Prhod JUSWYOLIUS JudLnnu ‘Qidurexa
10,]) "SUOISIOAP [OAJ] Jjem [e10ads oyew
0] BIBp [BO130[01q dI0W JS() “SAds
Kaoud 9014199 [e10adS JO spasu jeliqey
AQq POUTULIOJOP dIB S}OTIB) [QAQ] JAJB A

‘SPIIq PUB[IOM IOYIO PUB SPIIGAIOYS
1Jouoq 03 191eM doap pue sumopmelp

118} pue Suwds Surpnjour sodA) puepom Jo
Kyorea e op1aoid 03 A1) 9p) "9Je)S [RINjRU
WOIJ paId)[e ST AF0[0IPAY SULIOALI JUILINY)
'sodA) puepom Jo x9[dwos e Surpraoid

£q spa1q A101BI31W J1JoUSq 0} JUSWIAFEURW
PUE[IoM A1V T IV SE swes

"SpIIq PUB[IOM

IOU)O puB SPIIQIOYS J1JOUdq
03 197em doop pue sumopmeIp
[1e3 pue Surxds Surpnpour sod4)
pueom Jo A1911eA € opraoid
01 A1} 9\ "9JB)S [BINJRU WOLJ
PaId)[E ST ASO[0IPAY OULIOALL
juon)) ‘sadA) puepom

Jo xo1dwos e Jurpraoxd

£q spa1q A103RI31W J1JOUIQ O}
JUAWASEUBW PUB[IOM OATOY

'so100ds Juopuadop puepom

1omy0 pue ueredrr Ajorid 901AI0g
JO Spasu ay) S199W SBIqRY PUB[IOM
PUEB QULIDALI JO OTBSOU ASIOAIP Y

‘¢ 180D

‘spueysseis uado

QIOW PIPN]OUL dABY ABUWI SUINGIAYS I8
BUUBARS YO [BUISLIO JY) JBY) SZIUZ0IdI
SAIEUIS)® SIY T, ‘SPUB[IOM O} Judde(pe
$931) 1om3J sorjduur s1y [, Juduodwod
puejsseid uado a1ow € urejurew 0}

‘[[ejurel
SurSueyo pue SqIYS pue puB[POOM ‘SSBIF
U29M19q XN[J S9ZIuF009Y (¢, SUOHIPUOd
S,068T SUIAdIYOR A[[BAI OM OIB)
SQI0A1QIOY d31e] Jo Jordwil pue sowI3ar
oI1J 9110ISIY SUIpN[OUI €JBp 2I0W 10

Pasu & 9Z1u30031 A\ "SUONIPUOD S,0S8 ]
ore[nwe 03 sue[d uinqg pue adeospue|

‘[[eures Surdueyo pue

SQNIYS pue pue[pooMm ‘sseld
U99MIq XN[J SIZIUF009Y

(¢ SuonIpu0od 5,081

Suraaryoe A[[ear om aIe)
SQI0A1qIOY J31e[ JO Joedwil pue
sawigal 211y 911031y Surpnjour
BJEp 2I0OW JOJ PISU B 9ZIUS0021
9\ "SUONIPUOD S,)GY] AeNUId
01 sue[d wing pue adeospue]

's109ds Au1011d 991AI0S PojRIOOSSE
31 pue 2d£3099 urur[oap siy

Jo uonearasaid ay) 03 SunnqLyuod
‘suonIpuod sgOg [-pru ewrxordde
sjejqey urejdpueg exouy puerdn

BUUBAES YO JO JUSWISBUBW JAIOR AIOJA | 9Y) MO[[OF 03 ST JUUL Y, [ I[V SB dwes 9} MO[[O] 03 ST JUIUL Y, 1 [80D
SpIIg pug[ssel) pue
PUBIAA AILIOLL] 10J JUIWIATBUBA siseydwy uonddjoag JUdUWISBURIA
PIsSNI0Y :S IAPBUIIIY | 321n0SIY ddedspuer| :¢ IARBUIIY JUBLIND) ] JAPBUII)Y | Q:ohmv




144

J40d2y] pui,y
11 doysy.op Suruu]d 2iIplig [PUOHDN dU.1nq.12yg

"SUBJLIOUIY
aAnjeN Jo uonedronied asearour
0} [OBAINO QIO "AIOISIY [BIO Y} YsIqnd

)0
‘SOLIO}SIY [BIO S [ons SaIpnjs
3ur03uo Jwog "$AIIS UMOUY JO

‘Jsed s eale

oY) 03 AJTUNUIMIOD SY) pue SIOJISIA
‘J3e1s 93nJoy 109uu0d pue ‘paardsaid
pue panjea a1e 98Ny 2y} Jo A103SI1Y
[BIMNO puE SIOINOSAI [BINY[ND O],

[ seawes | ‘saus [eamyno a3njal1 Jo A1ojuaaurl puedxyg AJOJUQAUL UJILIM B 9ABY AN ‘L (80D
"S}OI[JUOD pue 9FNJaI Inoqe
yeads 01 suoneziue3Io SIAID JNO OIS
‘JuswdofoAap o[qIsuodsar,; 10J [opow "SSIUSIEME [EJUSUIUOIIAUD
SB OAIDS [[1M IOJUD JOJISIA MAN (9318 [qO[3 pue ‘ddeospue| Jurpunoins
YImoInuewS NJA 03 Jurp) juswageuew o) JO UOTIBAIOSUOO DTNy
pue juowdooAsp puel d[qisuodsar | ‘weidoid spue] 9jBALLJ ‘SIUIAD Y jo yoddns 01 spesj 1eys o1y
Uo 9)1sqom MoN ‘(9[qe9d) SI9[IN0 eIpow [e1oads 9)1s-Uo pue JoBIU0d UONBAIOSUOD FUONS B 9)BNSUOWIP
ySnoIyy suonedrunwwiod Jo osn puedxyg | eIpsy ‘sdnoi3 [ooyos 0} aj1suo SU9ZNIO [BO0] pue SIONSIA
"] Se Qwes | "9)IS-}JO UOIIBONPA [BIUSWUOIIAUD J[qIssOd | pue isjjo suonejudsaid jjers ‘9 [20D)
SNy
pJIq papIND) “IBIA B SJUOAD
[eroads ano g “s1oyoed) £q pes| ‘stejqey
are sweidoxd dnoig [ooyos pue oJI[p[im 93nJoy Jo uoneroaidde
‘siseydwo (¢) s101S1A pa[qesIp 10} syuny Aoxang, [ -ous-uo Aqurewnid st uoreonpo ue 1oyny 1ey) santunoddo

‘JwSw jeyqey puejom pue pueidn mou

"08nJo1 oY) puoAaq SINSSI 199[Ja1 0}

[EIUSWUOIIAUH “SIONSIA 9Fnjor

juopuadop aJIpiim Aoluo SIONSIA

uo snooj o3 "dixyuy/gg Yyiys '1 03 reqruig | uonejaidioyu 29 g7 98uey)) "] 03 Je[ruig | 031 9[qe[IeAt e sasn 9 Jig [[V ‘S [80D)
'SONUNOd FUIpUNOLINS
ur spom 103 werdoxd 193jun[oA *S99NIIUIOD
puedxy "S}SII) pue[ [€90] YA JI0M QIO 1,A03 [BD0] SWOS U0
*S9oNIIO0D 3,A03 [eoo[ owos |  ‘sued juowdo[oasp ur ugisop aoedsusai3 JAIOR SI JJB)S “Spue[ Iy} Uo S|[OS JIPIIM

U0 JATJOE ST JJe)S "Spue| J1ay} uo sioured
0)B)S/M JIOM PIIWIT PAYSINJEA\

JOATY SIOUBI] JS UI PISno0j AJLIBSS90ou
10U JNq POJUSLIQ "SANUNOD G UI SPUB|
ojeAL1d Uo SI JI0M JudsdId "] St dweg

ojur ynduy "spreoq Suruoz pue Suruue[d
A1Unoo (e YIrm pIAJOAUL A[9A1IOE

9Q PNOM IA\ "SHOJJO UONBAIISUOD pUR|
03NnJoI-JJO pIEMO) PIJAIIP 9q P[NOM JJeIS
MU pue Surpunj AIeUOdIOSIp dImn,j

s1oupred 91e)s/M SI0M poyIIUI]
"PAYSINB A\ JOATY SIOURI] 1S
Ul Pasndoj AJLIBSS09u J0u Inq
POIUSLIQ "SONUNOD G UI SpUe|
ojeALd UO ST JI0OM JUISAIJ

pue jelqey 95nJoy syuowddwod
adeospue| Surpunoins ayj ul
soonoeIld UONBAIISUOD PIYSIdjem pue
‘SIOPLLIOD ‘Seale [eInjeu Jo xo[dwod y

v 180D

SpIIg pug[sseis) pue
PUBIIAA AILIOLL] 0] JUIWAGBUB]A
PIsSNI0] :S IANCUIAY

siseqdwy uonddnoag
321n0sY ddedspue :€ IAPBUI)Y

JUIWASRUBA]
JUALIND) ] IAPBUI)Y

I dnouan)




974

J40d2y] pui,y
11 doysy.op Suruu]d 2iIplig [PUOHDN dU.1nq.12yg

UOTJOLI)SI O} SAOWI 0} PAJIPOW
o1e A3070IpAY [eINjBU ) JOLISAI JB) SOSPLIQ PUB SPROY-
woy) MO[q Aenb 1o1em

weansumop aaoxdwr djoy [[is sjuswrpunodwr paureiay-
wo)SAs Juruonounj A[feinjeu

& 0} pa103sa1 Aqrened ure[dpooyJ Sit pue JOATY SIouBIq 1S-
syudwpunodwi dWOs sapnjoul

e} S)eIIqRY PUB[IOM PUE QULIOALL JO JIBSOW OSIAIP V-
Sye}Iqey pue[jom dJel 10 pajedinxd Jo uoreIo)sal payuIy-
PI[[0U09 sa10ads o1oxy-

POAOWAI 21k sjuowpunodull dI9YM PIIdMO] J[qe) JOJBAN -
Ppo33n[d/pa[[y soyoIp Pardos-

paurejas syudwpunodur 399[9S-

UONILNSAI AY) JAOWI 0} PAIpou dIe
A30101pAY [eIMRU Y} 10113SAI JBY) SOSPLI] puR SPROY-
wo)sAs Juruonouny A[jeinjeu

© 0] pa103sa1 ure[dpoory si pue J9ARY SIoueI] IS
SJe}Iqey PUB[}OM PUR QULIOALI JO J1BSOU ISIQAIP V-
Pa10}sal sye}iqey puepjom arel 1o pajedinxy.

par[onu09 soroads onjoxy-

PAIOMO] 9]qB) TR -

pa33n[d/pafy soyonq-

[euonouny 193uo]

ou a1 A2y} Jey) 0OS PIAFIPOU IO PIAOWAI Syudwpunodu]-

'so10ads Juapuadop

pueIM 19430 pue uerredir

AKaonrd 991AI0G JO Spadu Ay}

S}100W S)B}IqRY PUB[IOM PUEB QULIDALI
JO O1BSOW JSIOAIP Y :T [80D)

PA[[01IU0D 218 SONOXH-
o[qe} 193em JoySIY JO SBale Ul PAIOAR]

9q Aew so103ds o1S9W {Pa103saI sadA) 1S910F QANBN-

yS1y a1e S9[qE) I9JBM QIOYM NSSI Uk 9q AeW

uadse Aq uorseaur <parojsar sguruado pue[sseid oAnBN-
SIOU}O UBY) UOIIBIO)SOI

Ayenb 19M0] JO SBaIE QWIOS YIIM ‘POI0)SAI SBUUBAES YBQ)-
sadA3 Je31qRY JO OTBSOW ISIJAID

' U1 Sunynsal ‘ojqel Jojem Y3y A[[einjeuun jo seare Aq 30
SIWI] UIY3IM SUOIPUOD SO [-PIW 0} PAIOISAI S)BIIqRH-

Paonpal 9q P[nom speol o} anp uonejuowider .
P9[[01IU0D I SONOXH-

P2103531 $9dA) 15910 dATJBN-

pa103sa1 s3uruado pue[ssel3 dANBN-

P2103sa1 seuuBARS JeQ-

sadA) 131qRY JO OIBSOW ASIQAIP B

ur 3unynsal ‘suonIpuod sQOg [-PItw 03 PAI0ISAI SIBIqeH-

‘so100ds Ajuond

J0IAIOS PAJRIDOSSE SII pue 9dA1009
Sururpoop sy} Jo uoneAarasard

o 03 SunNqLIIUOd ‘SUOTIPUOD
S008 1-prwu arewnxoirdde syenqey
urejdpueg eyouy puerdn :1 (809

SUORIPUOD) JEIQEH JUIWI[))IS
-1 1118 J/O1eSOIA JE)QEH b IANEUIINY

(0S81-0081) suonipuo)
JBJIqEBH JUIUII[)IAS-d1] T FANBWIdY

7 dnouan




14

J40d2y] pui,y
11 doysy.op Suruu]d 2iIplig [PUOHDN dU.1nq.12yg

SPUB[IOM [RINJBU PUR ‘SIOMO[J P[IM

‘BUUBAES BO U0 9q P[NOM JALIP JJI[P[IMm Jo siseqdwy.
3urA19sqO d1B A1) SIBIIQRY O} OJUI PUE AJI[P[IM

9} 0} ASO[D JOJISIA I3} [[IM SONI[IdL] dsn dI[qn -
K10)814

[eINI[ND JUSWII[}IAS PUB JUIWI[IIIS-01d pue SWA)SAS
poSeuew pue [eINjBU }SBIIUOD PNOM d3nJal JJO pue

uo swerdord uoreonpa [BJUSWUOIIAUD pue 9ANAIdIU].
syjuowpunoduwr pageuewr 3ousLdxd 01 AyrunioddQ.
93nJoy 9y} JO SUOI}0S

ur adeospue] 008 [-prw dduaLradxe 01 Ayrumzodd(y.
SWO)SAS podeurwl A[[RIOYIIIE pUE [EINJBU JO

XIW € unod[jar {Aem Jenjeu € ur pajuasaid odeospue].

SpPUB[}oM [eINJBU PUE ‘SIOMO[J P[IM

‘BUUBAES B0 UO 9q P[NOM JALIP OJI[P[Im Jo siseydwiy-
Sura19sqo a1e Aoy} SjelIqRY 9} OJUI PUB AJI[P[IM

91} 0} ASO[O JOJISIA Y] [[IM SONI[IOR] asn oIqnd-
$9ss9001d [eINIBU pUE ‘AIOISIY [RINI[NO

‘suonIpuod Judwa[nesald jernjeu aziseydwd pjnom
swe1doxd uoneonpa [BJUSWUOIIATS Pue 9A1IdIoNU].
odeospue|

008 [-pru 9ouaradxa 03 Ayrunyaoddo Areurproenxy.
SOINJONIS JUSWOTRUBW [BIOIJILIE

M9J Sunoapgal ‘Aem [ernjeu e ur pajussaxd adeospueT.

‘Sjeliqey pue SJI[pJim

98njay] Jo uonerdcardde ue 1oyany
18} senrunjzoddo juopuadop
JIIp[IM Aofuod SIONSIA g [20D)

JuoWASeuBW Je)IqRY PUB SUON)BIOISAT

Surpie3ar Jyeis a3nJoy WOy dOULISISSE [BITUYOd)

39S Aje[n3al S[RIOLJO [BOO] PUB SIQUMOPUERT-
SUOIBIO}SAI PUE ‘SIOPLLIOD ‘S9550001d [RINJBU UO SNO0,]-
[e03 s1y} 10yHng 03 saniAanoe diysromred

pue ‘spue| 9jeAld ‘Yoeanno 9q pnom Y[ .
adeospue| Surpunoiins

o ur 9[qrssod s9onoeId UOTIBAIISUOD JO dN[BA

93 Jo uonensuowap e dpraoid pnom agnyoy oy .-

JuQwaSeuLRW JelIqey

pue suoneIo)sar 3urpredal Jjeis 38nJoy Wwolj ooue)sIsse
[BOTUYD3] Y99S A[Je[N3aI S[RIOIJO [BOO] PUR SIOUMOPUERT-
SUOIBI0)SI PUE ‘SIOPLLIOD ‘S9559001d [RINBU UO SO0, -
[e03 SIY} JOYLINJ 0) SANIATOE

diyszomured pue ‘spuel 9jeand ‘Yoeonno 2q pynom 1Y .-
odeospue|

Surpunoxmns o) ur 9[qrssod saonoe1d UONBAIISUOD JO
anJeA dy) JO UOIBNSUOWP & op1A0id pinom o3njoy Y-

'S[e0S JI[p[IM

pue Jejqey 930y syuowddwod
odeospue| Surpunoxmns

ot ur s2onoeld UOTJBAIISUOD
paysIajem pue ‘SIOPLLIOD ‘sedle
[eamyeu Jo xo[dwod v :f [B0D)

Aem owos Ul J1IJoUQ PNOM 3nJaYy Y} U0 sa10ads
A11011J UONJBAIOSUO)) [BUOISY €¢ 9Ul Jo Ayjofew oy -
[/0JI0)em FuneISI JO SUOIENUIIU0d

93ue] 10y Juasaid sonrunzoddo 191em uado

PooUBUO M ‘SpIIq AI0JRISIW QATIBU JO AJISIOAIP V-
(sergenng anjq Iourey

[° ‘uosiq ‘3-9) paonpoiural sa10ads pajedinxs swos.-

Kem QWIOS UI J1JoUaq P[nom a3nJay 9y} uo sa10ads
K11011d UOT)BAIOSUO)) [BUOISIY €€ Y3 Jo Ayuolew Y-
[40}197eM SUNBISIW JO SUONBIIUIIUOD

o31ef 105 juosaxd senyrunyzoddo 1orem uad(-

sa10ads Jo Joquinu

POIWI] SIOW B JO SUONRIUIOUOD JoFIe] JO dasuadxd

ot 18 A[qIssod ‘spaiq A10jeI3TW 9ANIBU JO AJISIOAIP V-
(seryronng onpq Jourey

[0 ‘uosiq "3-9) paonposulal sa10ads pajedinxe swos.

Srejqey

o3nyoy 01 9jerrdordde soroads
Arond 901A19G uo siseydwd

ue S309[Jo1 QJI[P[IM dALIRU

IOUJ0 pue spiiq A10JeISIW dAT)RU
JO AJNISIOAIP padueeq V i€ [B0D)

SUONIPUO)) 1B JUIWI[YIIS
-21g [e1IeJ/d1eSOIN JENQRH :f FANCUINY

(0S81-0081) suopipuo)
JBJIqEBH JUIUII)IIS-3.1] :T dANBUWIY

7 dnouan




Ly

J40d2y] pui,y
11 doysy.op Suruu]d 2iIplig [PUOHDN dU.1nq.12yg

wer3old danaxdidiur oy Jo jaed e st £103S1Y [BIN))-
S2INSeaW UoNeAIdSaId

90IN0S3I [RIM[ND a3 Ul ojedronted SUBOLIOWLY QATJEN-
odeospue[ paIoisax

A} JO 1XQU0D A} Ul Pade[d a1k SIOINOSAT [RINI[N))-
UOIRAIdSaId JI9Y) Ul PIISAIUL

oIe pPUE SOOINOSAI [RINI[NO AFNJOY onfeA AJTUNUIIOD
[90] U3} JO SIdQUIdUI PUB ‘SIONSIA ‘JJels 93nJoy-
Pa193101d 2IR $92IN0SAI [RINN)).

werdoxd aanaxdidgiur oy Jo 1aed e st A103SIY [RINYN))-
S2INSBAW UONRAIISAId

20IN0SaI [eIN)[ND oy} ul 9jedronted SUBOLIOWY QAN
odeospue] pa1oisal

3} JO IXU09 A} Ul Pade[d a1e S2INOSAI [eIN[N)).
Uo1BAIdSAId J19Y) Ul Pa)SaIduI

9Ie pUE SOINOSAI [BINI[NO 9FNJOY oN[eA AJTUNUITIOD
[€90] 93 JO SIOQUISW PUR ‘SIONSIA ‘JJels 9FnJY-
Pa199101d 218 $921N0SAI [RINYN)).

‘sed s Bore o) 03 AjTUNUIMIOD
d(} pue SIOJISIA ‘JJels

98nJay] 109UU0d pue ‘PpaArasald
pue panjeA o1e a3nJoy

oy Jo AJO)SIY [BIN}NO pue
S90JN0SAT [BIM[ND A, i/ [BOD)

o8njoy-pgo

SJUDAD PAJUILIO [BJUSUIUOIIAUD SB [[OM SB SINIAIOR
o3nyoy 1oddns A11e[n3a1 SUIZNIO [BOO0] PUL SIOYISIA -
QALIY) SANIIUL IO

pue ‘sjuawuIaA03 [820] ‘s1odojoasp ‘siouue[d asn
pue[ ‘sfooyods ‘dnoi3 spuorr oy} yrm sdrgsioulied-
so100ds paroSuepud

pUR S)B}IqRY dJRI JO SANSSI [BQO[S JO UOISSNISIP Y} 0}
uo1300uu09 & 9praoid a3nyay oY) UO sjeIqey o1el Y[ .

odnyoy

-JJO SJUIAD PIJUILIO [BJUSWUOIAUD SB [[dM SB SINIANIR
o3nyoy 1oddns A[re[n3aI SUSZNIO [BIO] PUE SIOIISIA -
QALIY) SALIIUD

I9U)0 pue ‘sjuawuIdA03 [ed0] ‘s1odojoasp ‘siouuerd

osn pue[ ‘sjooyos ‘dnoig spuorr] oy} s sdrysioulied-
saroads pard3uepuo

pue S)e}Iqey] QI JO SANSSI [eqO[3 JO UOISSNISIP )

01 UONoaUU09 © 3p1ao1d 93nJay oy} Uo sjelqey el oy -

"SSQUAIEME [BJUSWIUOIIAUD
[eqo[3 pue ‘odeospue|
Surpunoimns 9y} JO UONBAIISUOD
“a8nyoyf o Jo 1xoddns

0} Sped] 1By} OIY}O UONJBAIISUOD
3uons e 91eNSUOWIP SUIZNID
[€90] pPUE SIOJISIA :9 [80X)

SUONIPUOD) JBYIqEH JUIWI))IS
-1 [eN1BJ/O1ESOIN JBNQERH b JANBUINY

(0S81-0081) suonipuo)
JEIIqBH JUIWI)IIS-AIJ T FANBUWIIY

7 dnoano)




Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report

48



Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge
Planning Workshop 2

October 9-12, 2001
Elk River, MN

FINAL REPORT

Section 5
Draft Objectives

Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report 49



Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report

50



Draft Objectives

While there was not sufficient time during this workshop to develop a complete set of objectives
for all alternatives, it was important to begin the process and become familiar with the mechanics
of objective development. After a brief presentation on guidelines for writing objectives and the
SMART Ceriteria (Objectives must be: Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Results-oriented and
Time-fixed) each working group was tasked with developing draft objectives to Goals 1 and 4
for each of their alternatives. The results of this task follow. They were presented at the
workshop’s final plenary session.
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Group 2: Objectives

Goal 1: Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats approximate mid-1800s conditions, contributing to the
preservation of this declining ecotype and its associated Service priority species.

Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (mid 1800s)

Discussion:
‘Removing impacts
‘Lowered water table
-Oak savanna primary habitat
50 % crown cover desirable
currently 37 sq. ft. basal area /acre; 40-60 sq. ft/ac. Basal area approximates 50 % crown
cover of all trees (99% would be oaks); this is also the same criteria for dry-oak forest
that is currently at 110 sq.ft./ac.
10-70% crown cover is considered savanna
Draft: accomplish x acres of 40-60 sq.ft basal area/acre of native over-story tree species by
2050
Draft: x acres of oak savanna
Final Draft Objective: By year 20xx the X acres of upland habitat on Sherburne NWR will
include the following habitats as defined in Minnesota’s St. Croix River Valley and Anoka
Sandplain - A Guide to Native Habitats, (Wovcha et al, 1995) and based upon surveyors records:
X% of the uplands is Big woods (~ 1000 acres)
Y% of the uplands is oak savanna/oak woodland brushland (~ acres) (includes oak
barrens, savanna, grassland openings) Wovcha, et al defines oak savanna types as oak
woodland brushland, ....
7% of the uplands is dry oak forest (~ acres)
Z7.Z% of the uplands is white pine hardwood forest (~ acres)

A rationale would be included that would define Big Woods, oak savanna, etc. describing
species composition, % crown cover, and other physical paramaters.

Alternative 4: Alternative 4: Habitat Mosaic/Partial Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions

Final Draft Objective:
Similar to Alternative 2 but there is less upland and a reduction in some upland types due to
the continued presence of some impoundments.
By year 20xx the X acres of upland habitat on Sherburne NWR will include the following
habitats as defined in Minneosta’s St. Croix River Valley and Anoka Sandplain - A Guide to
Native Habitats, (Wovcha et al, 1995) and based upon surveyors records:
X% of the uplands is Big woods (~ acres)
Y% of the uplands is oak savanna/oak woodland brushland (~ acres) (includes oak
barrens, savanna, grassland openings) Wovcha, et al defines oak savanna types as oak
woodland brushland, ....
7% of the uplands is dry oak forest (~ acres)
Z2Z% of the uplands is white pine hardwood forest (~ acres)
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Goal 4: A complex of natural areas, corridors, and watershed conservation
practices in the surrounding landscape complements Refuge habitat and wildlife
goals.

Alternative 2: Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (mid 1800s)

Discussion:
*Demonstration area on the refuge to encourage conservation practices
*Easements
*Restorations of wetlands and uplands
*Participation in identifying the corridors
*Acquisition by us and others
*Establishment of prairie and wildflowers on private property
*Improvement of X% of a watershed
*Partnerships
*Refuge participate in land use zoning
*Focus private lands program within some area (distance, watershed, etc.)
*Connect the Kunkle wildlife area to the refuge through a corridor
Draft Objective re corridor to Kunkle area:
*Want permanent, could use easements, land stewardship

Final Draft Objective: We will establish a permanent, contiguous (except for
roadways) corridor without development, comprised of an area 2 mile wide
between Sherburne NWR and the Kunkel Wildlife Management Area by 2012.
Permanent cover will be established in an area 1/4 mile wide the length of the
corridor by 2025.

Alternative 4: Alternative 4: Habitat Mosaic/Partial Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions

Discussion:
*Same as Alternative 2

Final Draft Objective: We will establish a permanent, contiguous (except for
roadways) corridor without development, comprised of an area 2 mile wide
between Sherburne NWR and the Kunkel Wildlife Management Area by 2012.
Permanent cover will be established in an area 1/4 mile wide the length of the
corridor by 2025.
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Plenary Notes

Day 1: Tuesday, 9 October 2001

-Sherburne becoming an ecosystem island, surrounded by people
-This trend is likely to increase unless some plan is devised

-there is a concern that we cannot name .alternatives at this workshop since the focus groups have not met
yet. The focus groups will be meeting before the third workshop so that they may be revised at the third

workshop. Some are getting caught up in word definitions such as “objectives” as to specific objectives,

or more broad macro level objectives will be developed at this workshop.

PLENARY ON PURPOSE AND VISION
Group 2 presentation:
PURPOSE:

-The word “inviolate” needs definition
-List grouping of birds so public understands the term “migratory birds”
-management of deer and other wildlife, legal definition?

VISION:

1) Refuge conserves/maintains. ..

-remove “‘/maintains”

-add “and cultural resources”

2) what is meant by “forest” -address issue (change to woodlands?)

Group 1 presentation:
PURPOSE:

1) Define migratory birds more broadly now than when the refuge was established. When presented to
the public there were more birds than just migratory birds.

2)Need reference in the text of the CCP that there is an evolution of thought, new consensus on terms.
Include process in CCP (maybe appendix?)

3)describe how definitions changes

VISION:

“Pre-European settlement” —too constraining on refuge management
recognition: wetland communities will be hardest to re-established
-include “cultural resources are identified and protected...

-“natural forces” seemed ambiguous, needs clarification
-“extraordinary opportunities for visitors to experience wildlife...
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-or add “extraordinary” before the word wildlife.

-add refuge staff as part of the community (needs to be explicit)
-“the staff continues to ...

or ‘the staff is active in planning the success of the refuge...

Discussion:

Agreement on purpose.
On vision, minimal changes. Expand and/or clarify wording.
Group 1 has two people that weren’t at the last meeting

Group 2 has two also who weren’t at the meeting (however one of these is only observing here for an
hour).

Observation: All issues that are being brought up today also came up at the last meeting and were
discussed and brought to consensus.

Reply: We should not rewrite statement because those who were at the first workshop would ask why
their work was undone.

These same things will happen as we bring these statements out to a larger audience.
Question: Then when is the wording ever final?

Reply: The group today is not a formally established committee for cementing wording by law, in the
end the service will make the final wording according to what the law requires.

Reply: At the end of the first meeting, we were left with the understanding that the words were not
final. They were meant to be a starting point for working at this meeting.

One person from each group will come together to draft the material agreed upon today. Need a
paragraph about the purpose. For the vision-maybe clarification of wording. These two people will
draft these statements tomorrow (Wednesday) morning.

Bob talking about Goals:

Get goals from purpose and vision. The goals provide a framework to articulate objectives. The goal
identifies target, and direction of work. Goal needs to specifically outline.

How many goals do you need for a refuge? One for public use, one for biology, one for
wildlife...etc? Or many goals within each of those? Need goals that address each: wilderness,
habitat, etc. Don’t need 5 goals exactly. Just need enough goals to address the purpose and fulfill the
vision.

Two kinds of goals: biological goals and public use goals (From handbook). There are fundamental
differences between these two goals. Biological: only habitat? (to restore wildlife, need to maintain
habitat), or goals to address population change.

In handbook: goals have a habitat element and a wildlife element. Negates the argument above. In
some cases you make specific population goals, (but don’t write goals about elements you can’t
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control). Elements of biological goals: action, target, attribute, and subject (all in handbook).
Elements of Public use goals: audience, reaction, object of reaction.

e Don’t write goals around public use activities. It may miss the point of what people do when visiting
arefuge. You want to change the way they perceive wildlife. A good public use goal will describe
what you want to happen with the audience.

e Objectives-strategies can then help achieve that goal (interpretive walks, information boards). Need
to be active.

e Refuge is responsible for making visitors change and learn, not just give them the opportunity. Work
the strategies into the objectives later, not the goals. Goals are more all-inclusive.

e Don’t limit your goal to using only one strategy. Its too restricting. (follow in “Goals and how to
achieve them” section of briefing document).

Day 2: Wednesday, October 10, 2001

PLENARY ON GOALS
Group 1:
GOALS PRESENTATION:

e Group one: four goals. Goals reflect: 1.what habitats, 2. what wildlife, 3. what’s beyond refuge
boundaries, 4.commitment to instilling values to visitors

e On second goal “healthy populations”(from previous workshop goal) changed to provide a
description for healthy.

¢ Question: Goal 3 refers to off-refuge which is less able to control.

e Response: because we don’t have control over that, we must just do what we can to promote.

e Goal should be something we’re working towards, so maybe change the word “promotes” (Goal 3)
e Viable population= “continuing presence”

e The word “diversity” may be too broad.

e Goal 3:what constitutes “natural areas, corridors, and watersheds”?

e Response: the objectives address the details.

e How focused or broad should goals be? Need quantification. Where on this continuum do we want
goals to be?

e Goal 2 seems to imply that goal 1 will not ultimately be reached.
e Goal 1 should carry through all the rest of the goals.

e Need a qualifier for pre-1850 conditions.

Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report 61



e Ulie: we do not have control over the migratory populations.

e We don’t know the composition of the wildlife before 1850.

e In goal 2-“diversity” is not defined.

e We can’t control what visits and uses the habitat. We provide the habitat, and the wildlife decides if
it uses this habitat or not. The wildlife will be the same as it is today, not pre-1850 conditions. What
you do for waterfowl, or deer will be in the objectives.

Group 2:

GOALS PRESENTATION:

e Goals focus on habitat primarily or wildlife primarily. Finally decided to have a wildlife goal and a
habitat goal that need to be consistent in concepts.

e Question: new wetland goal- what is meant by “functional” riparian system?
Response: we ran out of time, we need to qualify “functional”

¢ The intent was to decouple the wetland system from imitating pre-1850 conditions. Want part of the
river system to function as before 1850 conditions with flooding. Maintain impoundments that are
there currently.

e How can we make a goal, if we haven’t made decisions in focus groups?

e [tis adraft goal, its open to change. Primary point was to decouple the wetland goal from the upland
goal.

¢ Goal may be contradictory, managed wetlands and natural riparian. Its not natural. What wildlife are
you trying to attract and for what reasons? Don’t see where you identify what wildlife you are trying
to attract.

e Functional- its functioning now. May be hard to put the river back to where it was pre-1850.

e No action words because we didn’t want to address strategies yet. Action words implied what the
strategy would be.

e Wetland goal is broad enough to chose later how to manage wetland systems
e 2" public use goal: staff go off refuge to educate community? Or focus on in-refuge.
e Mistake to limit programs to on-refuge.

e Goal doesn’t say how the outside community will be educated. Creating opportunities for wildlife
conservation is a separate goal from a strong conservation ethic.
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e Refuge hopes all visitors come away with conservation ethic, but don’t limit it to only those who visit
the refuge, expand to local community.

e Use objectives to explain the goal of conservation ethic and how we’ll go about instilling it.

PLENARY ON ALTERNATIVES

e Y axis: ok (regarding figure in workbook)

e X axis: not create one alternative. Deal with wildlife use issues first, then public use should
complement that legally. Public use fits in by complementing wildlife instead of conflicting or
competing with it.

e Custodial status-is it a legitimate alternative? There is no way to.

e Have more succinct parameters as far as the legal aspects, what can we do with respect to legal
requirements?

e (Can you define boundaries? Alternatives have multiple elements to them, but together there should
be cohesiveness. Everything presented as alternatives need to be do-able, need to be implementable.

¢ Reasonableness, implementableness, balanced treatment across each alternative, all alternatives have
to be consistent with the purpose, vision, and goals for the refuge.

e Also a fiscal responsibility element, has to be reasonable because of limited resources fiscally. Add
more employees to one side, the other side may suffer.

e Issues brought up with refuge management, need to address it in alternatives, but specifically address
this in the objectives.

e Start with conceptual alternative, use it to make objectives, address other components in this process.

e Disagree that we need same objective addressed across all alternatives. May not always have the
same objective dealt with.

e A component of the alternative can be consistent across all objectives.
e Biological program could be the same across alternatives, and public use vary, or vice-versa.

e Right now don’t think about objectives, just focus on alternative concepts. Later develop objectives
to fit under alternatives. Specific public use issues-need to complement wildlife issues.

e At this level, right now we’re focusing on alternative concepts, NOT specific objectives.
e All arguments about wetlands. Keep pools? Impoundments?

e (Oak Savanna definition vs. grassland. Amount of trees in each.

e [fyou raise water table of the wetlands, you wont have the same plants, wildflowers.

Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report 63



e To be a viable alternative, it meets all the goals, vision, and purpose of refuge. The alternative that
does this best, we’ll consider for the CCP.

e Do we know weather conditions of last 30 years before 18507 They contributed to the habitat in
1850. There are two different interpretations of the data from survey in 1850.

e How to restore uplands to oak savannas how does that intersect with the third goal (to have a diverse
community of wildlife), grasslands vs. oak savannas.

e Cant create a habitat where it doesn’t belong and where birds wont use it. Making Sherburne into a
grassland to benefit grassland birds doesn’t make sense/

e Need to go through and describe synthesis on purpose, vision, and goals to then address alternatives.

PLENARY ON PURPOSE AND VISION
PURPOSE: consensus reached

VISION:

e Good-make more poetic

e Use “forests” in vision and they don’t have forests in goals. There are “forests” in Sherburne NWR.
Is restoring to 1850 Anoka Sandplain enough to fulfill the use of the word “forests™?

e Take out qualifier “natural forces” before imbalance. In balance with what? “wildlife and habitat are
in balance” Natural forces: fire, drought, rain, etc. —origin of the phrase. Balance: wildlife is in
balance with other wildlife and with the natural habitat. (intent of statements) Agree on fundamentals,
just wording is different.

e ‘“changing conditions” vs. “changing climates” Changing conditions could mean the surrounding
urban area also. Need word “climate” (global warming).

Changing conditions includes climate. Global climate change is pressing now, but it may grow out of
date in the future, dating the vision.

Small changes in climate does affect wildlife populations.
This issue needs more thought. We’ll re-address it.

e Refuge staff a part of the community? Or need to be mentioned separately? “community claims
ownership”

Accepted: CHANGE TO: “The refuge is part of the community and the community claims ownership
actively supports...”
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e What is the definition of healthy habitat to non-biological people? Health meaning biomedical,
disease? Or population? Disease is not being referenced here. We may need to re-word this so that
visitors don’t get confused. Substitute “viable” or “sustainable”.

Accepted: CHANGE “healthy” TO: “sustainable”

We’ll make the changes and then redistribute.

PLENARY ON GOALS
The Sherburne NWR staff promote the following desired future outcomes:

1) 50 year period? The data we have is from 1855, there’s no data before that. So is it realistic to say
1800-1850? Maybe do wetland core sampling for more information? Can’t sample trees-they don’t live
that long. Say “1855 conditions”? The future may show more information about this time-period. Can
we even trust the 1855 data? Need to allow flexibility to new information that may come. Change to
“approximate mid-1800s”? Botanists come up with new dating techniques all the time so we need to
allow for new data.

Accepted: “habitats that approximate mid-1800s conditions.

Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats that approximate mid-1800s conditions.

2) Doesn’t mention riverine habitats.

“Riparian” was meant to include river.

Wetland habitats are based on the needs of the species. This goal leaves room for additional focus group
information to add.

Restoring river habitats could be an objective to achieve this goal. Could add “wetland and riparian
types...”

State in objectives what type of wetlands and defined areas of wetlands. This goal may be too broad
because there are many objectives that could be thrown in.

Meets the needs of USFWS priorities.

Use of the word “diverse”? Can’t just drop the word “diverse” because it defines “mosaic.”

Accepted: “...mosaic of riverine and wetland types meet the needs of USFWS priority riparian and other
wetland dependent species ”

A diverse mosaic of riverine and wetland types meets the needs of Service priority riparian and
other wetland dependent species.

3) clarify definition of “native wildlife.” Include those not found in 1855, but here today?

Define as species that live there now (include turkeys, cardinals, etc...). native populations reflect
landscape design now. “Balanced diversity” allows for fluctuation and the possibility of management.
Define “balanced” in this context. —emphasize Service priority species because more effort on those, but
also take into account other species of plants and animals, therefore “balanced.” Substitute “existing
diversity” for “balanced diversity”?

Need to account for the change in balance in the future.

Remove the word “balanced”?

Careful thought went into the word because we’re not focusing on waterfowl only, or one species only.
“Balanced” doesn’t emphasize one species over another. Its not maximum or minimum diversity. We
don’t want to maximize the diversity.
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Need a time-span reference?
Wildlife and habitat are in balance in the vision statement.
Need to revisit the word “balance”.

A balanced diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife reflects an emphasis on
Service priority species appropriate the Refuge habitats

4) Define “high quality”. Habitat condition and management?
Accepted: drop the words “ high quality”

A complex of natural areas, corridors, and watersheds in the surrounding landscape complements
Refuge habitat and wildlife goals.

5) Mentions the word “Refuge” twice. Drop one?
Accepted: Drop “refuge” before “Visitors...” and drop the word “ample”

Visitors enjoy wildlife dependent opportunities that further an appreciation of Refuge wildlife
resources and their habitats.

6) An off Refuge goal only? Take the word “visitors” out? Lost some impact, do general public
understand the meaning of “conservation ethic”? Want to address the rest of the world too, on a global
level, not just surrounding community.

Need to address outreach more? Create a long-lasting, deep ethic off the Refuge, instead of short-term
appreciation while visiting the Refuge?

Was meant to include visitors instead of focus on both visitors and locals together.

First responsibility is to deal with surrounding community, not globally, which is too broad.

Accepted: After “conservation ethic” add “...that leads to support of the Refuge and surrounding
landscape, and global environmental awareness.”

Visitors and local citizens demonstrate a strong conservation ethic that leads to support of the
Refuge and surrounding landscape, and global environmental awareness.

7) Need to protect resources, people need to understand them. Decided who they want to preserve the
cultural history of the Refuge.

What is meant by preserve cultural history? -burial mounds, former village sites.

Oral history project, interviewing local landowners about time before the refuge.

Legal responsibility is “cultural resources.” The study of cultural history fits into how the society is
using the area at the time.

The history of the refuge is so rich that the USFWS wants to present that history to the public.
Opportunity to pursue the history into the broader community in addition to the Refuge because the rich
history is not limited to the Refuge. Does this need to be reflected in this phrase?

Accepted: “Cultural resources and history of the refuge...

Cultural resources and history of the Refuge is valued and preserved by the Refuge staff, visitors,
and community members.
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Day 3: Thursday, 11 October 2001

PLENARY ON REVISED GOALS
Plenary Goals

Goal 1. Drop “that”

Add a wildlife aspect for consistency with other goals? Right now says we want to create historic
conditions for their own sake.

There is history in decoupling the Anoka Sandplain habitat from wildlife. Maybe say “species” instead of
“wildlife species” so it includes plants

Add phrase at end, Tom and Bob will craft the phrase

Accepted: Drop “that”.

Upland Anoka Sandplain habitats approximate mid-1800s conditions.

Goal 2: The word “diverse” needs more discussion.

Insert “habitat” in front of “types.

Substitute “habitats” for “types”

Use the word “communities” instead of habitats? Communities includes animals and plants,
habitat may imply more plants.

Accepted: change “types” to “habitats”

Use the word “diverse” because it includes all types of habitats, instead of having to list each
habitat. List them in the objectives.

Maybe you don’t want diverse habitats, the word “mosaic” can mean a homogeneous habitat or
diverse.

Goals identify what is important, they need to be left open, get more specific in the objectives.
Accepted: keep the word “diverse”

A diverse mosaic of riverine and wetland habitats meets the needs of Service priority
riparian and other wetland dependent species.

Goal 3: Addresses wildlife, that is why goal 2 and 3 were separated out. The purpose explicitly
names migratory birds, so we need to mention migratory birds in the goals.

Is goal 3 too redundant to goal 2?

Keep goal 3, like redundancy in goal 2. Handbook says all goals should have a habitat
component and wildlife component.

Migratory birds are priority species, so we’re more interested in them than turkeys.

A balanced diversity of native migratory birds and other native wildlife reflects an
emphasis on Service priority species appropriate to Refuge habitats.

Goal 4: Can we have goals about surrounding area that we don’t have control over?
We do have influence over the surrounding area.
We can influence, but cannot do. We don’t want our goals to be unachievable.
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There are objective you could put down for this. These goals are visions for the future, its what
you want to see in the future. The objective defines how you’ll influence off-Refuge.

Goals are desired future conditions. It doesn’t matter if its on or off-Refuge. This particular goal
ties what’s on the Refuge to the surrounding landscape.

Support the goal, if you weaken or take out this goal, you may not have influence in the future
over the surrounding area. Having this goal makes sure we do that.

Adjacent landowners may be interested in having the Service work on their private land.
Protection of natural resources is a big issue, and everyone needs to work on this together. We
have to go beyond the refuge.

The goals are meant to be guidance as to how to move, not to be absolutely achievable.
Objectives are achievable.

The Refuge doesn’t have control outside boundaries, but it does have influence. And influencing
is important.

This goal doesn’t try to quantify how much area around the refuge is influenced.

Accepted: add ...”watershed conservation practices...”

A complex of natural areas, corridors, and watershed conservation practices in the
surrounding landscape complements Refuge habitat and wildlife goals.

Goal 5:_ Accepted: drop “resources”

Visitors enjoy wildlife dependent opportunities that further an appreciation of Refuge
wildlife and their habitats.

Goal 6: Accepted as is

Visitors and local citizens demonstrate a strong conservation ethic that leads to support of
the Refuge, conservation of the surrounding landscape, and global environmental
awareness.

Goal 7: Cultural resources and cultural history?
Accepted: change ending. “...Refuge staff, visitors, and the community, connecting them to the

area’s past.”

Cultural resources and history of the Refuge are valued and preserved by Refuge staff,
visitors, and the community, and connecting them to area’s past.
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PLENARY ON PURPOSE AND VISION
Revised Vision:

In a region where citizens treasure natural areas managed by national, state, and local governments, the
Refuge is celebrated for its wildlife and extraordinary opportunities for visitors. The Refuge conserves a
diverse mosaic of restored high-quality native Anoka Sandplain communities and protected cultural
resources. The upland habitats are dynamic, ranging from grasslands to oak savannas to forests. These
are interspersed with a variety of wetland and riverine habitats ranging from sedge meadow to deep water.
The Refuge’s hydrologic regime includes a functional St. Francis River riparian system, with clean water
flowing into and out of the Refuge. Wildlife and habitat are in balance, and management reflects an
adaptive response to climatic change and other changing conditions, using pre-European settlement
vegetation as a guide.

Visitors have high quality experiences that provide personal and societal benefits, including heightened
awareness and support of a strong conservation ethic. They come to understand and value the cultural
history of the area. Visitor uses and management activities are consistent with the maintenance of
sustainable populations of wildlife and their associated habitats. The Refuge is part of the community and
the community claims ownership, actively supports and advocates for the Refuge mission, purpose, and
programs. The surrounding lands are recognized as valuable to the integrity of the Refuge by providing
green corridors and habitat continuity to adjacent natural areas.

PLENARY 1 ON ALTERNATIVES

1) Status Quo=current practices and plans
-no action alternative, baseline, no change from current management practices and plans
-can: not meet goals
(developed alternatives following each goal)

2) Pre-settlement Habitat Conditions (1800-1850)

3) Off-refuge Resource Protection Emphasis
-drop this alternative and add off-refuge component to #2 and #4.
-leave this one standing alone because it needs to be addressed in the next ten years?
-the plan becomes much more complex with each new alternative because it needs its
own set of strategies.
-how can it be an alternative because it doesn’t meet the goals?
-in this alternative we’re saying that what is going on on the refuge now is ok. We’re not
really addressing what goes on at the refuge, so it is not strong enough to stand alone.
-do we need a separate alternative to address off-refuge?
-alternative could address biological in-refuge and off-refuge?
-the alternative needs to be reasonable, implementable
-final CCP decision will be made by the Regional Director and these alternative may be
changed.

4) Balanced Wetland Management
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5) Wetland and Upland Management for Maximum Wetland Birds and Priority Grassland Birds.

-is this alternative reasonable?

-objectives will address the details

-later modify words of these alternative to meet the goals

-goal: diverse wetlands. Does this alternative follow that?

-this alternative may fit with #2.

-Improvement Act says that we should me managing as a system. Oak savanna is an
endangered habitat. Would like to see more focus on that habitat.

-leave this alternative in for revision after we re-visit goals.

-is there a difference between alternative 5 and current management? Difference is
emphasizing production over migratory habitat?

-what is meant by “maximum”? Maximum everything? Birds? Impoundments?
Productivity?

-what is meant by wetlands and uplands, needs definition.

KEEP ALL FIVE ALTERNATIVES FOR NOW

PLENARY 2 ON ALTERNATIVES

Group 2:

Goal 1:

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

Goal 4:

Goal 5:

Goal 6:

Goal 7:

no acre measurement on different habitat types?
no comments

Elk and Bison require fencing to and contain them and protect habitats.
Karner Blue Butterfly native?

no comments
no comments
no comments

no comments

Group 1:

Goal 1:

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

Goal 4:

More active management in alternative 5 means more than status quo (alternative 1).
Original oak savanna more open grasslands? Or less? (alternative 5)

Alternative 5: all pools are retained? Need to clarify. All three alternatives retain pools.

no comments

Alternative 3: Effort directed to urbanization. Active knocking on doors in the area
(Sherburne County, Benton County)

What does “Oriented but not necessarily focused” mean?
We’re managing the wetlands, but not directly going to public.
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Goal 5: Take out “Turkey hunts on refuge”? (Alternative 3)
Accepted (add to objectives instead)

Goal 6: All new funding in positions would go to off-refuge programs?
Have an off-site visitor center? New money goes off-refuge, current funds maintain
status quo

Goal 7: Sherburne has a lot of information on cultural sites (mounds, etc...). Also, in progress
oral history from interviewing residents
Also have potential cultural sites that have not been inventoried.
Inventory of new sites takes new funding, do we have funding?
Consolidation of all known information and oral history is already funded.

Any suggestions to eliminate alternatives?
-eliminate alternative 3, because it does not add a lot to the mix of options.
-only thing it hurts is that you have to carry all these alternatives to objectives and strategy level,
what this adds in complexity, we don’t gain in content.
-if we do this, we would need to add
-danger in combining is lean budget situation, and it won’t carry through. First thing to get cut is
public outreach.
-legitimate to form an alternative around an issue
-make a selection of one alternative to fit off-refuge option into that one.
-this alternative is a different approach, think we should keep it.
-if this is so important, should we make it into a goal so it is addressed further? Is it the same as
goal 6 already?
-complexity of an additional alternative should not limit our thinking
-did not apply fiscal constraint to the other goals, so keep it consistent.

WE WILL REVISIT THESE TOMORROW MORNING
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Day 4: Friday, 12 October 2001

ISSUES
Charlie: have issues from public, staff, and focus groups. They haven’t all been addressed and
gone through to try to consolidate them. How do we want to address these issues? And we need

to document how we address them.

How to address:

1. Focus Groups

2. Consolidation of current info

3. Any not already considered? (alternatives need to be able to include)

4. Issues-micro objective strategy level-recreation and user conflicts. Allocation of landscape
for different uses.

5. Be able to show how to address. (matrix--)

6. How are big 6 considered in the alternatives?

7. Biological-

8: Treaty Rights across all alternatives.

Discussion Notes:

e Are there any issues that haven’t been addressed by what we’re doing here at the workshop?
if so, we need to factor these in at this workshop.

e Every issue seems to focus on a small detail of the management of the refuge. All others are
with public use of the Refuge.

e Early scoping meetings-all issues went to allocation and use of land. What land will be used
for what.

e You want to show eventually how you address the issues. We need to group them
conceptually. The alternatives look at the different ways to address these issues.

e For each alternative, how would the big six public use activities be addressed? From the
biological standpoint would be where the water goes and how it is managed. Form
objectives and strategies to deal with these issues.

e Need to make sure the Native American community is ok with these issues also. We don’t
have the freedom to just call the Native Americans because of the legal requirements.

e Their legal rights for harvesting in the Refuge need to be included in the CCP. They harvest

certain plants, they hunt deer during the summer, etc.

These things could be objectives, they may not need to be addressed in the goals.

They use these privileges to document their rights, they don’t harvest much.

May not be a big issue, but it does need to be addressed.

They came out with a new wildlife management plan recently.
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FOCUS GROUPS

1. Charlie: to further evaluate issues at Sherburne and to involve the public we’ve formed
four focus groups:
1. Upland habitats
2. Wetland habitats
3. Recreation
4. Hunting
Groups 1 and 2 are technical, groups 3 and 4 are more social.
What information do we want to gain from these groups and what direction do we want
to take?

2. Criteria for success-population, habitat, etc.

e A discussion about evaluating success would be helpful. How large will each habitat
type be, and what requirements do the resident wildlife need?

3. How specific in CCP -> Step-down plan

e How specific do we want to get in the CCP?

e The real details of measuring success could be in the step-down plan?

e Technical advisory committee? The wetland and upland groups are more technical,
the recreation group is more general without specifics.

4. Evaluation of monitoring

e s there a provision in the CCP for evaluation and monitoring? Because we’re
moving to outcome based goals. The answer is that we’re supposed to be, but we
may not be doing the best job. Need clear goals and objectives first before
monitoring. Then how do we evaluate the success of these goals? Evaluation data
collected need to be able to be used. It must be used by the decision makers and
assist them.

e Issue of monitoring in the CCP is in dialog right now and not finished.

e Other plans have written few paragraphs on monitoring. We want to get a handle on
what we need to say in the plan. We’re using this workshop as a model.

e The objectives deal with monitoring? The specifics of monitoring must be in the
step-down plan, not in the CCP. So in the future you don’t have to rewrite your CCP,
just the step-down plan.

5. Plan needs to reference

e Have the goals, we could break up the goals for the appropriate focus groups. Have
the focus groups write objectives that deal with these goals. Avoid asking them how
many woodpeckers per acre they want because its not in the goals. Deal more with
habitat requirements.
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e That may not work for the recreation and hunting groups. These groups are more for
scoping. They may not be able to write objectives.

e We do need to be concerned with this workshop being a model. We can ask the
public for their individual opinions but the groups cannot come to a consensus.

e The biological objectives are appropriate to defer to the technical focus groups
(Upland and Wetland). The recreation and hunting groups cannot be run the same
way.

e [t may be too presumptuous to assume that the public use groups are not technical.

e Objectives are appropriate for the focus groups, but not anything more specific.

e We need to get these groups together to accomplish things before our next meeting in
January.

e The hunting group had a list of tasks to work on.

e What are the differences and solutions with-in and between the four groups?

e We may be able to combine the recreation and hunting groups later to work.

All these groups affect each other also. The biological groups are affected be the
public use groups and vice-versa.

Bob: talking about objectives

Objectives must be:

Specific
Measurable
Achievable
Results oriented
Time fixed

-Five W’s: who, what, when, where, why

Objectives are the incremental steps you’re going to take to reach the goals. (not as specific as
burning grassland, etc. that’s strategies)

Specific: who’s going to do something, what they’re going to do, when they’ll do it, where they’ll do
it and why.

Measurable: elements in the plan that are measurable. (Examples: Measure composition of
grassland to specific percents, 10 miles of additional hiking trails, 80% of public support program,
etc.)

Achievable: unlike goals. With changing attitudes it may be a little harder. With changing the land it
is easier to see if it is achievable

Results Oriented: need to have a picture of what it will look like when its finished

Time-fixed: need to make a limit so at that time you can evaluate your success.

All objectives need to be scientifically credible, and need to be able to show it. Need to make sense
to public and document reasoning and rationale. What data brought you to the objective. This also
helps maintain continuity between staff so there is no second-guessing with new staff.

Refuge system is lacking in baseline information about species. Maybe first put in objectives to
collect that baseline data.

Instead of asking for an increase in grassland area, quantify it into 30% increase in objectives.

There seems to be a step missing between goals and objectives. The goal suggests things that provide
for a huge range of objectives. How do we get from the goals to the objectives? To lay out targets
and numbers seems to specific for this point.

Sherburne National Wildlife Planning Workshop 11
Final Report 74



e The objectives should address the issues-this can be a better guide.

e Semantics issue with objectives. Are objectives what you use to measure success? You could write
100 objectives for each goal, but you don’t want to use all those to achieve your goals.

e Feel like this group of people do not have the expertise to write this specific of objectives.

John: talking about public use objectives using Minnesota Valley Refuge as an example:

e  We’re providing things for ultimate public
Opportunity based approach: create a specific number of trails, certain amount of environmental
education classes, etc.

e Experience-results approach: See if what we’re doing have an effect on the public’s view of the
Refuge, respect for wildlife and habitats, etc. These ways are harder to quantify and measure, so
how do we do that?

e Started with: how many teachers do we want to reach by teacher workshops, then moved to how
many students do we want to visit the Refuge, then measure what is happening to the students as they
come, are these kids learning anything?

e  Went from opportunity based to experience or outcome-results oriented that students are learning
something. Measure this by testing the students. Their test scores have to improve by a certain
amount, etc. Test before and after experience at the Refuge.

e This process is hard, need government approval to test, etc.

DISCUSSION:

o  Where does the CCP stop and the step-down plan begin as far as specifics?

e Didn’t want to see the goals being rewritten in the step-down plans. The step-down plans provide the
level of detail that the CCP does not. If your objectives are SMART in the CCP, then the step-down
plan can contain the rest of the details.

e Strategy is in place to develop the monitoring plan.

e Feel that the objectives need to and will be changed. Meaning that it may be simpler to include these
in the step-down plan instead of the CCP because of ease of change.

Two Main points of this discussion:

1) Concern about the rigidity of the CCP. Charlie said that there will be a mechanism for changes in the
CCP down the road because inevitably there will be new information.

2) There is a concern that the people in this room are not qualified enough to write objectives as
specifically as specified in the handbook.

PLENARY: OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL 1

Group 1:

Alternative 1:

e Question as to how the status quo of grasslands is represented in alternative 1. Doesn’t seem to

follow what is happening now.
e Under current management don’t we use the landscape plan?
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e The landscape plan was to bring us to this point. We have to decide as a staff whether we want to
include the landscape plan in this process.

This alternative is supposed to be no change, this objective doesn’t follow that.

If the current management doesn’t work then alternative 1 won’t meet goal 1.

There is no natural grassland on the Refuge now, it may be mislabelled on the Marshner map.
1800-1850 was there grassland?

There are openings made of grass that have never been plowed.

We may need to define how large an area of grass one needs to call it a grassland.

(other alternatives had no comments)

**NEED TO SCHEDULE A DATE FOR A FOURTH WORKSHOP
(Feb 25-March 1 —or- March 4-March 8)

PLENARY: OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL 4

Group 1:

e Many of these are unmeasurable, therefore not objectives, but goals.

e None of them meet SMART criterea

e Since this is the first time looking at this, they started more broad, these objectives are more
conceptual.
Focus on existing areas, or the creation of new ones?

e Alternative 3 for Existing Natural Areas is closer to SMART critera, just clarify the wording a little

Group 2:
Preface: first looked at the goal, picked out what would relate to it as far as outcomes
e What are the biological foundations for the corridor? What species are you attracting?

(no further comments)
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FINAL SUMMARY

Purpose
Instead of revisiting the purpose now, the work needs to be done by the management of Sherburne.

Consider Tom Will’s version in appendix.

Vision
Agreed upon

Goals
Agreed upon with the exception of the phrase ‘contributing to the preservation of this declining ecotype
and its associated Service priority species’ in goal 1 (see page 32).

Alternatives
Leave alternatives as they are now, and revisit them at the next workshop. Especially thinking about the
need of Alternative 3.

Objectives
To work on in next meeting

Strategies
Not addressed here, work on in next meeting
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U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Washington D.C. Office (WO)
Bob Adamcik
NWRS
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 670
Arlington, VA 22203
703-358-2359
bob_adamcik@fws.gov

Liz Bellantoni

NWRS

4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 670
Arlington, VA 22203
703-358-2422
liz_bellantoni@fws.gov

Regional Office, Region 3 (RO)
Jan Eldridge

Planner, USFWS

BHW Federal Building Photo Unavailable
1 Federal Drive

Ft. Snelling, MN 55111
612-713-5430
jan_eldridge@fws.gov

Jane Hodgins

USFWS

Technical Writer/Editor
1 Federal Drive

Ft. Snelling, MN 55111
612-713-5395

jane hodgins@fws.gov
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Tom Larson

Chief, Ascertainment and Planning
USFWS

NWRS/AP

BHW Federal Building

1 Federal Drive

Ft. Snelling, MN 55111
612-713-5430
thomas_larson@fws.gov

Gary Muehlenhardt

Planner, USFWS

NWRS/AP

BHW Federal building

1 Federal Drive

Ft. Snelling, MN 55111
612-713-5477

gary muehlenhardt@fws.gov

John Schomaker

USFWS Region 3 Planner

1 Federal Drive

Ft. Snelling, MN 55111-4056
612-713-5476
john_schomaker@fws.gov

Tom Will

USFWS Region 3

Nongame Migratory Bird Biologist
BHW Federal Building

1 Federal Drive Photo unavailable
Ft. Snelling, MN 55111
612-713-5362
tom.will@fws.gov
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Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge
Charlie Blair

Sherburne NWR

17076 293" Ave.

Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 211

charles blair@fws.gov

Brad Ehlers

Sherburne NWR

17076 293" Ave.
Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 212
brad_ehlers@fws.gov

Nancy Haugen
Sherburne NWR

17076 293" Ave.
Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 213
nancy haugen@fws.gov

Jeanne Holler

Sherburne NWR

17076 293" Ave.
Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 214
jeanne holler@fws.gov
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Paul Soler

Sherburne NWR

17076 293" Ave.
Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 215
paul_soler@fws.gov

Photo unavailable

Gary Swanson
Sherburne NWR

17076 293 Ave.
Zimmerman, MN 55398
763-389-3323 ext 216
gary swanson@fws.gov

Ecological Services (ES)

Nick Rowse

Twin Cities Field Office/USFWS
4101 E. 80™ Street Photo unavailable
Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
612-725-3548 ext. 210

nick _rowse@fws.gov

U. S. Geological Survey (USGS)

Kevin Kenow
Upper Midwest Environmental Sciences Center Photo unavailable
2630 Fanta Reed Road
LaCrosse, WI 54603
608-781-6278
kevin_kenow(@usgs.gov
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Ojibwe Tribal Governments

Curt Kalk .
Commissioner of Natural Resources Photo unavailable
Mille Lacs Band

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR)

Lloyd Knudson

Farmland Wildlife Program Leader
MDNR Division of Wildlife

500 Lafayette Rd.

St Paul, MN, 55155

651-296-0704
lloyd.knudson@dnr.state.mn.us

Representatives of the Public

Ron Burley

Friends of SNWR

13384 Island View Drive
Elk River, MN 55330
763-441-2223
r.r.burley@worldnet.att.net

Tom Casey

2854 Cambridge
Mound, MN 55364
952-472-1099
casey@wavefront.com
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Jim Lawrence

117 Mississippi Drive
Monticello, MN 55362
763-295-4683
oltrapper@tds.com

Marv Ziner

Friends fo Sherburne Refuge
617 Gates Ave.

Elk River, MN 55330
763-441-2882
mdziner@aol.com

Conservation Breeding Specialist Group

Ulie Seal, Onnie Byers,

Moriya McGovern

CBSG

12101 Johnny Cake Ridge Road
Apple Valley, MN 55124
952-997-9800

office@cbsg.org
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Question 1: Please provide your contact information and a brief identification of organization,
area of expertise, and area of primary interest.

I.

John Schomaker
Refuge Planning
Participant in Workshop 1

Tom Larson

Chief, Ascertainment and Planning
BHW Federal Building, Ft. Snelling,
MN 55123

Interest: wildlife management, public
participation, planning

Not a participant in Workshop 1.

Nancy Haugen

Sherburne NWR

Public Use Specialist

Plants/wild flowers, volunteer
organizing, special event planning,
interpretation, education.

R. Nicholas Rowse

Twin Cities Field Office / USFWS
4101 E. 80™ Street

Bloomington, MN 55425-1665
612/725-3548 ext 210

interests include: ecological services,
endangered species, wetlands, invasive
species.

Participated in Workshop 1

Blank

Marv Ziner

Participant in Workshop 1

Resident of Sherburne, high school
science/agriculture for 39 years, now
retired. Leader in Boy Scouts, FAHE,
DNR volunteer hunter education, FFA
alumni, Friends of Sherburne NWR.
Strong background in environmental
education and interpretation.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Participation in Workshop #1?

Lloyd Knutson

MN DNR Manager, managed a state
wildlife management area of similar size
to Sherburne in Anoka and Chisago
counties for nearly 15 years.

Paul Soler
Sherburne NWR
Emphasis in healthy ecosystem wildlife

Brad Ehlers

Assistant manager at the Refuge,
associated with the Refuge since 1987 as
USFWS employee, 34 years in refuges,
in field, with USFWS.

Primary knowledge and experience with
wetlands-wetland birds.

Jim Lawrence

Retired interested citizen/Professional
trapper and nuisance control

Captive population continues to increase
at the expense of other wildlife

Gary Muehlenhardt
USFWS, Planning; Public management
Planning

Jeanne Holler
Biologist
Sherburne NWR

Tom Will

Non-game bird biologist, especially land
birds; coordination with Partners in
Flight.

Participated in Workshop 1



Question 2:

1.

To continue to learn new techniques to
facilitate CCP planning.

Develop diverse, sound, goals and
objectives for the Sherburne CCP.
Learn more regarding varied opinions
regarding direction management
should go at Sherburne.

To decide goals and objectives for
public use program at the Refuge

To continue in the development of the
Sherburne CCP, providing input on
endangered species, wetlands, and
other habitats.

To provide some meaningful input in
the process of developing a logical and
workable CCP plan for Sherburne
NWR.

To provide direction for the Refuge.
To train individuals to be wise
stewards of our natural resources so
lands like Sherburne can be used by
present and future generations.

To provide input to this planning process
to continue the partnerships between the
MN DNR and USFWS/Sherburne NWR
to achieve common objectives of these
two agencies.

Ensure the Refuge can function to its
fullest extent without being
hindered/pressured from its urbanized
exterior.

Get to the nuts and bolts of planning-
shorten process, make decisions, go on
with it!
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10.

11.

12.

13.

What is your personal goal for this workshop?

To observe the process for the future
planning of the Refuge. To present my
opinion that the canine predation base
in the Refuge be considered for
management as part of the future plan.

Learn workshop process and offer
experience from other planning
projects.

To continue to learn more about the
CCP Planning process, the issues
facing Sherburne, and the range of
opinion about those issues.

To get through process to alternatives;
so can see how focus group
conformation will be incorporated.
Right now, things seem disjunct. I ‘d
like to see more focus to CCP and
think development of alternatives will
do this.



Question 3:
Wildlife Refuge in the next 25 years?

1. How to manage refuge resources as

Sherburne becomes an island in a
developed landscape.

2. Maintaining management options in

the face of denser human development

around the refuge (fire, hunting, water

management, wildlife movement,
corridors, etc.)

3. Affect that development in local area

will have on wildlife.

4. The rapidly developing area
surrounding the refuge presents

significant challenge to the refuge.
Sherburne is becoming more an urban
refuge with increasing visitors, etc.

5. In the face of a rapid population

growth in the area, to be an effective
wildlife refuge surrounding SNWR,

and all of the resulting problems.

SNWR will be more of an isolated
island of wildlife habitat, and will, in
effect, become smaller in size because
of development and “intrusions” of

various types.

6. Urban Sprawl

7. As the area around Sherburne NWR
develops additional issues associated

with development (watershed
management activities), human

population, additional fragmentation

will need to be addressed. Also will be

pressures from different interests to
manage area for different wildlife and

plant communities.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

What, in your view, is the primary challenge faced by the Sherburne National

Encroachment of the surrounding
suburbs, Increased use/demands on the
Refuge.

Managing for maximum migratory
bird numbers in a changing to urban
county.

For a determination to be made as to
what the intentions for the Refuge are
to be and to determine how to appease
all the different interest groups.

Change values reflected by a
sprawling urban culture, which will
surround the Refuge.

Urbanization/suburbanization around
refuge

Maintaining the integrity of a
biologically diverse and ecologically
functional wildscape in a matrix of
urbanization and unfriendly
development...and reversing that trend
by allowing the wildscape to move
outwards. Also, to develop a sound
CCP that truly guides future decisions.



Question 4:

the first workshop? What is it?

I.

2.

No.
I was not at the first workshop, I do
not know of anything that was missed

that will not or cannot be developed in
the overall planning process.

Blank

Not that I could determine.

I’m not aware of a missed problem.
Not that I am aware of.

Not at first workshop

Possibly the lack of non-professional
(non-agency) people at the meeting.
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9.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Has any important problem for the conservation planning process been missed in

There has not been a very good mix of
interests represented-by and large,
non-FWS people have been pro-public
use and preservationist oriented.

. For a determination to be made as to

what the intentions for the Refuge are
to be and to determine how to appease
all the different interest groups.

Was not present.
No
Can’t think of anything.

A full discussion of the tradeoffs
between habitat-based conservation
and management and species-based
management — particularly of priority
migratory birds (the stated purpose of
the refuge).
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Invitation List

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Washington D.C. Office
Bob Adamcik
Liz Bellantoni
Steve Farrell

Regional Office, Region 3
Nita Fuller

Don Hultman

Tom Worthington
Tom Larson

Jim Mattsson
Barbara Pardo

Tom Will

John Dobrovolny
John Schomaker
Jan Eldridge

Gary Muehlenhardt
Tom Magnuson
Mary Mitchell

Jane Hodgins

Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge
Charles Blair

Jeanne Holler

Brad Ehlers

Gary Swanson

Nancy Haugen

Paul Soler

Agassiz National Wildlife Refuge
Margaret Anderson

Ecological Services
Dave Warburton
Nick Rowse

U. S. Geological Survey (USGS)
Carl Korschgen
Sam Droege
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David Fulton
Jason Rohweder
Kevin Kenow
Rick Schroeder
Murry Laubhan
Dave Hamilton
Dorothy Anderson

Tribal Governments of Ojibwe Ceded Territories
Melanie Benjamin
gaiashkibos
Thomas Maulson
Peter Defoe
Roger McGeshick, Jr
David Merrill
Curt Kalk

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR)
Fred Bengston
Hannah Dunevitz
Patricia Fowler
Dave Pauly
Pam Perry
Dave Schad
Lloyd Knudson

County Administrators
Brian Bensen
Nancy Riddle

County Commissioners
Arne Engstrom
Terry Nagorski
Ray Friedl
Betsy Wergin
Rachel Leonard

Representatives of the Public
John Tester
Bill Berg
Tom Casey
Ron Burley
Judith Hidde
Mike Niziolek
Marv Ziner
Catherine Zimmer
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Jim Lawrence

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)
The Nature Conservancy
Jennifer Brown

Audubon Society
Betsy Daub
Brian Jungels
John Peck

World Conservation Union (IUCN)

Conservation Breeding Specialist Group (Facilitators)
Ulie S. Seal
Onnie Byers
Moriya McGovern
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Alternative Version
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Refuge Purpose Expository Material
Alternate Version (T. Will)
Friday, October 12

The legal purpose of a National Wildlife Refuge is derived from the Congressional
legislation under which its lands are acquired. Some refuges are established by legislation
that addresses them specifically. However, most refuges are established under more
general legislation already in existence. Sherburne National Wildlife Refuge was
established under the authority of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 715d).
That Act states that lands may be acquired “...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any
other management purpose, for migratory birds.”

At the time of the establishment of the Refuge, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service chose
to focus upon ducks, geese, cranes, and eagles as the primary purpose for establishing
Sherburne NWR. In recent years the Service has broadened the scope of interest for the
National Wildlife Refuge System through policy and legislation. While not discounting
the continued interest in ducks, geese, cranes, and eagles, the Service has recognized the
importance of the full diversity of species native to an area in maintaining a healthy
environment for all species. Therefore, for this plan, the Refuge purpose is interpreted to
include all migratory birds as identified in the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR
10.13). This definition encompasses a diversity of migratory birds including such major
groups as wading birds, waterfowl, raptors, shorebirds, owls, wood peckers, and
songbirds. While the legal Refuge purpose focuses upon migratory birds, the Refuge is
also interested in the maintenance of other wildlife native to the area, including such
resident species as deer, Blandings Turtles, and Ruffed Grouse. This expanded interest is
consistent with the concept that maintenance of the diversity of wildlife native to an area
contributes to the stability and health of that ecosystem; while not part of the Refuge
Purpose, the interest is reflected in the Refuge goals and objectives.

Region 3 of the Service has produced a list of Resource Conservation Priorities (RCPs)—
species of birds and other wildlife which are of concern due to declining population
trends, nuisance issues, or recreational importance. The RCP birds are derived in large
part from the FWS “Birds of Conservation Concern” (BCC), a listing of species at the
national, FWS regional, and North American Bird Conservation Initiative (NABCI)
planning region scales that warrant proactive conservation efforts to preempt listing
under the Endangered Species Act. The BCC list in turn is heavily dependent on the
national and regional priorities of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, the
U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan, the North American Waterbird Conservation Plan, and
the Partners in Flight pysiographic area plans, each of which represent the collective
wisdom of partnerships of federal agencies, states, and NGOs. RCP non-bird species are
derived from information provided by the Service regional divisions of Fisheries and
Ecological Services. Consideration of species and habitats most in need of management
and conservation attention is intended to assist employees in focusing application of
conservation tools, identify research priorities and training needs, prioritizing workloads
and opportunities, and developing budgets.
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The Refuge purpose authorizes Refuge lands “...for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for
any other management purpose, for migratory brids.” The term ‘inviolate sanctuary’ is
often interpreted differently than the Service interprets the term. Some interpret the term
as guidance that such an area should receive minimal disturbance and minimal public use
or none at all. The Service interpretation of the term places wildlife first when it
considers potential management or public use of the land. The health and well being of
wildlife and its habitats must be accommodated before considering other uses on the
Refuge. This direction is summarized in the Mission statement for the National Wildlife
Refuge System: “The mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to administer a
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within
the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans”
(National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997).

In consideration of the points enumerated above, the purpose of the Refuge can be
paraphrased in this way: “The purpose of Sherburne NWR is to conserve, manage, and
where appropriate, restore a diversity of native migratory birds and their habitats in a way
that ensures the continuing presence and viability of these populations for the benefit of
present and future generations of Americans.”
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